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Preface

“And how many hours a day did you do lessons?” said Alice, in a hurry to change the subject.
“Ten hours the first day,” said the Mock Turtle: “nine the next, and so on.”

”

“What a curious plan!” exclaimed Alice.
“That’s the reason they’re called lessons,” the Gryphon remarked:
“because they lessen from day to day.”

Lewis Carroll, Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland

Overview

The quickening pace of globalization and the increasing influence of English as lingua franca world-
wide has brought to the foreground the importance of research in second (L2) and foreign (FL)
language teaching and learning. As was the case with Volume I of the Handbook in Second Language
Teaching and Learning, the evolving complexities of human societies, political structures, and the
expanding range of needs in L2 and FL learning and teaching call for novel perspectives on L2
research. In addition, however, the appearance of Volume II attests to the fact that the rapid changes
in the discipline of L2 and FL teaching and research make practically any state-of-the-art overview
dated even before it is published.

The overarching purpose of Volume II of the Handbook is to revisit, review, supplement, and
complement Volume I. Several chapters in this book present entirely new perspectives and update
the research in the subdisciplines that deal with the essential areas of investigation in L2 teaching
and learning. That is, Volume II is not a second edition of Volume I, but it is a whole new book that
covers new territories and research venues. As with Volume I, the content of Volume II continues to
strive to remain comprehensive and inclusive, as much as possible within the scope of one book. The
lineup of chapter authors also adheres to the original strategy of selecting leading authorities in their
disciplinary areas. It is important to note, however, that this compendium of articles on research in
second language teaching and learning, just like any other of its kind, does not aspire to cover the
entire enormous range of variables that directly or indirectly impact L2 teaching and learning. In
combination, though, both Volumes I and II have a better chance of presenting more thoroughly
essential study areas in the field of language teaching and learning.

A collection of state-of-the-art overviews of what is known, important, advantageous, relevant,
influential, fruitful, theoretical, practical, or controversial and contradictory in L2 teaching and
learning may have little choice but exclude a number of research areas. This obvious constraint
applies equally to both Volumes I and II of the Handbook. In part due to its comparatively short
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history as a discipline, research on second language teaching and learning has been a dynamic field,
where new venues and perspectives continuously evolve and develop. The growth of new knowledge
about the how and the what of L2 teaching and learning is certain to continue along its path of dis-
ciplinary maturation.

Like Volume I, Volume II seeks to bring together a comprehensive, state-of-the-art overview of
current research into social contexts of L2 teaching and learning, research methods, contributions of
applied linguistics to second language research, research into L2 processes and development, teach-
ing methods and instruction, second language assessment (but less so testing, as was the case in
Volume I), the place of ideology in second language education, second culture and a learner’s iden-
tity, as well as critical L2 literacy, and language rights, policy, and planning.

The new features of the book are highlighted below, followed by those features that have endured
the test of time and are therefore retained in Volume II.

New Directions, Contents, Chapters, and Authors in Volume II

The content changes in Volume II accomplish three goals:

1. survey the prominent areas of research that were not addressed or received less attention than
they should have in Volume I due to space limitations

2. capture new and ongoing developments, research, and trends that have evolved in the key
mainstay areas of L2 teaching and learning, to supplement their coverage in Volume I, e.g. the
teaching of second language learners in school, teaching English as an International Language
and as a Foreign Language in Europe, central and evolving directions in second language
research methods, the contexts of language socialization, as well as the foundational language
skills, such as speaking, listening, reading, writing, grammar, and vocabulary

3. present novel perspectives on research domains that have become particularly prominent
in the past several years, since the publication of Volume I, e.g. English as an International
Language, World Englishes, or the teaching of English within new European migratory
realities

The author and chapter changes have the goal of bringing to the foreground additional innovative
and expert perspectives on the foundational subdisciplines in L2 teaching and learning. As in Volume
I, all authors in Volume II are leading authorities in their areas of expertise. Volume II includes 57
chapters with 17 returning and 40 new authors.

+ One of the important changes in Volume II is an inclusion of new authors from Asia, Australia,
Europe, and North America to expand to the book's international scope.

+ Some authors whose names are synonymous with their areas of expertise and who are the pre-
eminent figures in their subdisciplines have been invited back to contribute to Volume II
Nonetheless, all chapters are completely new and will not significantly overlap content in those
domains published in Volume I.

+ Some authors with world-class reputations and diverse research interests have chosen to work
on chapters on topic areas different from those in their Volume I chapters.

+ The Guest Editor of the Language Policy and Planning section, Richard Baldauf, University of
Queensland, continues to edit this section in Volume II. The new overview of Language Policy
and Planning includes all new chapters on current and broad-based areas, fundamentally differ-
ent from those in Volume I.

+ Carol Chapelle, Iowa State University, is the new Guest Editor of the Second Language Assessment
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section. The new section focuses predominantly on assessment in various facets in L2 teaching
and learning, and in this regard, bears little resemblance to the Testing section in Volume I. The
assessment of, for instance, language ability, learning in the classroom, and social and political

contexts of language assessment pick up on the thematic threads addressed in earlier chapters of
the book.

Revisited Research Themes in L2 Teaching and Learning

The selection of the topics and areas of research for inclusion are based on several criteria, similar to
those noted in Volume I. Like Volume I, Volume II of the Handbook seeks to provide state of the art
overview of what is known and of what requires further study in a broad array of domains of second
language teaching and learning. To this end, the far-ranging areas of research requisite in a compre-
hensive survey have remained largely unaltered:

+ social contexts in research on second language teaching and learning

+ second language research methods

+ second language research and applied linguistics

+ research in second language processes and development

+ methods and instruction in second language teaching

+ second language assessment

+ ideology, identity, culture, and critical literacy in L2 teaching and learning
+ language planning and policy

The main reason for some similarity of the research areas in Volume I and II is that it seems impos-
sible for a handbook on L2 teaching and learning to proceed without the disciplinary essentials, such
as research in the social contexts where second languages are taught and learned, methods for con-
ducting academic studies, investigations of prevalent pedagogical approaches, or the current state of
language assessment. However, within these broad-scope disciplinary foundations, the contents of
the two volumes diverge substantially.

Both volumes of the Handbook are geared to all types of second and foreign language profession-
als: researchers and researchers-in-training, advanced and not-so-advanced graduate students, fac-
ulty in teacher training, teacher education, and applied linguistics programs, practicing, novice, and
pre-service teachers, teacher trainers, curriculum designers, and material developers, or others who
are still merely considering joining the profession.

The Organization of the Book

Part I, Social Contexts in Research on Second Language Teaching and Learning, begins with the
research in many social contexts of learning and types of L2 learners and users that have different
language learning needs and goals. The ten chapters in this section of the book focus on the popula-
tions and individuals who seek to learn and teach a second and foreign language in various locations,
institutions, and political and educational systems, and with broad-ranging objectives for achieving
different L2/FL proficiencies in order to accomplish their educational, vocational, personal, aca-
demic, professional, career, and communicative objectives.

Methods for research in second language teaching and learning are the focus of the second part of
the book—Part II, Second Language Research Methods. Each of the five themes discussed in these
chapters address divergent approaches to gathering, analyzing, and interpreting data, associated with
L2 research.
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The areas of applied linguistics that deal directly with research in L2 teaching and learning are pre-
sented in Part III, Second Language Research and Applied Linguistics. These seven chapters treat a
number of broad domains of research such as the application and applicability of Second Language
Acquisition (SLA) research, discourse analysis, the contexts of language socialization, L2 pragmatics,
sociocultural theory and cognitive linguistics, conversational analysis and its relevance in language
teaching and learning, and the role of corpus analyses in all manner of language pedagogy.

The ten chapters in Part IV, Research in Second Language Processes and Development, address
the foundational elements of L2 teaching and learning. The study of the ecology and semiotic of
language learning portrays an overarching perspective on the entire enterprise of language teaching
and learning. The research into cognitive aptitudes that enable one to learn a language largely speaks
to the strengths and limitations of the human condition, as do the studies of the Critical Periods in
language learning that continue to remain hypotheses after many decades of research. Interactional
competence and its attendant skills are similarly intertwined with the development of the essential L2
skills, such as speaking, listening, literacy and biliteracy, reading, grammar, and writing. At its core,
L2 teaching and learning is fundamentally a very human undertaking, with all its advantages and
flaws, and this essential theme largely undergirds the contents of chapters in Part IV.

The nine chapters in Part V, Methods and Instruction in Second Language Teaching, attempt
to deal only with a few prominent exemplars widely adopted in various geographic locations and
social contexts around the world. For example, the communicative method has been slowly chang-
ing how foreign languages, including English, are taught in many countries. However, the continued
prevalence of traditional instructional methods also accords it a pride of place in various regions
around the globe. The corrective feedback movement undertakes to research how this feature of
language instruction has steadily gained importance in L2 pedagogy. In the past decade, content-
based language teaching has become central in a range of teaching contexts and at various levels
of schooling, such as elementary and secondary, including both majority- and minority-language
learners. Research in written discourse and the applications of its findings to teaching L2 writing is
probably one of the more robust areas in the academy today, and no handbook on second language
anything can proceed without an overview of the current state of affairs in this discipline. The same
can said about the proliferation of technology in language instruction in and out of school, as well as
the expansion of techniques and innovative applications in Computer Assisted Language Learning.
The chapter on L2 learner strategies highlights of strategies for language learning across all methods
and approaches.

The six chapters in Part VI, Second Language Assessment, underscore the vexing complexity of
language testing and assessment, as it is closely tied to L2 learning, learning processes, and inferential
measurements of L2 competence, proficiency, and skill. Thus, the chapters in Part VI present brief
overviews of the socio-political contexts of language assessment, considerations of validity and the
history of testing, research methods, testing of language for specific purposes, and classroom-cen-
tered language assessment.

The topics of Ideology, Identity, Culture, and Critical Pedagogy are examined in Part VII.
Research into the connections between language learning and ideology in language education, as well
as learners’ and teachers’ identities, and intercultural communication in language education shows
that these play a pivotal role in how languages are taught and learned around the world. The impor-
tance of critical literacy in the modern-day and technological society cannot be underestimated, as it
undergrids the learner’s path in contemporary educational and professional endeavors.

The six chapters in Part VIII, Language Planning and Policy present an overview of the impor-
tant directions in the research of language policy and planning, and the impact of these on minority
language rights. The introductory chapter outlines a number of general key issues and terms and a
general framework for the types of activities that define the field. The next five chapters discuss the
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classic activity types and focus on the important recent research specifically geared toward language
teaching and learning.

The Structure of the Chapters

In this volume, the principles for selecting and structuring chapters have largely remained the same
as they were in Volume 1. Based on the survey of professional associations and organizations around
the globe, followed by a similar review of research themes at professional meetings, the areas of rel-
evance and currency were relatively easy to identify. An examination of research articles published
during the past decade in over 30 academic journals served as the foundation for selecting the rel-
evant topics for the book as a whole. The purpose of the chapters is to highlight the major findings
and advancements in various regions around the world.

Nonetheless, despite the great diversity of the field, research, and disciplinary perspectives, every
effort has been made to make the chapters consistent in style, tone, and the depth of material cover-
age. For this purpose, all contributors were requested construct their chapters along a similar out-
line:

+ An explanation of how the topic discussed in the chapter fits into a larger picture of the domain
of L2 research

+ Important developments, trends, and traditions in the discipline, as well as current controver-

sies and the reasons that they have arisen

A detailed examination of the current research findings presented in the chapter

+ A section on conclusions and/or future research directions

+ A substantial list of references that can assist interested readers in backtracking seminal and
relevant works

Each chapter represents a stand alone examination of research in a specific L2 subdomain, yet, the
book as a whole seeks to reflect the major trends in the current investigations into the people and the
contexts where and how second and foreign languages are taught and learned.
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Dual Language Education

Donna Christian

Introduction

As this handbook clearly demonstrates, the field of second language teaching and learning encom-
passes diverse goals, contexts, and traditions. New languages are learned in the community or in
school, by children and adults, and for primarily oral communication purposes, literacy, or both. In
the service of second language teaching and learning that occurs in school, dual language education
occupies an important, if currently small, space that attends to the maintenance and development
of the native language along with the second. The approach emphasizes bilingualism as an outcome
when a new language is learned and fosters “additive bilingualism” (Lambert, 1984) as a founda-
tional concept. Research shows that the model can be effective for second language learning while
conveying other benefits as well.

In dual language education programs, the second language is not taught as a subject. Rather, it
is used as a medium of instruction in an educational setting, and, with appropriate instructional
techniques and materials, students learn curricular content as well as a new language. The native
language of the students is also nurtured, and it is expected that the students will move toward bilin-
gualism and biliteracy as a result of participating in this type of program. Thus, dual language educa-
tion serves the goal of second language teaching and learning, but situates that goal in the broader
context of bilingualism.

In this chapter, dual language education refers to programs, primarily for students in preschool,
elementary, and secondary levels of schooling, which provide literacy and content area instruction
to all students through two languages (their native language and a new language). The programs
seek to develop bilingualism and biliteracy in the two languages, grade-level academic achievement,
and multicultural competence for all students (Howard, Sugarman, Christian, Lindholm-Leary, &
Rogers, 2007). Students learn subject matter content such as science and social studies through their
second language, they develop oral proficiency and literacy skills in that language, and they gain
understanding of its cultural connections. Thus, second language learning is embedded in grade-
appropriate academic instruction, and language learning is an important, but not the only, goal for
the programs.

Dual language classrooms may be linguistically homogeneous or may include speakers of both
languages of instruction. The variations in student populations characterize four major types of dual
language programs that will be discussed in later sections:
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1. developmental bilingual programs, where all students are native speakers of the minority
language that is one of the languages of instruction;

2. foreign language immersion programs, or “one-way” immersion, where all of the students are
native speakers of the majority language and are learning another language;

3. heritage language immersion programs, where all of the students are from the language
minority community, though they may have little or no actual proficiency in the heritage
language; and

4. two-way immersion programs, where approximately half of the students are native speakers
of the minority language and half are native speakers of the majority language, and all receive
instruction through, and learn, both languages.

The distinctions drawn here follow that of Howard, Olague and Rogers (2003), who use the image
of an umbrella to portray dual language education and these four types of programs (see Figure 1.1).
This categorization has also been adopted by the National Dual Language Consortium (http://www.
dual-language.org/) to define the Consortium’s scope. The programs vary to meet the needs of dif-
ferent student groups but all operate within an additive bilingual paradigm.

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of dual language education, an approach
to second language learning and teaching that aims for bilingualism and biliteracy for students in
diverse sociolinguistic settings. After some discussion of definitions and terms to set the stage, later
sections will briefly outline the context and rationale for the approach, the major types of programs
(along with the appropriate conditions and necessary resources for their success), and what we know

Figure 1.1 Dual language umbrella

Source: Howard, Olague, and Rogers (2003, p. 3).
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about those programs. The chapter will conclude with some suggestions for future directions in
research and practice.

Definitions

As Brisk (2005) points out, terms such as bilingual and multilingual are often confused, due to a fail-
ure to distinguish their meaning when applied to individuals, communities, educational programs,
or national societies. Individuals (in our case, students) can be referred to as bilingual (or multilin-
gual) if they know and can use more than one language. Their abilities in two (or more) languages
typically vary according to the degree of fluency they have for different purposes in different contexts
(or registers). In other words, an individual may be very fluent in one language for conversing with
family members, and more able in another language to read a science text. There is also a strong link
to identity for individuals whose language knowledge gives them a “sense of belonging that derives
from linking one’s own identity to the community of speakers of the language” (Cummins, 2008). At
the community or national level, a society may be considered bilingual or multilingual if more than
one language is regularly used by its members, but not all individual members may be bilingual.

In education, a bilingual program (simply stated) is one in which two languages are used for
instruction. The label should not be used (but often is) for a program that serves language minority
students using only their second language, such as a program for native Chinese speakers that uses
only English. In such cases, the program is labeled according to the characteristics of its students
rather than according to its pedagogy. In the United States, the term bilingual has become highly
politicized, particularly in the context of bilingual education and has come to symbolize particu-
lar political stances (for or against the practice) rather than simply defining a type of educational
programming.

A few other terms will be useful to define for the discussion to follow. Native language refers to
the first language learned by a child, the one used in the family and community. A second language is
learned after the native language (acknowledging that some children acquire two or more languages
from early childhood, so the implied sequence may not apply in all cases). In dual language pro-
grams, one language is typically the majority language of the broader society (English in the United
States or Japanese in Japan) and the partner language in the program (the other language used in
instruction) may be a local community language (such as Spanish or Navajo in some communities in
the United States) or another language not used in the students’ home communities (such as English
in Japan). Finally, a heritage language is a community language other than the majority language to
which community members have a linguistic or cultural connection (for example, Cantonese for
the children of immigrants from Hong Kong living in San Francisco) (Valdes, 2001). In some cases,
partner languages in dual language programs are heritage languages in the local community.

The Context

Dual language education builds on research, history, and traditions of bilingual, foreign language,
and heritage language education, as well as the global reality of multilingualism in education. Tucker
(2001, p. 332) reminds us of the pervasiveness of multilingualism around the world and the fact that
personal histories involving multiple languages, including at school, are the norm rather than the
exception. He observes:

There are many more bilingual or multilingual individuals in the world than there are mono-
lingual ... In many parts of the world, ... approaches to education that involve the use of two
or more languages constitute the normal everyday experience ... The use of multiple languages
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in education may be attributed to, or be a reflection of, numerous factors such as the linguistic
heterogeneity of a country or region ...; specific social or religious attitudes ...; or the desire
to promote national identity. In addition, innovative language education programs are often
implemented to promote proficiency in international language(s) of wider communication
together with proficiency in national and regional languages.

Despite the commonality of multilingualism, however, there is a long history of tension around lan-
guage issues that spills over into education. Although many nations around the world promote early
language learning for speakers of the majority language (Pufahl, Rhodes, & Christian, 2000), indig-
enous and immigrant language minorities do not typically have access to extended support for their
native languages (Dutcher, 2004). Language education policies in various countries are complicated
by colonial histories, political changes, and ideological factors (Brisk, 2005).

The tension of language and culture diversity manifests itself in disputes over the value of bilingual
forms of education for students from minority (immigrant and indigenous) communities, as well
as a general lack of support for learning languages other than the majority language. In the United
States, Crawford (2004, p. 287) attributes the opposition to bilingual education to “the fear that it
will enhance loyalty to minority tongues and retard the process of linguistic assimilation.” At least
partly as a result of this attitude, most programs designed for English language learners in the United
States have taken a remedial approach, aiming to develop English skills as quickly as possible so
students can join so-called “regular” English-medium classroom instruction. Most programs offer
only monolingual English instruction, and, among bilingual offerings, the most common model is
transitional bilingual education, where the students’ native language is used to provide access to the
subject matter for a limited time while the students learn enough English to transition to all-English
instruction. Little or no attention is paid to preserving skills in the native language. The additive
approach, developmental bilingual education, provides an enriched, rather than remedial, orienta-
tion, but is less common.

Foreign language teaching for majority language speakers has a somewhat different profile. In
many places in the world, learning additional languages is required as part of the core curriculum in
schooling, from the early years on (Pufahl, Rhodes, & Christian, 2000), but in the United States, the
interest in developing competence in additional languages for English speakers is a relatively low pri-
ority in education overall. A 2008 survey of foreign language education in the United States found a
decrease in the number of elementary schools offering foreign languages over a ten-year period, from
31% of schools to 25% (Rhodes & Pufahl, 2009). There have been occasional peaks of concern when
international threats or competition enter the public awareness, but overall, fostering bilingualism in
students by adding languages other than English has not been a mainstream education priority.

The third building block for dual language education relates to heritage languages (Brinton, Kagan,
& Bauckus, 2008; Peyton, Ranard, & McGinnis, 2001). Programs in private (religious) schools and
communities that support the preservation of heritage languages (of both indigenous and immigrant
communities) are not new, but this goal is not widely addressed in schools in general. In the past,
it was more common; Fishman (2001) notes the prevalence of heritage language schools in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, stimulated by the vitality of immigrant communities (for
example, nearly 4,000 German heritage schools existed at the turn of the twentieth century in the
United States). However, the dominant expectation is that immigrant and indigenous community
members will transition to the majority language as they assimilate, and maintaining the heritage
language would be a private matter. Some communities, however, took the challenge and developed
programs to maintain and/or revitalize the heritage language, sometimes involving the local schools.
The programs vary greatly in intensity—from weekly language classes such as “Saturday schools”
to full immersion in the language for schooling. Immersion pedagogy has been used in efforts to
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revitalize a declining language by making it the medium of instruction in the classroom, following
the foreign language model. Good examples are found in indigenous communities, exemplified by
programs for Hawaiian (Yamauchi & Wilhelm, 2001) and Maori (Benton, 2001).

Finally, the remaining section of the dual language education umbrella is occupied by two-way
immersion education (originally known as “two-way bilingual education,” among other labels),
which emerged in the late 1980s in the United States as a viable model for educating, and integrating,
language minority and majority students (Lindholm-Leary, 2001). Two-way immersion programs
combine elements of bilingual education with foreign language immersion pedagogy, integrating
students from two language backgrounds. At the time they gained recognition, interest in them
came from a convergence of factors, including research on effective programs for educating language
minority students and the successes being experienced in immersion education for native English
speakers. The approach was not new (several schools, including the Coral Way Bilingual Elementary
School in Miami, had been using the model for 20 or more years), but the number of programs and
diversity of locations grew in the United States (to over 300 programs in 28 states in 2009 (Center for
Applied Linguistics, 2009)).

The Rationale for Dual Language Education

As comprehensive educational programs, dual language approaches need a firm footing in educa-
tional effectiveness as well as second language learning pedagogy. Thus, overall academic achieve-
ment of participating students is relevant along with their second language development, and it has
been important to build a literature that demonstrates that academic progress is not impeded (but
may in fact be enhanced) by additive bilingualism and other features of a dual language program.

There is considerable evidence that learning through the native language has advantages for lan-
guage minority students. It facilitates the development of literacy skills in the native language and in
English (August & Shanahan, 2006) and it can enhance cognitive and social development (Hakuta,
1986; Cummins, 1995). It allows students to gain important content knowledge that in turn will
make instruction in the majority language more comprehensible. Although schools have tradi-
tionally viewed the native language of minority students as an obstacle to overcome, findings from
schools where an additive approach is taken, where the students’ native languages are highly valued
and their knowledge is considered a resource rather than a problem, have demonstrated the benefits
of such an approach (Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Thomas & Collier, 2002).

At the same time, it is important for language majority students to have an opportunity to learn
another language. Research has demonstrated that these students, who come to school with profi-
ciency in the majority language of the wider society, benefit from an immersion experience for lan-
guage learning and do not suffer academically when instruction is provided via a second language,
with appropriate supports (Genesee, 1987; Johnson & Swain, 1997; Fortune & Tedick, 2008). Thus,
dual language education for academic learning appears to be effective for both minority and majority
language speakers.

The dual language approach also incorporates effective language teaching methods. In these class-
rooms, students learn their second language primarily through content (with support). Teachers
shelter content instruction for second language learners, supporting comprehension and incorpo-
rating specific strategies to promote language development (Echevarria, Short, & Powers, 2006).
They focus on form when appropriate, using meaningful contexts to support language learning
and incorporate language objectives into curriculum planning. Evidence from research on various
forms of dual language education indicates that second language learning goals are typically met for
students in these programs (Howard, Christian, & Genesee, 2004; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Genesee,
1987; Thomas & Collier, 2002).
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Naturally, dual language programs, as with all educational programs, depend on high quality
implementation to realize their promise of effectiveness for students. Lindholm-Leary (2007, p. 6)
notes a high degree of consistency between characteristics of effective schools in general and features
of exemplary dual language programs (adapted for the unique language demands). Local context is
also an important influence on success, in that “[w]hat works in one community or with a particu-
lar population of students or teachers may not work as effectively in another community or with
another population” (Lindholm-Leary, 2007, p. 7). These factors affect the success of any individual
dual language program. However, the conceptual foundations of dual language education point to
its suitability as an approach to second language teaching and learning, and studies of programs in
action have borne out that promise.

The Implementation of Dual Language Education

As mentioned above, dual language education is a type of bilingual education where the goal is to
maintain both languages over the long term. In order to pursue that goal, there are several key fea-
tures that must be in place:

+ Subject matter is taught in the partner language for a substantial portion of the instructional
time—at least 50% of the time in elementary school and two or more courses at the secondary
level.

+ Additive bilingualism and biliteracy are fostered throughout the program.

+ Teachers are fully proficient in the languages in which they teach (preferably bilingual in the two
program languages), technically qualified to teach the relevant subject matter, and trained in
teaching content through a learner’s second language (sheltered instruction).

+ Grade-level content standards and curricula are followed.

+ Participation in the program is expected to be sustained at least through the elementary grades,
and preferably through secondary schooling.

+ Attention is paid to interactions of language and culture, and cross-cultural awareness and
competence are developed.

In other words, dual language education conforms to local curriculum standards, but the curricu-
lum is delivered through two languages, with special attention to second language development and
content learning through a second language.

Programs are often characterized by the ratio of time of instruction in each of the languages, at
least in the elementary school years (Christian, 1996). Table 1.1 depicts the prototypical language

Table 1.1  Sample Pattern of Instructional Time in Partner Language by Grade
Level in Dual Language Education: Two Models

% of instruction in partner language

Grade level 90/10 model 50/50 model
K 90% 50%
1 90% 50%
2 85% 50%
3 80% 50%
4 60% 50%
5 60% 50%
6 50% 50%
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allocation sequence in two basic patterns. In one pattern, the “50/50” model, the percentage of
instruction in each language is roughly equal from the beginning. In foreign language immersion
contexts, this model has been referred to as “partial immersion.” At the other end of the continuum,
the “90/10” model, the partner language is used in the early years for nearly all of the instruction, and
the societal language (English in the US) is gradually increased as a medium of instruction until in
the upper elementary grades the proportion of instruction is roughly 50/50. In the foreign language
context, this has been referred to as “total immersion.” In practice, programs are found at all points
on a continuum between these two proportions, as might be expected.

Above the elementary school years, there are a variety of program designs, most of which seek to
preserve and develop the target language skills through subject matter instruction and/or advanced
language courses (Montone & Loeb, 2000). Secondary programs are often constrained by available
resources and scheduling issues, and the student population rising from the elementary grades (or
entering with comparable language proficiency) is often small in number. The schools generally offer
an idiosyncratic set of content (such as science, mathematics, and social studies) and language arts
courses in the target language, depending on the availability of teachers and the number of students
who would enroll.

In the following sections, the major types of dual language education will be discussed. Three
major intersecting dimensions provide a framework for categorizing the programs: their goals, the
sociolinguistic status of the languages of instruction, and the profile of the students being instructed.
There are always multiple ways of categorizing educational approaches (see Genesee (1999) for a dis-
cussion of program alternatives for language learners) and these program types are more like points
on a continuum with overlapping edges. Table 1.2 summarizes the basic features of each model.

Developmental Bilingual Education

When students in a program are all minority language speakers who are learning the majority lan-
guage, the dual language approach is known as developmental bilingual education (also called main-
tenance bilingual education and one-way immersion by some). This approach emerged in the 1970s
and 1980s in the United States, as an alternative to transitional bilingual education that would foster
native language maintenance (Crawford, 2004). Instead of the transitional program’s subtractive
orientation (a quick transition to English with no effort to maintain the native language), develop-
mental bilingual programs aim for additive bilingualism; instead of the transitional focus on reme-
diation, they offer an enrichment program.

Table 1.2 Dual Language Education Program Types

Program type Language goals Status of languages Student population Examples

Developmental Bilingualism Minority/majority ~Language minority ~Spanish—English bilingual

bilingual

Heritage language  Bilingualism—  Minority/majority ~Heritage language =~ Hawaiian immersion (US);

immersion revitalization minority Catalan immersion
(Catalonia)

Foreign language  Bilingualism Majority/ Language majority French immersion (Canada/

immersion international US); English immersion
(Japan)

Two-way Bilingualism Minority/majority ~Language Spanish—-English, Korean—

immersion minority/majority  English (US)
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Research on this approach, including several large studies that compared it to other programs for
language minority students, indicates that it facilitates both English language and academic learning
(Ramirez, 1992; Thomas & Collier, 2002). Most of the research has involved native speakers of Span-
ish, reflecting the demographic predominance of this group in language minority communities in
the United States. Thomas and Collier’s (2002) longitudinal examination of the effectiveness of vari-
ous program models across five school districts showed that, when the students reached high school,
language minority students who participated in developmental bilingual programs in elementary
school outperformed students who received instruction only in English. Their conclusion from this
study and other research they have conducted was that the strongest predictor of achievement in
the second language (English) was the extent of schooling in the native language experienced by a
student. In other words, maintenance of the native language can play a role in second language learn-
ing as well as content mastery for language minority students. Recent reviews of research targeting
literacy development in second language learners have also found that oral proficiency and literacy in
the native language benefits the acquisition of literacy in the second language (August & Shanahan,
2006).

Developmental bilingual programs are most well known in the United States, but have been imple-
mented elsewhere, such as in the Slovak Republic for Hungarian-speaking communities (Gersten,
2001) and in the Basque Country (Cenoz, 1998). In many ways, they resemble heritage language pro-
grams (see next section), in that the language of instruction is the heritage language of the students
in the classroom, and an objective of instruction is to maintain and develop that language along with
the majority language.

Studies of this approach in other countries show similar results to those in the United States.
Cenoz (1998), for example, reports that Basque-speaking students in Basque—Spanish developmen-
tal bilingual programs have a higher level of proficiency in Basque than students in programs where
Basque is not the medium of instruction and show no significant differences in Spanish language
proficiency (the majority language) or academic performance when compared with students in
other types of programs. Thus, Basque speakers progress in learning the second language, Spanish,
by participating in a developmental bilingual program. Cenoz (1998) also observes that students in
Basque-medium programs outperform others in the learning of English, a foreign language in this
context, their third language.

Heritage Language Immersion Programs

In heritage dual language programs, the students all come from a home that has strong cultural and
linguistic ancestral ties with the heritage language, which is a minority language in the broader society
(Hornberger & Wang, 2008). When they enter school, the students may be dominant in the heritage
language or in the majority language, but they share this linguistic/cultural affiliation. In cases where
the language has receded in use in the community as a whole, the school program may be part of a
revitalization effort to develop a community of proficient speakers and to give students an opportu-
nity to acquire the indigenous language that is a fundamental part of their cultural heritage.

Heritage language programs take many forms (Saturday schools, language courses for heritage
learners, etc.), but the immersion model embodies the goals of dual language education, to develop
bilingualism and biliteracy in the students. There have not been large-scale studies of heritage immer-
sion education, but a number of individual programs have been documented.

A classic example is the Hawaiian Language Immersion program, a bilingual program in Hawai-
ian and English that spans preschool, elementary, and secondary grade levels (Yamauchi & Wil-
helm, 2001; Slaughter, 1997). This program was established in the 1980s in response to a grassroots
effort by parents and Hawaiian language educators, seeking an opportunity for their children to be
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educated through the medium of Hawaiian in order to preserve and maintain the Hawaiian language
and culture. (The Hawaiian language was used widely through the nineteenth century in the schools,
but it lost ground to English after Hawaii became part of the United States in 1898 and there was
concern that it would become extinct (Slaughter, 1997).) The model selected was total immersion,
with Hawaiian used exclusively through grade 5, and English introduced for part of the day after
that. Most students are Hawaiian or of Hawaiian descent, but they enter school with little or no pro-
ficiency in the language. According to Slaughter (1997), a program evaluation that followed a group
of students through grade 6 showed that they had gained fluency in their second language, Hawai-
ian, and were reading at appropriate levels. Further, their performance on English achievement tests
(reading, writing, mathematics) was similar to comparable groups of students in non-immersion
programs. In addition to language goals, a key component of many heritage immersion programs is
cultural, and the Hawaiian immersion program carefully integrates Hawaiian history, culture, and
values into instruction (Yamauchi & Wilhelm, 2001).

The Hawaiian program was in part inspired by similar efforts in New Zealand for the Maori lan-
guage (Benton, 2001), although immersion education in Maori is much less extensive. Most Maori-
medium instruction is offered at elementary schools, with some extending the experience into
secondary school. Benton (2001) describes a high school partial immersion program where, in the
first two years, students receive about half of their instruction through Maori (mathematics, social
studies, science, and some electives). As with the Hawaiian schools, culture and identity are empha-
sized as well as language.

Foreign Language Immersion Programs

Foreign language immersion programs serve primarily students from majority language backgrounds,
teaching them a second language by immersing them in the language as a medium of instruction,
with the explicit aim of developing bilingualism. This feature distinguishes modern immersion edu-
cation from the pervasive practice throughout history where the medium of instruction was a foreign
language to most or all students (Latin in Europe, for example, or colonial languages in Africa and
Asia). In those “submersion” situations, the native language of the students played little or no role in
their academic development (Swain & Johnson, 1997). In today’s immersion education, the native
language of the students is supported and developed along with the second language, moving toward
bilingualism and biliteracy. The partner language is typically chosen for its global status, although it
may be a language used in the country, even locally (such as Spanish immersion for English speak-
ers in the United States). In total immersion programs, the allocation of languages of instruction is
similar to the 90/10 model described earlier (see Table 1.1). The partner language is used for instruc-
tion most of the time in the early grades, and the amount of instruction through the native language
increases in subsequent years until a balance of the two languages is achieved.! Partial immersion
programs follow the 50/50 model (Table 1.1), where the time spent in the two languages is roughly
equal from the beginning.

The modern immersion program model emerged in Canada in the 1960s, when parents in Eng-
lish-speaking communities in the province of Quebec sought ways to improve opportunities for their
children to learn French, the majority language of the province, in school. They wanted a program
that would provide the native English-speaking students with higher levels of proficiency in French,
giving them the ability to work and communicate in the language, and proposed a total immersion
experience as an alternative. The model that was developed involved all-French instruction in kin-
dergarten and grade 1, with English literacy introduced in grade 2, and, by grade 6, equal amounts
of French and English instruction. The success of that effort (known as the St Lambert program; see
Lambert & Tucker (1972)) and the increasing value associated with proficiency in French led to the
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implementation of the model in many schools around Canada. In 1997, Swain and Johnson (1997,
p- 3) estimated that about 300,000 students (7% of the total) were involved in some form of French
immersion education.

There have been many studies of immersion in Canada (1,000 by 1991, according to Cummins
(1991)). In a summary of early studies, Genesee (1987) found that immersion students in the upper
elementary grades “are most likely to perform as well as FC [native-speaking French control] on tests
of comprehension, including both reading and listening” and demonstrate “high levels of functional
proficiency” in oral language, though they do not possess native-like proficiency. At the same time,
their English language skills were comparable to those of English speakers not in the immersion
program. Later studies have refined the portrait of second language results obtained in immersion
(Harley, 1992; Lyster, 2004), noting in particular the need for attention to certain areas where native-
like proficiency does not readily develop.

The Canadian immersion model quickly spread to other countries, and the model was extended
to situations where the partner language was not a societal language, such as French in Australia
(Swain & Johnson, 1997). In the United States, immersion programs began with Spanish immersion
in the early 1970s, followed soon by French and German, and currently schools also offer immersion
in Japanese, Mandarin, Italian, Ojibwe, Diné, and others (Lenker & Rhodes, 2007). In other areas
of the world, immersion provided opportunities to learn international languages such as English (in
Germany, Hungary, Japan, and elsewhere) and regional or minority languages (such as Swedish in
Finland and Catalan in Catalonia).

For example, the indigenous heritage language, Catalan, in Catalonia (in Spain, France, and
elsewhere), was repressed over several centuries and declined in use, but its community members
retained a strong identity with it, even if they had little proficiency. Once political circumstances
allowed the open use of Catalan again, the language was given limited official status, and students
were required to learn both Catalan and Spanish (Artigal, 1997). Catalan-medium instruction at
elementary levels became the norm. However, there were groups of Spanish-speaking residents who
had moved into Catalonia for employment, and a Catalan-immersion program was designed to meet
their needs. Although limited research exists on this program, several studies point to higher skills in
Catalan for students in immersion compared to non-immersion students (Artigal, 1997).

Immersion in major international languages is more common around the world, such as English
immersion in Japan. At the Katoh Gakuen, a private school in Japan, an English immersion pro-
gram is offered from preschool through secondary grades, with half to two-thirds of instruction in
English (Bostwick, 2001). Program evaluations have shown students have the productive and recep-
tive second language skills needed for participation in English-medium classes. Further, on national
standardized tests, students in the program performed as well as non-immersion students on subject
matter assessments in ]apanese.

Two-Way Immersion Programs

Finally, two-way immersion in many ways combines features of the three program types described in
the previous sections. It is distinguished by the student population: while the other models involve
students from a single language background, two-way immersion classrooms integrate balanced
(ideally) numbers of speakers from two different language communities, the majority language and
a minority language spoken locally. Like developmental bilingual programs, they provide for native
language maintenance and growth for language minority students; like heritage immersion pro-
grams, they support the language of the heritage community from which the language minority
students come; and like foreign language immersion programs, they give majority language students
an opportunity to become proficient in an additional language.
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Two-way immersion is increasingly popular in the United States and is not yet widely practiced
elsewhere. Most programs in the US operate in Spanish and English, for demographic reasons, but
others pair English with Cantonese, French, Korean, Mandarin, Japanese, and Navajo; most are
offered in the elementary grades, but there are increasing numbers with continuations to the sec-
ondary level (Center for Applied Linguistics, 2009). As in other dual language programs, there are
major variations by language allocation: the “90/10” design in which most instruction in the primary
grades is provided in the minority language, with a gradual increase in English instruction through
the upper elementary grades, when a balance is reached; and “50/50,” in which instruction at all
grade levels is divided equally across the languages.

Alicia Chacén International School in El Paso, Texas, on the Texas—Mexico border, illustrates
a type of 90/10 two-way immersion program (Calder6n & Minaya-Rowe, 2003; Howard, 2002),
with a twist. Most of the students are Latino, but they have different levels of English and Spanish
proficiency, and some students enter school with some degree of bilingualism. This whole school
program (many two-way programs are strands within a school) extends from kindergarten through
8th grade. All students learn mathematics, language arts, and science in Spanish, and social stud-
ies and language development/language arts in English. Emergent literacy in kindergarten through
2nd grade for all students is taught in Spanish, and instruction in English literacy begins in 3rd
grade. Electives and other courses in both languages are added in upper grades, such as fine arts
and technology. In addition (the “twist”), students study a third language (Japanese, Russian, Chi-
nese, or German), making the program design closer to 80/10/10 in kindergarten through 2nd grade
(for Spanish, English, and the third language), transitioning to 45/45/10 in 5th through 8th grade
(Calderén & Minaya-Rowe, 2003).

The Francis Scott Key Elementary School in Arlington, Virginia, is an example of another two-way
immersion design (Christian, Montone, Lindholm, & Carranza, 1997; Howard & Sugarman, 2007).
Most of the students are Latino or White, but some other ethnicities are represented as well, including
African American and Asian groups. Beginning as a strand within a school in 1986, it developed into
a whole-school program after some years of operation. Students receive approximately half of their
instruction in English and half in Spanish from kindergarten through 5th grade, and the language
allocation is by teacher and content area. Typically, students spend the morning receiving instruc-
tion through one language and the afternoon through the other, in some cases changing teachers
mid-day. As the program matured, a secondary continuation was established in a middle school and
later in a high school, and other elementary school sites were opened as well. Thus, students in this
district may choose to pursue two-way immersion from kindergarten through 12th grade.

Among dual language programs, the defining characteristic of two-way immersion—integration
of students from the two language backgrounds—brings with it the promise of certain advantages
for second language learning and teaching. In these classrooms, the teacher is not the only proficient
model of the second language. There are many peer models as well, and it is expected that “authen-
tic, meaningful interaction among speakers of the two languages” (Genesee, 1999, p. 37) will lead to
better language learning, by increasing exposure to fluent, age-appropriate language in meaningful
situations, such as cooperative group work in subject matter classes. While the research base is not
extensive, some studies “do appear to confirm the scaffolding role of native speakers for their sec-
ond language learning peers” in selected areas (de Jong & Howard, 2009, p. 85). In addition to the
language learning benefits, the integration of the two language groups “contributes to the develop-
ment of positive intergroup relationships between language minority students and language major-
ity students” (de Jong & Howard, 2009, p. 85) and avoids the often-criticized segregation of language
minority students in bilingual education.

Research on language outcomes supports the expectation of linguistic benefits from two-way
immersion in general and second language learning for both groups in particular. In a review of
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language and literacy outcomes in two-way immersion, Howard, Sugarman and Christian (2003,
p- 20) find that studies show that,

on average, both native English speakers and English language learners in TWI [two-way
immersion] programs achieve the goal of developing bilingualism and biliteracy. The English
language learners, however, tend to develop more balanced abilities in the two languages than
the native English speakers.

In a longitudinal study of Spanish and English oral language development in 11 two-way immersion
programs across the United States, Howard, Christian and Genesee (2004) found that the native
Spanish speakers scored well in English on an oral proficiency assessment in both 3rd and 5th grade,
comparable with native English speakers, with low levels of individual variation (indicating that
most students were at the advanced levels). In Spanish, the native English speakers performed at the
advanced level on the assessment, but less well than the native Spanish speakers, and with a good deal
of individual variation.

Lindholm-Leary (2001) presents language, literacy, and academic achievement results for a group
of 16 two-way immersion programs (along with comparisons to several transitional bilingual pro-
grams), looking at outcomes and influences of demographic factors, especially characteristics of
student participants. Overall, the study found that most students were rated proficient in both lan-
guages by the upper elementary grades. However, program and school differences had some effects.
For English speakers, those in 90/10 programs developed higher proficiency in Spanish than those
in 50/50 programs, indicating that the greater emphasis on Spanish instruction in the early grades
appears to make a difference. The native Spanish speakers did not show a difference in English pro-
ficiency according to the program type (the 90/10 participants scored similarly in English to those
in 50/50 programs), but their performance in Spanish was affected, with those in 90/10 programs
showing higher proficiency.

Thus, research indicates that two-way immersion provides an effective environment for second
language learning, at least for learning Spanish and English. Though not the focus here, there is also a
body of evidence that bilingual proficiency and biliteracy are positively related to academic achieve-
ment (Lindholm-Leary & Howard, 2008; Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders, & Christian, 2006;
Lindholm & Aclan, 1991).

Second Language Learning and Teaching in Dual Language Education

A primary goal of all dual language education is high levels of proficiency in a second (or additional)
language. Across program types, then, second language learning and teaching is a common and impor-
tant theme. This leads to some implications for practice, which will be briefly discussed in this section.

Instruction in dual language education must always respond to, and keep in mind, the goals of
bilingualism, biliteracy, and multicultural competence. As a general education program, learning the
grade-level core curriculum is critical as well, and students must have access to subject matter con-
tent through a language they are in the process of learning. As a result, language teaching is integrated
with content teaching, in ways that give language learners at different proficiency levels the opportu-
nity to develop their language skills and learn content concepts at the same time, such as in sheltered
instruction. To promote learning of a new language, attention should be paid to input, opportunities
for interaction and output, and the needs of individuals. In addition, the sociolinguistic context for
language learning cannot be ignored.

Language learners need interesting, relevant, and comprehensible input in order to develop their
language skills, and the content focus in dual language education is an advantage in that regard.
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In a school setting, an approach such as sheltered instruction (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2007)
involves setting language and content objectives for curriculum units, so that particular language
skills are attended to while meaningful content is being discussed (such as features of past tense in a
history lesson or comparatives in a science lab). Since two languages are used for instruction, there
is also a question of how they should be allocated (i.e., can they be mixed within a lesson?). There is
some evidence that monolingual lesson implementation is the better choice, in order to allow sus-
tained periods of immersion in each language (Howard, Sugarman, Christian, Lindholm-Leary, &
Rogers, 2007), but others argue that some mixing (or code switching) is more sociolinguistically
authentic.

In recent years, attention has turned to the desirability of incorporating some form-focused
instruction in dual language programs (and more generally in all forms of language instruction). This
awareness was sparked by studies of English speakers in French immersion in Canada who had expe-
rienced communicative language teaching (with little or no attention to language form or structure)
and who did not accurately use certain grammatical distinctions, such as noun gender, even though
they had been in immersion for many years (Harley, 1998). Although more research is needed con-
cerning method and amount of attention to language form, dual language programs are encouraged
to incorporate specific linguistic structures into academic content and language arts instruction to
facilitate the acquisition of forms that are not readily acquired otherwise (Lyster, 2007).

Second language learning also calls for diverse opportunities for oral and written production
(Swain, 1985). In the school context, this means that classrooms need to incorporate student-
centered activities in addition to teacher-centered instruction and provide both structured and
unstructured contexts for second language use (Lindholm-Leary, 2007). It would seem like two-way
immersion classes would be ideal from this perspective, since peers would include native speak-
ers of the language being acquired. However, Saunders and O’Brien (2006) found in a review of
research on oral language development that simply having the opportunity to work in small groups
with native speakers will not necessarily benefit language development. In order to gain the benefit,
teachers need to design the task and train the native speakers in strategies that will promote language
development. In general, then, it cannot be expected that the context of immersion in a second lan-
guage will be sufficient for the development of high levels of proficiency; specific intentional strate-
gies must be added by dual language educators to enhance language learning.

Finally, the actual use of the second language is also a factor in successful language learning. When
two languages are available, and one is “easier” than the other because it is better known, it is natural for
students to prefer that language. In immersion classrooms, there is a need for a “strong language policy
... that encourages students to use the instructional language and discourages students from speaking
the non-instructional language” (Lindholm-Leary, 2007, p. 14). The sociolinguistic status of the lan-
guages also plays an important role in this choice. When a majority language is paired with a minority
language, students and teachers may favor the higher status language. De Jong and Howard (2009)
examine the integration of students from two language backgrounds in two-way immersion programs.
Although integration is intended to be an advantage for second language learning for all students,
they find that this advantage may fail to materialize, especially in the minority language, in part due
to the students’ language choices. Once students have adequate proficiency in the majority language
(here, English), the tendency is for all students to use that language more (Palmer, 2009). For example,
Potowski (2007) examined language use in 5th and 8th grade classrooms in a Spanish—English two-
way immersion program and found that English was preferred in both social contexts in school as well
as peer—peer classroom interactions, such as in group work. Like Carranza (1995) and others,
Potowski found that “the presence of students for whom Spanish was an L1 does not guarantee
overall higher quantities of student Spanish use” (2007, p. 64). Programs can successfully address these
issues, though, as demonstrated in four cases profiled by Howard and Sugarman (2007), in which the



16 . Donna Christian

administrators and teachers found ways to equalize language and student status differences, including by
ensuring active use of the minority language and promoting its value in and out of the classroom.

In sum, there is evidence that dual language education is a promising model for promoting
second language learning in school. However, there are challenges presented by the educational and
sociolinguistic context that must be addressed to optimize that promise.

Conclusion and Future Directions

Dual language education has taken its place among school-based programs for second language
learning and teaching. It situates language learning in a comprehensive educational program, where
its goals of bilingualism and biliteracy are accompanied by goals of strong academic achievement
and cross-cultural appreciation and understanding. Although we have learned a good deal about this
approach from research and experience in its short recent history, it remains a fairly new educational
model, with many issues that call for further exploration in order to improve language and other
outcomes. Several areas for future research with particular relevance for second language learning
will be briefly touched on here. For an extensive account of research needs in dual language educa-
tion, see Parkes and Ruth (2009).

Program Models and Variations

The preceding discussion has described the major types of dual language education (related to stu-
dent population) and the primary variation based on allocation of languages of instruction (90/10
and 50/50). In practice, program features vary widely, and it is important to continue to investigate
the consequences of implementation choices and how they might relate to local contexts to optimize
student language learning. For example, some programs distribute their languages of instruction by
time (alternate days, alternate weeks, or within a day), while others use subjects or teachers. Do these
differences matter?

Biliteracy Development

Despite tremendous attention and research on the topic of reading, there is relatively little investiga-
tion of biliteracy development (and how it differs from literacy development in one language), and
this is a central issue in dual language education (Parkes & Ruth, 2009). From an instructional point
of view, the choices reside in timing and language choice. Literacy may be taught concurrently in
both languages of instruction or sequentially, with initial literacy in one language only. Some pro-
grams choose sequential instruction, using the native language of each student for initial literacy,
while others use the same language for all. For English speakers in Spanish foreign language immer-
sion, for example, initial literacy might be in English or Spanish. Eventually, literacy is developed in
both languages of instruction (the biliteracy goal), but research is needed on the effects of program
variations for initial and later literacy for students from different language backgrounds and what
the long-term effects are of these alternatives. It would also be important to learn more about what
students can be expected to achieve at different grade levels, related to their language background
and literacy experiences in school.

Time and Articulation across Educational Levels

Language learning in school requires long sequences of instruction and native language support
for students to achieve bilingualism. As mentioned earlier, the bulk of dual language education
occurs at the elementary grades, and articulation with secondary (and post-secondary) levels of
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education is not common. As a language learning question, investigation is needed to determine what
amount and type of instruction will maintain and develop the bilingualism gained in dual language
programs at the elementary level as the students move through higher levels of education. Given
the dual language principle of learning language through content, can traditional language-focused
instruction at the secondary level be effective for students who come from dual language programs?

Peer Interaction

As peer interaction is an important site for language learning, providing opportunities for meaning-
ful interactions and output, much more needs to be known about how it can best support learning.
There are many factors that affect participation and choice of language. For example, can group-
ing practices or activity types affect the quality of participation for different students? Can the shift
to a preference for the majority language by all students as they move to higher grade levels be
counteracted?

Students with Special Needs

A key question faced by dual language programs is whether or not all students can be educated well in
them. In particular for our purposes here, the issue is whether there are any background factors, indi-
vidual cognitive traits, or other characteristics that would suggest that a student would not succeed in
a dual language program. There is research that indicates that children with language impairments
can acquire more than one language (Genesee, Paradis, & Crago, 2004), and students with other
special needs, including physical disabilities, have participated in dual language education. This is
another important area for investigation.

Dual language education has the potential to be an effective way to promote language learning along
with academic achievement for all students. It can address the desire of families and communities
to revitalize a heritage language in danger of being lost; it can give children from majority language
backgrounds the chance to learn a new language and engage the wider world; it can help students
from language minority communities learn and achieve in the majority language while maintain-
ing the many benefits of continuing to grow in their native language. And, in the form of two-way
immersion, the approach can bring students from different communities together to learn each oth-
ers’ languages and gain an understanding of each others’ cultures. There is still much to learn about
dual language education, but it has taken its place in education around the world as an effective
model for second language learning and teaching that can do much more.

Note

1. It should be noted that the role of native language differs in foreign language immersion programs and developmental bilin-
gual programs. In foreign language immersion, the second language is the primary medium of instruction in the early years;
in developmental bilingual programs, the native language is. This difference in roles reflects the sociolinguistic reality of the
status differences between majority and minority languages in a society. For majority language speakers, early total immer-
sion in a second language does not have negative effects on native language development; for minority language speakers,
total immersion in a second language can lead to native language attrition (“subtractive bilingualism”) since that language
is not as strongly supported outside the classroom. See Tucker (1979) for a fuller discussion of the issues involved.
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Teacher Education and Teacher Development

Amy B. M. Tsui

Review Focus

This chapter provides an overview of the establishment of second language (L2) teacher education
and teacher development as a field of inquiry, namely, the issues that the field has been grappling
with, the recent trends, and the questions that researchers have yet to address. The term L2 is used in
this chapter to refer to English as a second, foreign, or additional language in multilingual contexts.
Studies are reviewed in relation to research in the fields of applied linguistics and teacher learning
within the general education literature.

Important Developments and Trends

Emergence of L2 Teacher Education as a Field of Inquiry

L2 teaching, as a number of researchers have pointed out, has, until relatively recently, been con-
sidered a largely skills-based profession involving the acquisition of practical skills in the classroom
but requiring little or no knowledge base. Early work on L2 teaching in the 1960s focused mainly
on methods that would bring about effective L2 learning. Subsequently, in the 1970s and 1980s, the
discussion was broadened from methods, which were largely constituted by prescriptive techniques,
to approaches, which were underpinned by teaching philosophies that could be applied in different
ways in the classroom (Rodgers, 2001). The increasing attention paid to the need to learn L2 world-
wide, particularly in the 1960s, led to rapid developments in the field of L2 teaching and learning and
the emergence of applied linguistics as a field of inquiry with a focus on how theories of language,
language development, and language use can be applied in solving problems in the real world, both
inside and outside of the classroom.! Areas of study in applied linguistics have hitherto become the
knowledge base of L2 teacher education, with the core curriculum of L2 teacher education pro-
grams typically consisting of courses on linguistic analysis, sociolinguistics, and psycholinguistics, in
particular theories of second language acquisition (SLA).

However, the emergence of L2 teacher education and development as a field of inquiry is much
more recent than the emergence of applied linguistics. The first book-length publication devoted
to L2 teacher education did not appear until 1990, when Richards and Nunan (1990) edited a col-
lection of papers addressing issues relating to L2 teacher education, including the conceptual basis

21



22 « AmyB. M. Tsui

of L2 teacher education program designs, the practicum and models of supervision, observations
of teaching, reflective teaching, and action research. Prior to that, the focus had been on equipping
teachers with practical classroom skills through teacher training courses, which were typically short
and offered by teacher training agencies. Even though, at the time, many of the published research
articles on L2 learning concluded with implications for L2 teaching, very few were focused on L2
teacher education and professional development (Burns & Richards, 2009), and the few that were,
were atheoretical in orientation (Freeman, 1989; Richards, 1987). Hence, the publication of Richards
and Nunan (1990) was significant in that it established L2 teacher education as a field of inquiry
and named it as such. The studies reported in the volume were underpinned by theories of teach-
ing and supported by empirical evidence. The publication of the volume marked the point at which
the concept of skills-oriented teacher training was replaced by cognitive-oriented teacher education
(Larsen-Freeman, 1983) and, as the editors pointed out, also marked the point at which there was
a move towards “less dependence on linguistics and language theory as a source of discipline for
second language teacher education, and more of an attempt to integrate sound, educationally based
approaches” (Richards & Nunan, 1990, p. xii).

Theoretical Underpinning and Knowledge Base of L2 Teacher Education

When establishing a field of inquiry, the question that needs to be addressed is: “What are the con-
ceptual and theoretical bases that frame the research in this field?” As mentioned previously, between
the 1960s and 1980s, research informed by linguistic and applied linguistic theories, especially SLA,
was drawn on for teacher development purposes. The late 1980s saw the beginning of the search
for conceptual and theoretical bases outside of linguistics and applied linguistics to guide empirical
studies and to theorize research findings in L2 teacher education. The consolidated bibliography
in Richards and Nunan (1990) consists of a number of influential studies in the field of general
teacher education, although the bulk of the references were still from applied linguistics research.
The research studies reported in the volume covered action research, critical reflection, practicum
supervision, teacher knowledge, and teacher learning.

By the mid-1990s, it became clear that the research agenda of L2 teacher education had been
shaped by those in general teacher education and underpinned by its theories. This can be seen
from the increasing number of publications in L2 teacher education addressing issues of concern in
general teacher education, among which were a major edited volume focusing on L2 teacher learn-
ing (Freeman & Richards, 1996), as well as another volume on teacher cognition (Woods, 1996).
It is perhaps indicative of the shift in the theoretical bases of inquiry that in Freeman and Richards
(1996), all of the suggestions for further reading recommended by the editors came from general
education and teacher education literature. Similarly, the paradigm shift in perspectives of learn-
ing in educational research from a behaviorist view in the 1960s and 1970s, to a cognitivist view in
the 1980s, and a sociocultural perspective in the 1990s, has also impacted on L2 teacher education
research. Early research in L2 teacher education focused on the cognitive processes of teachers in the
classroom and what they tell us about teacher learning, whereas in the past decade or so there have
been an increased number of studies examining the situated nature of teachers’ action and knowl-
edge. In Lave’s words, the focus has shifted to the teacher as “the whole person in action, acting with
the setting of that activity” (1988, p. 17).

The shift in the disciplinary base of L2 teacher education was made explicit when Freeman and
Johnson (1998) called for a reconceptualization of the knowledge base of L2 teacher education and
a broader epistemological view of L2 teacher education. Freeman and Johnson defined the scope of
the field by stating that “language teacher education is primarily concerned with teachers as learn-
ers of language teaching rather than with students as learners of language. Thus teacher education
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focuses on teacher-learners ... as distinct from language learners” (1998, p. 407). This new focus,
according to Freeman and Johnson, includes not only the what but also the who, the where, and
the how of teaching. It entails an understanding of not only what teachers need to know in order
to be effective but also teachers’ conceptions and beliefs about teaching, their learning processes,
their contexts of teaching, and their pedagogical practices. Freeman and Johnson were critical of the
centrality given to second language learners and SLA in the field and the disconnection between SLA
research and teaching knowledge. They proposed a tripartite framework that they claimed would
ultimately redefine L2 teacher educators as professionals. First, “the core of the new knowledge base
must focus on the activity of teaching itself; it should center on the teacher who does it, the contexts
in which it is done, and the pedagogy by which it is done.” Second, “this knowledge should include
forms of knowledge representation that document teacher learning within the social, cultural, and
institutional contexts in which it occurs.” Third, “the knowledge base of language teacher education
needs to account for the teacher as a learner of teaching, the social context of schools and schooling
within which teacher-learning and teaching occur, and the activities of both language teaching, and
language learning” (1998, p. 397).

Richards (1998) also defined the scope of L2 teacher education by posing a number of questions
that the field should address pertaining to the following:

1. the knowledge base of teachers, the beliefs and principles that teachers hold, and how these
impact on teaching;

2. the professional development of teachers and the influence of experience on their develop-
ment; and

3. the impact of teacher education on teachers’ classroom practices.

Richards’ proposed focus and dimensions of inquiry largely converged with those proposed by Free-
man and Johnson. However, more prominence was given to subject matter knowledge in Richards’
conception of the knowledge base of L2 teacher education, which, he proposed, was constituted of
the following six domains of content and knowledge (Richards, 1998, p. xiv):

« general theories of teaching;

+ teaching skills;

« communication skills;

+ subject matter knowledge;

+ pedagogical reasoning and decision-making; and
+ contextual knowledge.

Richards defined subject matter knowledge for L2 teachers as “what second language teachers need
to know about their subject—the specialized concepts, theories, and disciplinary knowledge that
constitute the theoretical basis for the field of second language teaching” (1998, p. 8). Richards, Li,
and Tang (1998) maintained that “without a thorough knowledge of the content of teaching, teach-
ers will have difficulty turning content into appropriate plans for teaching. They have insufficiently
developed pedagogical content knowledge to be able to make content comprehensible to others”
(1998, p. 99). Richards (1998) further pointed out that the question of how teachers draw on subject
matter knowledge in their teaching practices had been under-explored.

The redrawing of the intellectual boundaries of L2 teacher education proposed by Freeman and
Johnson (1998) has not gone unchallenged, however. Researchers working in the applied linguistics
tradition have argued that central to the field are two aspects of teacher knowledge: knowledge of
the subject matter and the way in which learners learn the target language, namely, knowledge of
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language systems, applied linguistics, and SLA. Hence, the emphasis on teachers’ professional learning
seems to have detracted from the focus on the target language. Tarone and Allwright (2005) pointed
out that Freeman and Johnson’s (1998) conceptual framework lacked a key element, namely, the sec-
ond language learner, and stated that “the lack of a clear role for the learner ... [was] very troubling”
(2005, p. 18). They proposed that the framework for teachers’ knowledge base should include “a clear
understanding of learners, who they are, why they learn, what they need to learn, what motivates them,
and how a teacher goes about negotiating the teaching/learning activities with them,” adding that
“the management of learning ... can only be accomplished by the learners and the teacher together”
(p. 18). Furthermore, Tarone and Allwright maintained that SLA is an important component of the
knowledge base of L2 teachers because most of the research findings of SLA are directly relevant to
teachers when they make decisions in classroom processes and curriculum planning. Acknowledging
that some SLA research findings are not immediately usable to teachers, Tarone and Allwright sug-
gested that, instead of marginalizing SLA in L2 teacher education, there should be a fundamental shift
away from presenting SLA research to teachers as a product of researchers to encouraging teachers to
collaborate on SLA research with researchers in order to better understand how L2 learners learn.
The knowledge base of L2 teacher education will continue to be contentious. However, the very
fact that L2 teacher education is cross-disciplinary in nature suggests that the field has much to gain
from a synergy between language and language learning theories and general educational theories.

Major Research Strands

Freeman (2009) has defined the scope of L2 teacher education in the last fifty years as encompassing
three dimensions: “substance, engagement and outcomes” (p. 11). He has pointed out that the defi-
nition of the substance of the field has shifted from knowledge and skills to social activity, and that
the processes in which teachers are expected to engage have shifted from application of professional
input in contexts of teaching to a complex interplay between context, teaching, and learning. The
measuring, or judgment, of outcomes of teacher education activities or program designs is a highly
controversial area that has drawn a great deal of attention from policy makers.

Most of the research studies on L2 teacher education pertain to the first two dimensions: substance
and engagement. The third dimension, outcomes, is perhaps the least developed and researched. The
little research that has been published on the assessment of teachers’ learning outcomes has been
mostly conceptual and discursive, with little or no empirical evidence. The most recently published
volume on the assessment of teachers’ learning outcomes, The Cambridge Guide to Second Lan-
guage Teacher Education edited by Burns and Richards (2009), is one of the few with a whole section
devoted to standards and assessment in L2 teacher education. The paucity of research could be due to
the fact that evaluation or assessment of outcomes of teacher education cannot be easily established,
and extrapolations of teacher quality from such outcomes are problematic. The discussions and
debates surrounding the first two dimensions, substance and engagement, have been summarized by
Freeman (2009) as the widening of the scope to include not just what teachers need to learn but also
increasingly how they would learn it. The what and the how are, in my view, closely linked, and it is
the interplay between the two that characterizes the nature of the research in the field of L2 teacher
education and teacher development. In the ensuing discussion, I shall outline the major themes that
fall under the dimensions of substance and engagement, noting that they are closely interlinked.

Teacher Cognition

The investigation of the hidden side of teaching to illuminate teaching behaviors and classroom proc-
esses became a focus of educational research in the late 1960s and early 1970s. These processes,
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referred to as “teacher thinking” at the time, were seen as constituting the psychological context of
teaching in which the curriculum was interpreted and acted on (Calderhead, 1987). Early studies
of teacher thinking focused on teachers’ planning thoughts, their classroom decision-making proc-
esses, and their implicit theories. An information-processing model, which was the predominant
model of learning used in educational research at the time, was adopted for analysis. Findings of
these investigations revealed that teacher cognition was highly complex and that teachers’ class-
room decision-making processes only constituted part of teachers’ mental lives. It was argued that
other dimensions, such as teachers’ beliefs, attitudes, and knowledge were important in shaping their
classroom practices. In particular, teacher beliefs were considered to play an important role (Pajares,
1992). Subsequently the broader term teacher cognition was used. The cognitive processing model
was also challenged for its decontextualized and fragmented approach to cognition. It was pointed
out that teacher cognition must be understood within the teachers’ immediate and wider contexts of
work, their personal biographies, and experiences. Studies of teacher cognition also turned to socio-
cultural theories of learning as their analytical framework. (For a detailed review of the literature on
teacher thinking, see Clark & Peterson, 1986.)

The term teacher cognition has been defined in different ways, and different researchers have used
different terms to refer to similar mental constructs. Some researchers have defined teacher cognition
as referring to teacher thinking and beliefs, as distinct from teacher knowledge. However, a number
of researchers have pointed out that teacher thinking, beliefs, and knowledge are interwoven, and
that it is not easy to tease them out in empirical investigations. For example, Woods (1996) argued
that beliefs, assumptions, and knowledge, which he referred to as BAK, were networks of interrelated
propositions (see also Borg, 2006; Verloop, Van Driel, & Meijer, 2001). More recently, values and
the ethical disposition of teachers have been considered to be integral to teacher knowledge (Sca-
rino, 2005). In any case, the number of studies focused on teacher cognition is large and influential
enough to constitute a distinct research strand in the teacher education literature (see Borg, 2006 for
a thorough review of literature on teacher cognition).

Studies of L2 teachers’ cognitive processes began in the early 1990s, with the bulk of the work
appearing after the mid-1990s (Borg, 2006). Generally speaking, work on teacher cognition comes
under two strands, one pertaining to the general cognitive processes of L2 teachers and the other
specifically focusing on L2 teaching (mostly on the teaching of grammar). The latter strand will be
discussed in more detail under a separate section on teacher knowledge. These studies are indicative
of the research paradigm shift in L2 teacher education from the identification of effective teach-
ing behaviors to an understanding of the unobservable aspects of teaching from the participant’s
perspective, rather than from the researcher’s perspective.

Studies of L2 teachers’ non-subject specific cognitive processes have been conducted among both
pre-service and in-service teachers on the following aspects:

1. teachers’ planning thoughts and classroom-decision making (see, for example, Bailey, 1996;
Johnson, 1992a; Nunan, 1992; Richards, 1996, 1998; Smith, 1996; Tsang, 2004; Woods, 1996);

2. teacher beliefs, sources of influence, and the ways in which they shape classroom practices and
decisions (see, for example, Almarza, 1996; Farrell, 1999; Numrich, 1996; Richards & Pen-
nington, 1998; Tsui, 2003; Urmston, 2003);

3. therelationship between teacher cognition and classroom practices, for example, whether and
why teachers depart from or modify their lesson plans (Bailey, 1996; Richards, 1998; Smith,
1996), and whether teachers’ articulated beliefs were borne out in their classroom practices
(Breen, Hird, Milton, Oliver, & Thwaite, 2001); and

4. theimpact of teacher education on teacher cognition change (see, for example, Almarza, 1996;
Singh & Richards, 2006).
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The findings of these studies largely confirmed the findings in the general teacher education lit-
erature. Prospective and practicing L2 teachers’ pedagogical philosophies, classroom practices, and
decisions were shaped by their prior L2 learning experience. Certain pedagogical strategies, such
as error correction and the incorporation of a cultural component, were adopted or avoided because
of positive or negative learning experiences (see, for example, Bailey, Bergthold, Braunstein, Fleis-
chman, Holbrook et al., 1996; Freeman, 1992; Golombek, 1998; Johnson, 1994; Numrich, 1996).
Similarly, teachers’ teaching experiences also impacted on teacher cognition. Some studies found
that teaching experiences were cited most frequently as the sources of teachers’ teaching ideas. Con-
text of work was found to be another source of influence on teacher cognition. Many of these studies
pointed out that teachers were unable to put their beliefs into practice because of contextual con-
straints, such as a prescribed curriculum, a lack of resources, or the school culture (see, for example,
Breen et al., 2001; Crookes & Arakaki, 1999; Johnson, 1996; Poynor, 2005; Richards & Pennington,
1998).

Although research findings on the impact of learning and teaching experiences and context on
teacher cognition converged with those in the general education research, findings on the impact of
teacher education programs were more divergent. Some studies on L2 teacher cognition provided
evidence of change in cognition and practice (see, for example, Peacock, 2001; Richards, Ho, &
Giblin, 1996). Other studies, however, found that cognitive changes did not bring about behavioral
changes in the classroom, and, conversely, behavioral changes did not necessarily entail changes
in cognition (see, for example, Almarza, 1996; Freeman, 1993). What these studies also showed
was that teacher education was only one source of influence, and that different student-teachers
responded to teacher education courses in different ways. It is important, therefore, for teacher
educators to identify these questions and help student-teachers to relate the courses to their
own contexts and experiences so that they can formulate their own personal theory of teaching
(Richards et al., 1996). Moreover, these studies indicated that although in some cases teachers’ beliefs
converged with their classroom practices, in others, there were discrepancies. Such discrepancies
were found to be the result of the interaction between teachers’ prior pedagogical beliefs and their
perception of the immediate context, notably their response to students.

Borg (2006), in his review of research on L2 teachers’ non-subject specific cognition, suggests
that the study of the systemic nature of teacher cognition should be explored further. He maintains
that what is least understood is “how different elements in teachers’ cognitive systems interact and
which of these elements, for example, are core and which are peripheral” (p. 272). Teacher cogni-
tion has been described as a network, as a continuum, or as clusters of beliefs with some being
core beliefs and others peripheral. Research has shown that teachers often seem to hold conflicting
beliefs. This is not surprising, given that teacher cognition not only shapes but is also shaped by
classroom practices and the contexts in which teachers work (Shavelson & Stern, 1981). For
example, Wu (2006) found that in different contexts, and depending on the different experiences
teachers had had with students, teachers articulated different beliefs with regard to grammar teach-
ing and the role of grammar in communicative language teaching. Teacher cognition is evolving
and fluid. Reconciling conflicting beliefs and practices lies at the center of learning to teach and
applies not only to novice teachers but also to experienced teachers. It appears, therefore, that
exploring the systemic nature of teacher cognition may not be a fruitful undertaking. In light
of the discrepancies between articulated beliefs and classroom practices revealed in empirical
research, it is perhaps more useful to gain deeper insights into the situated nature of teacher
cognition and the ways in which cognitive conflicts impede or facilitate teachers’ professional
growth.
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Teacher Knowledge

The systematic study and explicit articulation of teacher knowledge, which took center stage in the
teacher education literature in the 1980s and early 1990s, made an important impact on L2 teacher
education research. The studies undertaken at this time generally pertained to the nature of teacher
knowledge and teacher knowledge domains.

The Nature of Teacher Knowledge

Much of the work on the nature of teacher knowledge was initially inspired by Schon (1983, 1987).
In his highly influential volume, The Reflective Practitioner (1983), Schon heavily criticized the widely
accepted model of professional knowledge, in which professions such as medicine and law were
classified as “major” professions (because their practices were considered to be based on specialized,
firmly bounded, scientific, and standardized knowledge), and professions such as nursing, social
work, and teaching were classified as “minor” professions (because they were considered to lack such
aknowledge base) (Glazer, 1974). Schon argued that what professionals do in practice is not knowing
and acting as two distinct processes, but an integrated process of “knowing-in-action.” This form of
knowledge, according to Schon, is specialized, tacit, and situated, and just as legitimate as the form
of knowledge in the major professions. Schon’s work provided the theoretical basis for legitimating
teaching as a professional activity and set in train a large number of systematic studies on the spe-
cialized knowledge held by teachers across disciplines. It also generated heated discussion about the
nature of teacher knowledge. For example, Elbaz (1983) and Connelly and Clandinin (1985) argued
for the personal and practical nature of the knowledge held by teachers. This delineation of teacher
knowledge, however, was challenged by Shulman (1986) as being somewhat truncated. Shulman
drew attention to the fact that a missing paradigm in teacher knowledge research at the time was
teachers” knowledge of the subject matter they teach. He argued for three basic knowledge domains
of teacher knowledge: pedagogic knowledge, content knowledge (i.e., knowledge of the subject mat-
ter that the teacher is teaching), and pedagogic content knowledge (i.e., the effective representation
of content knowledge to students). Subsequently, he broadened the knowledge domains to include
knowledge of learners, context, and the curriculum. Shulman’s work made a strong impact on the
study of teacher knowledge, and a number of studies were conducted on the knowledge of teachers
across a number of school subjects (see, for example, Brophy, 1991; Grossman, 1990).

Investigations of the nature of L2 teacher knowledge have been conducted through teacher inter-
views focusing on their planning thoughts, interactive classroom decision-making, and their reflec-
tions on their teaching. The findings of these studies converged with those in the general teacher
education literature, namely, that teachers have implicit theories of teaching that guide their peda-
gogical actions and that are typically personal and oriented to the situation in which they operate.
These theories, as Elbaz (1983) points out, encompass their firsthand experience of students’ learn-
ing styles, interests, needs, strengths and difficulties, and a repertoire of pedagogical skills. They often
take the form of principles and maxims, formulated over time, that reflect their own beliefs about
language, language teaching, effective teaching, the teacher’s role, and the teacher—student relation-
ship (see, for example, Breen et al., 2001; Burns, 1996; Johnson, 1992b; Richards, 1996, 1998).

Teacher Knowledge Domains: Subject Matter Knowledge and Teacher Language Awareness

Prior to the 1990s, teachers’ knowledge about language was neglected in L2 teacher education
research. Within the scope of L2 teacher education, although discussions of L2 teacher knowl-
edge often included teachers’ beliefs about language and language teaching, the focus had not been
on teachers’ subject matter knowledge, that is, teachers’ knowledge of the underlying systems of
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language (including phonological, lexical, grammatical, and discoursal features of L2), and their
meta-linguistic knowledge. It was not until the late 1990s that more attention was given to this area.
The research focus of this area, however, has been mostly on teachers’ declarative knowledge of
grammar, their beliefs about grammar teaching, and their procedural knowledge about grammar
(i.e., how their knowledge of grammar is effectively represented to learners in the classroom) (Borg,
2003). The latter has also been referred to as “teacher language awareness” (TLA) (Andrews, 2007).
Studies of L2 teachers’ explicit, or declarative, knowledge of grammar have been conducted on
native-speakers (NS) and non-native speakers (NNS) of the target language. Andrews’ study on pro-
spective and practicing NS and NNS L2 teachers showed that the latter scored substantially higher
than the former in a test on knowledge of grammar and grammar terminology (Andrews, 1999). This
tallied with research studies conducted on prospective L2 teachers’ KAL (knowledge about language)
in the UK, which showed a very low level of meta-linguistic knowledge (Chandler, Robinson, &
Noyes, 1988; Williamson & Hardman, 1995; Wray, 1993) among NS teachers. These findings were
a cause for concern, as teachers’ KAL was considered to be essential for effective language teaching.
This concern resonated with Shulman’s concern for the neglect of teachers’ subject matter knowl-
edge in teacher education research. In the course of investigating the operationalization of KAL in
the classroom, researchers found that teachers’ subject matter knowledge was inextricably bound up
with their beliefs about grammar and grammar teaching. Andrews (2007), therefore, used the term
subject matter cognition in preference to subject matter knowledge, arguing that “while subject mat-
ter knowledge may constitute the core of TLA, any teacher’s knowledge is inevitably bound up with
beliefs about subject matter and, for example, how it should or can be taught and learnt in a given
context” (p. 70).

A number of studies have been conducted on teachers’ knowledge and beliefs about grammar,
grammar teaching, and the impact of these on their actual classroom practices (see Borg, 2006, for
a detailed summary of relevant studies). The findings showed that teachers’ beliefs about grammar
and grammar teaching may or may not be borne out in their classroom practices. For example, teach-
ers were found to engage in explicit grammar instruction not because they believed that it could
enhance L2 learning but because they believed that students wanted it (Borg, 1998); teachers who
believed in minimizing explicit error correction frequently corrected student errors in the classroom
(Ng & Farrell, 2003). In line with the findings reported in the general teacher education literature,
these studies showed that teachers’ subject matter cognition and classroom practices were shaped by
their personal biographies and their specific contexts of work. What is perhaps most interesting and
important is Andrew’s empirical study, which showed that whereas the target group of seventeen L2
teachers performed reasonably well (mean score of 71%) on a sixty-item language awareness test on
their explicit knowledge of grammar and grammatical terminology, they did poorly (mean score of
43%) on a test that required them to explain their corrections of errors in fifteen sentences, a typical
classroom task. Borg (2006) maintains that these findings suggest that developing a “pedagogically
oriented understanding of grammar among teachers” is more valuable than developing grammatical
knowledge that is divorced from pedagogical concerns (p. 124). This endorses Shulman’s position
that pedagogical content knowledge lies at the heart of teacher knowledge. However, it does not mean
that subject matter knowledge should be relegated to secondary importance. Indeed, Andrews’ study
showed that teachers who lacked subject matter knowledge were not able to engage with the subject
matter adequately and effectively in the classroom, even though they had a certain degree of language
awareness (i.e., they were aware of the language needs of the learners) (Andrews, 2001, 2007).

So far, the bulk of the work on L2 teachers’ subject matter knowledge pertained to grammar
knowledge. Other aspects of the language system and language skills remain largely neglected.
Only a few studies deal with teacher cognition in L2 writing (see, for example, Burns, 1992; Shi &
Cummings, 1995; Tsui, 1996). More research needs to be conducted on all aspects of L2 subject
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matter knowledge. More importantly, the relationship between L2 teachers’ subject matter knowl-
edge and pedagogical content knowledge is currently under-explored.

Teacher Learning and Teachers’ Professional Development

Understanding how teachers learn to teach, their professional development trajectories, and the con-
tributing factors behind their professional development lies at the core of teacher education (John-
son, 2009). Research in this area belongs to the engagement dimension in the scope of L2 teacher
education (Freeman, 2009), namely, the process of professional learning in which teachers are
engaged. As Freeman points out, the term teacher-learner signifies that teachers are learners of teach-
ing throughout their career. The voluminous body of research on teacher knowledge, teacher cogni-
tion, and teachers’ professional development has provided rich input for facilitating and scaffolding
teachers’ professional learning in teacher education programs. Courses such as reflective teaching,
classroom research, and action research are now standard courses in many L2 teacher education and
teacher development programs.

The first volume devoted to L2 teacher learning appeared in 1996 (Freeman & Richards, 1996).
The aim of the volume, according to the editors, was to examine more closely and deeply “how
teachers come to know what they know and do what they do in their work” (p. ix). Since then, other
volumes on teacher learning have been published (see, for example, Burns, 1999; Richards, 1998). In
this section, I shall focus on three research strands on teacher learning that are prevalent and impor-
tant: teachers as reflective practitioners, teachers as researchers, and the development of teachers’
expertise in teaching.

Teachers as Reflective Practitioners

The concept of reflective action as integral to teachers’ work was first proposed by John Dewey,
who argued that teachers are not just passive curriculum implementers but that they can also play
an active role in curriculum design and educational reform (Dewey, 1933). The notion of teachers’
engagement in reflective action was further developed by Schén, who proposed that teachers are not
“technical experts” but “reflective practitioners” (1983, p. 332). Through processes of reflection and
reframing, Schon argued, teachers often came to a new understanding of their professional practice.
Reflective practice has been drawn on by teacher educators as a mediational tool for teachers’ profes-
sional learning (Burton, 2009; Zeichner & Liston, 1996).

In L2 teacher education, reflective teaching has been an essential element in teacher education
programs, and writing reflective journals has become almost a standard requirement. A number of
studies have reported on how teachers came to a better understanding of their work through reflec-
tive practice. For example, Bailey and her teacher-learners reported on how writing autobiographies
of their language learning experiences, and subsequent journal entries, helped them to reflect on
the ways in which their development as teachers was influenced by the critical incidents in their
learning and teaching histories, as well as a host of other factors that shaped their teaching philoso-
phies and practices (Bailey et al., 1996). Knezevic and Scholl (1996) reported on their experience as
teacher-learners on an MA Teaching program, during which they reflected on their experience of
team-teaching a Spanish class by telling stories about their decision-making processes during lesson
planning and while teaching the lesson itself. The significance of this kind of engagement is captured
in their reflections on the stories that they authored together. They wrote:

Because we have reflected on common experiences using our shared professional discourse
... teaching concepts that began as words—and as symbolic representations of ideas—have
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become anchored in personal experience. In this approach to learning, moments or stories
from practice have been attached to issues and concepts. With these vivid examples in place,
we grasped their meanings and constructed our own interpretations of these teaching ideas.
Consequently, this knowledge has become available to us as a resource for use in the future.
(Knezevic & Scholl, 1996, p. 94)

One of the concerns in engaging teachers in reflective practice is how they can move beyond
descriptive accounts of their work (Jarvis, 1992) to reflect on their practice critically. To achieve this,
teachers need to move beyond technically oriented improvement of classroom skills to address the
issues that are fundamental to their development as responsible and autonomous professionals and
to see their actions in relation to the purposes of education (Bartlett, 1990; see also Burton, 2009).

For example, Richards and Ho (1998), in their study of the reflective journals written by thirty-two
teachers on an MA course over a ten-week period, found that there was little change in the degree
of critical reflectivity in the teachers’ journal entries over time, although most teachers found that
writing journals helped them to become more aware of their own actions and to better understand
themselves as teachers. Richards and Ho concluded that more scaffolding was needed to help teach-
ers to write reflectively and reflect critically. A number of publications provided detailed guidelines
for teachers to engage in reflective teaching by collecting data on their own teaching, examining their
own attitudes and beliefs about teaching, and reflecting on how they might improve their teaching
(see, for example, Bartlett, 1990; Richards & Lockhart, 1994). Descriptions and analysis of cases
of reflective practice, often with practical suggestions for adaptation, were also published (see, for
example, Burton, 2001-2006; Farrell, 2007). What teachers seemed to find particularly useful was
sharing reflective writings and engaging in collaborative reflections (see, for example, Burns, 1999).

Teachers as Researchers

The notion of “teacher as researcher” was developed in the late 1960s and early 1970s through Sten-
house’s (1975) highly influential work on curriculum research and development, in which he pro-
posed that curriculum development should involve testing educational theories through application
in practice, hence the term action research. Stenhouse further maintained that, in order to be more
effective, action research typically should be undertaken by teachers, rather than by researchers. A
large number of studies on action research conducted by teachers were published, especially during
the 1980s. The concept of action research developed from a somewhat linear and fixed sequence of
planning, action, observation, and reflection (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988) to a dynamic and cycli-
cal model that allowed for feedback, modification, and re-trial. Action research has been commonly
used as a mediational tool for teacher learning and for improving teachers’ professional practice
(Gore & Zeichner, 1991).

Since the early 1990s, there has been a growing number of studies on action research in L2 teacher
education (see, for example, Burns, 1999; Crookes, 1993; Edge, 2001; Gebhard, 2005; Wallace, 1998).
Many of the studies were conducted in the context of a teacher education program, in which student-
teachers were required to conduct an action research project as partial fulfilment of the program
requirements. Based on such experience, a number of studies have pointed out that teachers need to
be equipped with certain skills and knowledge about how pedagogical research can and should be
conducted, and that they need to learn these skills by actually engaging in action research (Nunan,
1990). For example, Wallace (1996) reported on the use of an action research project in a teacher
preparation undergraduate program aimed at getting student-teachers to reflect on their profes-
sional action, to articulate their reflective practice, and to synthesize formal knowledge with experi-
ential knowledge. Based on the problems that emerged from their action research projects, Wallace
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suggested that student teachers should be equipped with the skills and knowledge to conduct action
research and be guided on how reflections could be structured. Pennington (1996) outlined the
input and support that was provided to student-teachers on an MA program to help them conduct
action research on process writing, and the findings of her study suggested that engaging in reflection
in a meaningful way is a precondition for teacher change to take place. Moreover, a number of guides
and handbooks on conducting action research were published for teachers. For example, Nunan
(1990) contained detailed guidelines on the stages for conducting action research, as well as check-
lists and worksheets for teachers to use for conducting lesson observation; Burns (1999) provided a
comprehensive introduction to the conceptual and practical aspects of conducting action research.
Burns (2009) summarized the purposes of action research in L2 teacher education as follows:

1. toaddress specific issues in teaching or learning situations;

2. to investigate curriculum innovation and the change processes;

3. to facilitate teachers’ professional development;

4. to enhance teachers’ knowledge of conducting research and to equip them with research
skills;

5. to enhance the development of their personal practical theories; and

6. to provide a vehicle for reducing the gap between research and practice.

To the extent that action research, when properly conducted, engages teachers in problematizing and
researching their own practice, making sense of the data they collect, and theorizing the findings, it
is a powerful mediational tool for teacher learning (Burns, 2009).

Teaching Expertise

The study of teaching expertise has been inspired by the work of cognitive psychologists on expert
practitioners in other fields (e.g., chess masters, doctors, radiologists, and physicists). It has been
motivated by the need to understand the special form of knowledge held by teachers and to dem-
onstrate that experts in teaching possess skills and knowledge that are as complex and sophisticated
as those possessed by experts in other professions (Berliner, 1994). Studies on teaching expertise
burgeoned in the 1980s and early 1990s.

Early studies of teaching expertise adopted an information-processing approach (often quasi-
laboratory in nature), using simulated pedagogical tasks to examine teachers’ cognitive processes in
pedagogical decision-making (Carter, Cushing, Sabers, Stein, & Berliner, 1988). Typically, the char-
acteristics of expert teachers were investigated through expert-novice comparisons, and by examin-
ing their cognitive processes in planning and conducting lessons, and the quality of their reflections
(see Berliner, 1994, for a detailed summary; see also Johnson, 2005; Tsui, 2005, 2009 for an over-
view). These early studies showed that expert teachers, no less than experts in other highly regarded
professions, demonstrated similar characteristics: Expert teachers have a complex but integrated and
coherently structured knowledge base; they are capable of recognizing patterns very quickly and
interpreting them in meaningful ways; they have better improvisational skills than novice teachers
and are able to handle complex tasks with apparent automaticity and effortlessness; they are able
to justify their classroom actions in a principled manner; and they have better self-monitoring and
meta-cognitive skills than novice teachers. Studies of the subject matter knowledge and pedagogical
content knowledge of expert and novice teachers found that, compared to novice teachers, expert
teachers have a more coherent overview of the curriculum, a better understanding of the different
ways of structuring the curriculum, a better grasp of the critical points in the content that students
need to master, and are better able to represent these points effectively to students. More recent
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studies of teacher expertise have adopted a sociocultural approach to studying teachers as “the whole
person in action, acting with the settings of that activity” (Lave, 1988, p. 17). Many of these studies
were conducted in naturalistic rather than quasi-laboratory settings (Leinhardt, 1989; Smith & Stra-
han, 2004; Turner-Bisset, 2001; for a brief overview of the major research methodologies adopted,
see Johnson, 2005).

The above studies, irrespective of their research approach, were criticized by Bereiter and Scar-
damalia (1993) for taking a static view of expertise. Bereiter and Scardamalia proposed an alternative
conception of expertise as a process. Since then, several studies have been conducted on teachers’
development of expertise over time (see, for example, Bullough & Baughman, 1995, 1997; Tsui,
2003). The different conceptions of expertise have yielded different characterizations. Whereas the
conception of expertise as a state characterizes expert performance as effortless, efficient, and auto-
matic, the conception of expertise as a process characterizes expertise as a process of continuous
search for excellence, in which practitioners work “at the edge of their competence” (Bereiter &
Scardamalia, 1993, p. 34; see Tsui, 2003 for a more detailed discussion).

In L2 teacher education research, studies have been done on highly skilled L2 teachers, though the
focus was not on teaching expertise. A number of studies have examined the cognition and practices
of experienced teachers (Borg, 2006; Breen et al., 2001; Woods, 1996) through investigating their
pedagogical decisions and their personal practical knowledge (see Golombek, 2009 for an overview).
Comparisons have been made between experienced and inexperienced teachers (see, for example,
Richards et al., 1998; see also K. Johnson, 2005). The findings of these studies were congruent with
those in general teacher education research. For example, experienced L2 teachers focused more on
subject matter (i.e., language) than novice teachers, who paid more attention to classroom man-
agement (Nunan, 1992); were better able to respond to students’ needs and improvise than novice
teachers (Richards, 1998); had a deeper understanding of subject matter knowledge; were better able
to present subject matter knowledge more appropriately and from the students’ perspective; and
were better able to integrate language learning with other curricular goals (Richards et al., 1998).

More recently, studies have been undertaken with a specific focus on expertise in L2 teaching and
drawing on conceptual frameworks used in expertise studies. The first book-length investigation of
L2 teaching expertise was Tsui (2003), which compares an expert teacher, two experienced teachers,
and one novice teacher and examines their cognitive processes in managing learning in the class-
room, as well as the knowledge and beliefs that underpinned these processes (including the teaching
of four language skills, grammar, and vocabulary). In this study, the development of expertise of the
expert teacher showed that teacher learning is a process in which the teacher constantly engages in
exploration and experimentation of new ideas, problematizing what appears to be unproblematic in
her own teaching, and looking for and responding to new challenges. Tsui concludes by pointing out
the relevance of research on teaching expertise to teacher learning as follows: first, expert teachers’
ways of thinking and ways of learning can serve as a reference for both novice and experienced non-
expert teachers to think about their work as teachers and how they learn to teach; second, case stud-
ies of expert teachers can help to raise experienced teachers’ awareness of their own actions and to
make their implicit theories of teaching explicit; third, understanding the critical differences between
expert and non-expert teachers can help teacher educators, mentors, and school leaders to identify
the emerging characteristics of expertise in young teachers early on, so that they can be supported as
well as challenged at appropriate phases of their professional development.

Teacher Identity

Teacher identity is an emerging theme in general teacher education as well as L2 teacher education.
It has become increasingly important in the field of teacher education because of the centrality given
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to teacher identity formation as an integral part of teacher learning. Identity formation involves not
only acquiring the competence that is valued by the community (i.e., acquiring the knowledge and
skills of teaching) but also being able to engage in and contribute to the construction of meanings
that are important to the community as a competent member of that community. Thus, identity
is not just relational (i.e., how one talks or thinks about oneself, or how others talk or think about
one), it is also experiential (i.e., it is formed from one’s lived experience). Wenger’s theory of learn-
ing as social participation and the concept of legitimate peripheral participation proposed by Lave
and Wenger (1991) have been drawn on by many studies in general teacher education research to
illuminate the professional development of teachers from peripheral to full participation and to dis-
tinguish between different trajectories of participation (see Tsui, Edwards, & Lopez-Real, 2009 for a
detailed discussion).

Research on teacher identity in the general teacher education literature clusters around three major
themes (Tsui, 2007). The first theme is the multi-dimensionality of professional identity and the rela-
tionships between these dimensions. Although there seems to be a general agreement that professional
identities are multi-dimensional, there are opposing views with regard to whether striving for harmony
and coherence of the multiple identities should be part of teacher learning (Beijaard, Meijer, & Verloop,
2004; Mishler, 1999), or whether the construction of identity is a “continuing site of struggle” between
conflicting identities (Lampert, 1985; MacLure, 1993; Samuel & Stephens, 2000). The second theme
relates to the personal and social dimensions of identity formation. Most studies emphasize the per-
sonal dimension, focusing on self-reflection on who one is and what one wants to become (Antonek,
McCormick, & Donato, 1997). However, a number of researchers have pointed out the importance of
the professional landscape, which is part of the broader sociocultural and sociopolitical landscape, in
shaping teacher identity (Duff & Uchida, 1997; He, 2002a, 2002b, 2002¢; Reynolds, 1996). The third
theme relates to the relationship between agency and structure in identity formation. Whereas some
researchers have stressed the importance of agency (i.e., the capacity of an individual to act on the
world) over social structure and argued that the choices that teachers make constitute their profes-
sional identities (Coldron & Smith, 1999), others have argued that teachers’ active location in social
space can be undermined by policies or institutions that require conformity, and that it is the interac-
tion between the two that shapes teachers’ identities (Moore, Edwards, Halpin, & George, 2002).

In L2 teacher education, L2 teacher identity has only recently begun to draw interest from research-
ers (see, for example, Duff & Uchida, 1997; Johnson, 2003; Singh & Richards, 2006; Tsui, 2007; Var-
ghese, 2006; Varghese, Morgan, Johnston, & Johnson, 2005). It is considered a critical component
in the sociocultural and sociopolitical landscape of the L2 classroom and in L2 teachers’ professional
development (Burns & Richards, 2009). Identity has been defined in many different ways (see Miller,
2009 for a summary). Most definitions state identity as relational (i.e., identity pertains to perception
of oneself in relation to others and others’ perception in relation to oneself) (e.g., Duff & Uchida,
1997; Johnson, 2003; Norton, 2000). Others define identity as discursively constructed and context
bound (Morgan, 2004), and as formed in the process of enacting one’s role (Burns & Richards, 2009;
Gee, 2000; Miller, 2009; Varghese et al. 2005). Wenger’s theory of identity formation is perhaps the
most powerful, in that it cogently argues for identity formation being relational and experiential, as
well as social and personal. This theory also helps us to understand how different forms and trajec-
tories of participation in the community’s core practice can shape the identities formed by teachers.
For example, Tsui and Edwards (2009) found that L2 teachers developed different identities in dif-
ferent schools depending on the extent to which opportunities were provided to them to participate
in core activities (e.g., including having a cup of coffee in the common room) and the extent to which
they responded to these opportunities.

Distinctive to research on L2 teacher identity is the fact that a very large number of L2 teachers
are NNS of the target language. In the context of the hegemony of the English language worldwide,
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and the supremacy of the NS variety of English, the identity of teachers who are NNS of English as
competent members of the community of TESL (teaching of English as a second language) is often
characterized by conflict and struggle (e.g., Varghese et al., 2005; see also Tsui, 2007). Given that the
rapid spread of English entails an ever-increasing number of English teachers who are NNS of Eng-
lish, this is a research theme where further work is much needed (see also Burns & Richards, 2009).

Issues for Future Research

L2 teacher education is a relatively new field of inquiry with a history of approximately only two
decades. It has broadened from relying on linguistics, applied linguistics, and SLA research as its
theoretical bases for scholarly inquiry to general education theories. This has resulted in new and
refreshing insights for researchers and practitioners. In reviewing the literature in this field, it is
apparent that studies in language-based disciplines and L2 teacher education have not been as closely
linked as they should be, and that there remain areas that need to be strengthened and gaps that need
to be filled. I shall briefly outline these areas as issues for future research.

Pedagogic Content Knowledge of L2 Teachers

Despite the emphasis given to the centrality of pedagogic content knowledge, few studies have
focused on the ways in which L2 teachers are able to effectively represent subject matter knowledge
to students, the difficulties students have in understanding how the language works, and how they
could be helped. The work of Andrews (2007) is an important addition to the literature. More work
of this nature is needed, as well as more work on other aspects of the language systems, including
phonetics, lexis, and discourse. As the discussion on teachers’ subject matter knowledge has shown,
pedagogic content knowledge and pedagogical reasoning involve a sound knowledge of the language
systems. In research literature on learning and learning theory (inspired by the work of Stevenson
& Stigler, 1992), much attention has been given to how teachers engage with the object of learning.
In recent years, lesson study research has become increasingly influential. This research strand has
been inspired by Fernandez and Yoshida’s (1999) work on mathematics teaching in Japan, in which
teachers collaboratively planned and taught a lesson to deal with students’ conceptions and miscon-
ceptions of the subject matter being taught. L2 teacher education has much to benefit from lesson
study research, which now encompasses a number of disciplines.

Teacher and Learner Knowledge and Beliefs

A number of studies have been done on learner and teacher beliefs. However, so far these stud-
ies have largely been conducted separately, and the interrelationship between learner and teacher
beliefs has been under-researched (Kiely, 2001). Kiely’s work shows that the student’s response to
the teacher has a powerful impact on the latter and that it can lead to resistance, reflection, and/or
reframing on the part of the teacher (see also Platt & Troudi, 1997). The few studies that have elicited
data from both teachers and students show that there is a gap between the two sets of beliefs. For
example, Schulz’s (1996, 2001) comparison between the attitudes to grammar teaching and cor-
rective feedback of L2 teachers and learners found that although the overwhelming majority of the
students welcomed correction of the errors they made in class, less than half of the teachers agreed
that they should correct students’ errors. Similar gaps were found to exist between students’ and
teachers’ beliefs about the formal study of grammar, with students attaching more importance to
it than teachers. Identifying the gaps in teacher and student perceptions is just the beginning; more
important is the impact of such gaps on student learning and how these gaps can be bridged.
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Student Learning

To date, research on L2 teacher education has been focused on the teacher, which is to be expected
as the teacher is at the center of field of inquiry. However, as Tarone and Allwright (2005) pointed
out, claims made about teacher knowledge, pedagogical practices, and teacher change have so far
made little reference to learners (i.e., whether teacher knowledge, pedagogical practices, and teacher
change bring about better student learning and what supporting evidence there is for this improve-
ment). Whereas much attention has been paid to teachers’ voice, students’ voice has largely remained
silent. Although it is problematic to draw causal relationships between teacher learning and student
learning, as Freeman and Johnson (2005) have cogently argued, it is equally problematic if learners’
learning is left unconsidered. After all, the ultimate goal of L2 teacher education is to enhance the
quality of student learning.

Note

1 It should be noted that the term applied linguistics appeared in the 1940s in the subtitle of Language Learning published by
Michigan University. The scope of applied linguistics, however, was at that time much more narrowly defined and largely
focused on linguistics.
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Learning to Write in the Second Language: K-5

Maria Estela Brisk

Research and the teaching of writing have evolved over time. From a focus on product where the
expectation was that children had to be “corrected” until they achieved adult-like writing perfor-
mance, to an emphasis on process where children are expected to experiment on their way to achiev-
ing adult-like proficiency. More recently, there has been an interest in genre “largely a response to
changing views of discourse and of learning to write which incorporate better understandings of
how language is structured to achieve social purposes in particular contexts of use” (Hyland, 2007,
p- 148). Genre research focuses on students’ products as evidence of the children’s linguistic, com-
municative, and cognitive knowledge (Fang, 1999). These products are not prescribed but are the
result of the interaction between contextual and linguistic input.

The purpose of this chapter is to explore the development of writing of elementary age bilingual
learners' in their second language (L2).? Fitzgerald (2006) summarized in great detail the existing
research on L2 writing and concluded that the evidence indicates that development of writing in
young L2 writers does not differ much from writing development of native speakers of English.
In this chapter, the existing research will be framed within two theories to analyze what L2 writers
need to develop to be successful, particularly in school contexts. By framing the existing research
in these theories, the chapter will show what is known and what teachers need to develop through
instruction.

The research on L2 writing by children in elementary grades is framed within a theoretical model
that is based on systemic functional linguistics (SFL) (Halliday, 1994) and Walters’ (2005) model of
bilingualism (see Figure 3.1). Texts, or the language produced orally or in writing, exist in the con-
text of culture and are further embedded in the context of situation. Language users make choices in
producing texts that are influenced by extralinguistic and linguistic input. The extralinguistic level
includes register, medium, and purpose or genre. At the linguistic level, language users choose from
lexical, grammatical, and orthographic knowledge (Butt, Fahey, Feez, Spinks, & Yallop, 2000). Wal-
ters (2005) proposes a model of language production by bilinguals that includes a sociopragmatic
component, similar to the extralinguistic component of the SFL model, and a psycholinguistic com-
ponent, similar to the linguistic component of the SFL model. These two components interact in the
intentional component, which specifies the pragmatic intentions and the information to be conveyed,
comparable to what SFL calls genre or purpose. In addition, Walters proposes that bilinguals are influ-
enced by language choice and affective modules at every aspect of language production. The language
choice module “selects, regulates, and retrieves information from a speaker’s two languages during
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the entire course of language production” (p. 92). The affective module “is designed to select, regulate,
and retrieve emotion-based information from other components of language processing” (p. 94).

The combination of these two theories helps create a framework that takes an in-depth look at the
second language in the context of bilingualism. SFL provides a clear and complete theoretical picture
of the choices children need to make if they want to “use linguistic codes to construct contextually
appropriate and coherent text” (Fang, 1999, p. 180). Bilingual learners trying to write in the second
language struggle with what they want to say. SFL provides teachers with the tools to analyze lan-
guage and determine what bilingual students need to learn to express what they want to say in ways
that will be understood and accepted by the culture (Schleppegrell & Go, 2007).

Within the SFL framework, learning to write means making the appropriate choices to convey
meaning given the context of the specific situation, which exists within the context of a culture.
As children develop writing they realize that they have power in language. They can “manipulate
language for the best effect” (Urzua, 1987, p. 295). Writing in a US school means that children need
to know the culturally appropriate patterns expected in the school. Different situational contexts
call for different language choices based on the topic addressed (field), the relationship between the
writer and readers (fenor), and the channel of communication being used, written or multimodal
(mode). Together they constitute the linguistic register. An important aspect of schooling is familiar-
izing students with the academic registers of various content areas. Children also need to understand
the features of the medium, such as books, letters, poems, or PowerPoints, each requiring certain
organization and features. Another essential aspect of writing influencing language choices is the
purpose, such as story telling, giving instructions, providing organized information, and persuad-
ing. These various purposes are realized in text types or genres, such as recounts, fictional narra-
tives, procedures, reports, explanations, and expositions. Each of these genres has a specific culturally
defined structural organization and language expectations (Butt et al., 2000). Writing also requires
knowledge of vocabulary, grammar, spelling, and conventions. All these choices present challenges
to children developing writing.

The research in L2 writing is discussed in this chapter in relation to language choice, affect, context
of culture, context of situation, register, medium, and genre. The concepts as defined by the theories
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will be further explained in each subsection. To conclude, the chapter summarizes the way in which
combining SFL with Walters’ model provides a useful framework for understanding L2 writing and
the needs of bilingual learners.

Language Choice

Bilinguals have access to more than one language and, according to Walters” theory (2005), they
make choices at all levels of the production process. These choices are influenced by social factors,
such as demographics and language status; interpersonal factors, such as setting, audience, topic,
and attitudes; and individual factors, such as identity, language preference, language proficiency, and
motivation (Walters, 2005). Even very young bilingual children are aware that they have more than
one language and that they are different. For example, an emergent Chinese—English bilingual writer
used invented spelling in both Chinese and English that looked like the characters or letters of each
language (Buckwalter & Lo, 2002).

Children are not confused between the languages, although when they access language, they may
switch to a different language or access native language (L1) data when writing in their second (L2).
Code-switching is the alternate use of two languages (Mackey, 1968). Code-switching in written lan-
guage is not as common as in oral language (Edelsky, 1986). Young writers switch because they do
not have access to a term in the other language, or they do it on purpose to enhance the text. In a two-
way program, both English and Spanish speakers writing in their native language would code-switch
to the second language when writing about cultural aspects of that second language (Gort, 2006).
Children may choose the language depending on the specific purpose and audience. For example,
a 5th grader, who wrote mostly in Spanish, switched to English to pass secret notes to her English-
speaking classmates (Laman & Van Sluys, 2008). Code-switching can occur across modes. Lo and
Hyland (2007) noticed that when their students were given more freedom in the choice of topic they
became very engaged and sometimes could not think how to write in English. They would give the
sentence or phrase orally in Chinese for the teachers to translate so they could write it in English.

Sometimes the choice of language is defined by the classroom context. In a two-way program,
students went from writing in one of the languages to writing in both. Only one 5th grader switched
to writing only in English. In general, students felt more confident writing in their dominant lan-
guage. They used more words, better spelling, more complexity, and better developed ideas (Garcia
& Colén, 1995). Teachers may encourage students to use their native language or may restrict writing
to the second language. Even when encouraged to write in their native language, within a year (as
their proficiency in English developed) students had switched to writing in English (Graves, Valles, &
Rueda, 2000). On other occasions, bilingual students code-switched to English when writing in their
native language. Often they encounter new concepts in the new culture for which they do not have
terms in their native language, or they just get used to using these terms in English (Barrett-Pugh &
Rohl, 2001; Gort 2006).

Children sometimes write texts in both languages, one being an approximate translation of the
other. For example, a 1st grade Hebrew speaker divided the page in two, writing in Hebrew and
English alongside each other. She wanted to share the notebook with her classmates, as well as teach
them words in Hebrew (Lahman & Van Luys, 2008). Another child liked writing bilingual books, as
her English was not as good as her Spanish; the Spanish version was simpler to facilitate writing the
English version (Homza, 1995).

When L2 writers do not have access to linguistic information in L2, they resort to using L1 data
to write in English. Accessing L1 as a resource may have different results in what is produced in
the L2. Positive influence of L1 may not be apparent to the naked eye, but research has shown cor-
relation between native language writing ability and performance in writing in English as a second
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language, even when the native language uses a different script (Cummins, 1991). Length of utter-
ances, spelling (Davis, Carlisle, & Beeman, 1999), concept of print (Buckwalter & Lo, 2002), and
productivity (Carlisle & Beeman, 2001) showed positive transfer. This positive influence is more
evident when English is in the early stages of development, and when the native language literacy is
strong (Lanauze & Snow, 1989).

Sometimes L1 influences L2 products, especially grammatical structures and spelling, resulting in
non-native like language. First grade Spanish-speakers applied Spanish sentence structure to their
English writing (Gort, 2006). They also omitted the subject, a common feature of Spanish grammar
(Simpson, 2004). Khmer-speaking students in Australia, when writing in English, had difficulty with
a number of grammatical morphemes due to Khmer influence. The fact that Khmer does not change
words to indicate plural and past tense, it does not use articles, and uses prepositions differently influ-
enced the inaccurate production of past tense, plural, articles, and prepositions when writing in English
(Barrett-Pugh & Rohl, 2001). L1 can also influence spelling. L2 writers apply L1 phonology when spell-
ing in English (Gort, 2006). Rather than view these L1-based choices negatively, educators must take
the perspective that “what a young writer knows about writing in the first language forms the basis of
new hypotheses rather than interferes with writing in another language” (Edelsky, 1982, p. 227).

To some degree, L1 influence may be related to the linguistic environment. Among students who
are learning English in an environment where their L1 is widely used, the influence of L1 may be
greater. Elementary students in Hong Kong wrote sentences that were a direct translation from Chi-
nese to English (Lo & Hyland, 2007). These children were exposed to English only in school, and
were otherwise immersed in Cantonese in all other contexts. The writing of Chinese children in
school in the US, for the most part, showed little influence of Chinese in their English, with the
exception of one child’s writings that reflected a Chinese rhetorical structure. He concluded a report
on computer games with a moral, a typical feature of Chinese rhetorical style (McCarthey, Guo, &
Cummins, 2005). These children were surrounded by English while Chinese was only used at home.
However, other research has also found evidence of the influence of L1 on L2 writing within English-
speaking societies. Age of acquisition, level of proficiency, specific aspects of language, educational
experiences, and register may explain the degree of this influence.

Affect

Emotions affect language production, impacting the individual’s social identity. For example, an
individual may fail at appearing humorous because humor is difficult to produce in a second lan-
guage. Sometimes affect works in conjunction with choice, as when an author chooses to code-
switch to reflect their cultural identity.

Affect impacts genre choice. Writers associate certain genres with one of their languages and oth-
ers with the other. Walters (2005) argues that “the only apparent way to become an accomplished
writer in two languages at the same time is to divide one’s writing along genre lines” (p. 107).

Affect also impacts topic choice. Children reveal their feelings through writing and try to address
their problems through it. Boys dislike writing personal recounts, but they will address personal
struggles through fictional narratives (Newkirk, 2000). For example, a big student routinely bullied
a small-built Puerto Rican 5th grader. His victim wrote a story about both visiting Puerto Rico and
going horseback riding. The big boy fell from the horse in the story and died.

Context of Culture

According to SFL theory all texts exist in the context of culture (Butt et al., 2000). Learning to
write in English as a second language means also learning how to function in a new culture. How
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writing is taught and the performance expectations in different cultures vary. For example, the pro-
cess approach to teaching writing prevalent in the United States confuses Vietnamese children who
like to write correctly from the start. They do not understand the notion of writing drafts and then
revising (Dien, 2004). Culture defines all aspects of the language choices, including topic, relation-
ship with the audience, specific features of the language of written text, as well as structural organiza-
tion of texts and language features of various genres.

Cultural differences are salient in the uses of genres, the structural organization of texts, and
expected language features given the genre. These culturally different styles are more of a challenge
for students who have already started their schooling in their country of origin. It is also difficult for
parents who try to understand these new rhetorical styles expected in schools. Recount or narrative
genres are difficult because narratives are deeply rooted in culture and shared with children at home
from an early age, either through reading or oral story telling (McCabe & Bliss, 2003; Perez, 2004).
These narrative styles are transferred to personal recounts and fictional narratives produced by stu-
dents. Personal recounts or narratives, widely used in writing instruction in elementary schools in
the United States, create some tensions either because students use their own cultural organizational
patterns (unacceptable to teachers), or because in certain cultures it is not considered appropriate to
write about close personal matters in school (Dien, 2004).

Persuasive writing also varies across cultures. Indirection and starting a persuasive essay with a
universal truth, rather than a thesis or claim are features of Chinese writing. Arabic persuasive writ-
ing supports reasons appealing to emotions, rather than with facts (Connor, 2002; Hinkel, 2002;
Matalene, 1985). For many students just expressing an opinion is very difficult. In many cultures
only adults express opinions, and children remain silent (Matalene, 1985).

Matsuda (1997) warns against stereotyping rhetorical practices of bilingual writers. He main-
tains that the construction of text structures by such writers is a dynamic process influenced by
their cultural background, personal experiences, and instruction. The influence of the two languages
is mutual. For young writers, who often learn the patterns of the American culture, the influence
of L2 on L1 structural organization of text can be more pronounced. McCarthey et al. (2005) report
that by the second year in the United States students’ Chinese writing increasingly reflected US
norms.

Aspects of the register are influenced by culture. For example, in American writing making the text
clear is the writer’s responsibility; the writer elaborates on the text to make interpretation accessible
to the reader. Japanese consider it an insult to the reader to be too specific; implying the reader is
incapable of understanding or inferring from the text (Hinds, 1987). Communal cultures are used
to taking a “we” rather than the “I” perspective, common in American personal recounts (Matalene,
1985; Maguire & Graves, 2001). Children often start their narratives introducing the whole family,
and then go on telling the story from the “we” perspective. For example, a Spanish-speaking 3rd
grader wrote, “I was going to New York City. ... There was 18 people in two cars. ... We got there
all ready. We saw a lot of buildings. We went in the hotel. We checked out for 3 hotel rooms ....”
Such cultural perspectives may have an impact on perception of students’ writings. For example, the
student samples posted on the internet of the Massachusetts state test illustrating the highest scores
of the 4th grade long composition are all written in the first person singular. Those illustrating the
lowest scores are written in the first person plural.

The topic of the text can be influenced by culture. Some students find it difficult to write about
something that they have learned in another language, or that they associate with a particular culture.
For example, Arabic students found it difficult to write about Ramadan in English or smoking in
Arabic, topics they associated with the opposite culture (Bou-Zeneiddine, 1994). Chinese students
found it difficult writing about a topic of their own creation, as opposed to something connected to
history or a tradition (Matalene, 1985).
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It is important not to stereotype cultural patterns because bilingual students may be raised in
a bicultural environment and be accustomed to American cultural ways, or because they are very
young and have not attended school and are learning many of the features of written text for the first
time in the second language (Lisle & Mano, 1997). For example, a Somalian 2nd grader, much to her
teacher’s dismay, wrote elaborate personal recounts reflecting her own culture’s narrative style. In
school she was taught how to write reports, and (much to her teacher’s surprise) was quick to apply
the text structure expected in schools.

Context of Situation

Children develop writing in the second language in the context of different situations. The context
of situation affects writing development of bilingual learners on four levels: societal, school, home,
and specific writing task. Countries vary in their support for the various languages their inhabitants
speak. Social, political, cultural, and economic factors impact the attitude toward languages (Baker,
2006; Brisk, Burgos, & Hamerla, 2004). Bilingual children in the United States learn to write in a
context where their bilingualism encounters limited social and political support. Lack of support for
heritage languages® influences school and home practices. In addition to attitude toward bilingual-
ism, writing development in schools is influenced by the pressure to learn academic English and
succeed in high-stakes tests.

Schools and families respond to political pressures to favor one or the other language. Some
students in the United States attend bilingual programs where they develop full literacy in two lan-
guages (Lindholm-Leary, 2001). Most students develop literacy in English with the heritage lan-
guage only used initially in the case of transitional bilingual education programs (Brisk, 2006). Some
families promote heritage language literacy at home and others do not (McCarthey et al., 2005;
Smith, 2006). However, research has shown that regardless of the efforts that families or schools
may carry out to support heritage languages, the attitudes and practices of the larger environment
prevail in children’s bilingual development. Thus, children in the United States are more likely to
develop English to a higher level (Caldas & Caron-Caldas, 2002). Moreover, writing in the heritage
language is often strongly influenced by English. Code-switching to English is common (Gort, 2006),
and text structure of genres follows the English norms (Barrett-Pugh & Rohl, 2001; McCarthey et
al., 2005).

Research points out that biliteracy is not only possible but also may be desirable. Strong writing
ability in the native language supports writing development in the second language (Barrett-Pugh &
Rohl, 2001; Carlisle & Beeman, 2000; Cummins, 1991). For students receiving writing instruction in
both languages, early development appears first in their dominant language, and later is transferred
to their second language (Gort, 2006). Development in each language will depend on the features of
the language itself, the influence of one language on the other, and instruction. For example, Khmer
bilingual students attending a bilingual program in Australia found the Khmer writing system diffi-
cult and took longer to develop. The syntactic structure of Khmer influenced English syntax resulting
in verb tense and person errors, as well as prepositions and articles. In turn, English text organization
influenced Khmer narrative writing. Despite these difficulties students develop writing in both lan-
guages. By the end of the third year in the program, students could write in both languages consider-
ing purpose and audience, with control over most essential elements (Barrett-Pugh & Rohl, 2001).
Simpson (2004) reports on 1st graders in Ecuador being instructed only in English, but encouraged
to write in both languages. Their writing products were comparable in quality in some aspects, but
showed fewer errors and more formulaic style in English, the language of instruction.

Another impact of bilingualism is metalinguistic awareness. Children negotiating two or more
languages notice and talk about differences between the languages (Barratt-Pugh & Rohl, 2001;
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Dagenais & Day, 2000). This ability to talk about language is an important aspect of understanding
language and can help development (Swain, 2005).

Instruction is an important contextual factor on L2 writing development (Brisk & Harrington,
2007; Samway, 2006). Balanced literacy instruction, with native oral language support, helped Portu-
guese-speaking kindergarten students develop reading and writing in English (Araujo, 2002). Some
effective strategies include using cooperative and interactive instruction (Gutierrez, 1994), mentor-
ing and scaffolding, as opposed to highly controlled writing (Huss, 1995), and using peer support
groups (Prater and Bermtidez, 1993; Urzua, 1987). Allowing the use of native language for planning
and interacting was found more helpful in improving students’ attitudes toward school (Fitzgerald,
2006) and comprehension of concepts (Garrett, Griffiths, James, & Scholfield, 1994; Huss, 1995),
rather than directly in improving English writing. Explicit instruction using the SFL framework
greatly helps students develop L2 writing for authentic purposes (Brisk & Zisselsberger, forthcom-
ing; Gebhard, Harman, & Seger, 2007). Analyzing the context of high-stakes tests informed by SFL
helped students in two 4th grade classrooms understand that they were producing text to impress a
person they didn’t know with their language and writing skills. Their narratives became lengthy and
interesting, with varied vocabulary and figurative language, descriptive adjectivals, and numerous
adverbials showing place, time, and manner.

Register

Register is language variation relative to context. Thompson (2004, p. 40) explains this relationship
below:

There are three main dimensions of variation which characterize any register: what is being
talked about (this is called the “field”); the people involved in the communication and the rela-
tionship between them (the “tenor”); and how the language is functioning in the interaction: for
example, whether it is written or spoken (the “mode”).

Thus the field or topic, tenor, and mode help shape the language choices writers make when produc-
ing text.

Field

Knowledge, choice, and language demands of the field or topic are important in development and
teaching of writing. Knowledge of the topic is essential to being able to write about it. In addition,
L2 writers need the language to express their knowledge. Teachers claim that students do not know
what to write about due to lack of background knowledge. Escamilla (2006) argues that bilingual
students have rich background knowledge, but teachers do not tap into it for writing. Even if stu-
dents express rich ideas, their value may be lost to teachers because they hide behind numerous spell-
ing and mechanical errors (Herndndez, 2001). Peer-conferencing helps students with choosing and
developing the topic (Prater & Bermudez, 1993). In classrooms where writing development is com-
bined with content areas, content knowledge must be developed to give L2 writers the knowledge
and technical language needed for writing. A group of 5th grade teachers who had asked students to
write persuasive pieces in connection to their social studies units found that students had difficulty
building evidence without strong knowledge of content.

The research on supporting L2 learners with the choice of topic, addresses the kinds of topics fos-
tered in classrooms and the importance of who makes topic choices. Drawing on students’ personal
experiences and knowledge is considered a key source for writing content (Cummins, 2005; Moll,
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1992). Bilingual students should be exposed to writing other topics because writing is an important
medium for learning new topics. Huss (1995) found that when six-year-old Punjabi children in Eng-
land were given the choice, they wrote on a greater variety of topics than when the teachers assigned
topics. However, in a 5th grade class, the student who had the greatest difficulty with writing, when
given a choice, wrote over and over again about his personal experiences with video games. The
teacher switched from just letting the students write about whatever they chose, to developing writ-
ing activities with different purposes (i.e. genres), such as writing a class cookbook with family favor-
ite recipes, creating an ad for their science invention, and writing a letter to the judge, siding with the
wolf or the three little pigs after reading The True Story of the Three Little Pigs (Scieszka, 1989). The
students’ products changed not only in topic but also in quality. The evidence suggests that bilingual
students should be allowed to choose topics that draw on personal experience, but they should also
be exposed to new topics and different genres.

Topic choice produces language demands. To use language in order to create intended meaning,
young L2 writers need vocabulary and grammatical knowledge. Research on L2 acquisition under-
scores the importance of vocabulary development (Pdez & Rinaldi, 2006; Proctor, August, Carlo, &
Snow, 2006). L2 writers must also learn how to form clauses with noun groups, verb groups, and
adverbials. In writing, clauses are often combined into coordinate or compound sentences to pack
information. Sentences and paragraphs are linked with rhetorical connectors that help relate the
meaning between various sections of the text (Derewianka, 1998).

Grammar, Bae (2001) argues, is a global writing quality “because without adequate competency
in grammar it is unlikely that learners can produce writing with quality and text length reasonable
enough to communicate ideas” (p. 76). Children in elementary school use mostly simple sentences,
making the writing monotonous and also lacking clarity by not showing relationships. These children
can use compound and complex sentences orally, but very few appear in their writing (Herndndez,
2001). As they grow older, they try to express more complex thoughts but have difficulty using the
appropriate syntax (Barratt-Pugh & Rohl, 2001). A common problem in clauses is the subject—verb
agreement (Simpson, 2004).

Sentences include participants and processes. Participants are introduced through nouns. Adjec-
tives are used to describe these participants. Most children use very few adjectives. In a 161-word
personal recount, a 3rd grader used only six adjectives. As children develop, these noun describers
increase (Schleppegrell & Go, 2007). The position of the adjective may be problematic for L2 writers.
In a number of languages, including Vietnamese, Khmer, and Spanish, the adjective goes after the
noun. For this reason, Schleppegrell and Go (2007) argue that adjectival phrases, which go after the
noun in English too, may be easier to use for L2 writers. The 3rd grader mentioned above created a
phrase in order to place the adjectives in second place, resulting in an awkward construction (I saw
badges from polices and firefighters).

Processes are expressed through verbs. Development of verb groups includes appropriate use of
verb tenses and variation in the types of verbs such as action (run, climb), saying (say, question), sens-
ing (think, heard, love), relational (have, be), or existential (there is) verbs. Young L2 writers when
telling a story often use the present and past interchangeably. Formation of the past, especially with
irregular past, is problematic. L2 writers tend to use mostly action and relational verbs, especially to
be, and they often repeat the same verb. When using saying verbs it is always say. For example the
161-word personal narrative mentioned above included 12 action verbs (five to go), nine relational
(eight to be), three sensing (all three to see), and one saying. Variety of verbs as well as the use of
modals is a sign of development (Schleppegrell & Go, 2007). Verbs are further described through
adverbs and adverbial phrases or clauses indicating place, time, manner, cause, accompaniment, and
others (Butt et al., 2000; Derewianka, 1998). The personal narrative mentioned above included 11
adverbs and adverbial phrases only indicating time and place.
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Grammatical morphemes are one of the greatest challenges for L2 learners, and can persist even
when students have become very proficient in English (Genesee, Paradis, & Crago, 2004; Menyuk
& Brisk, 2005). Such errors as past tense (Then we went in side the house and sleep; He never ever did
told me ...), third person singular (because water expand), plurals (Don’t worry if you have childrens),
prepositions (He died in July, 26), determiners ( The Dennis was helping the Helen) (Bae, 2001, p. 73).
As well as, omission of the verb to be (both copula Cortes want to famous and auxiliary Rosa parks
married to Raymond parks), possessive (We went to the house of my ant’s) (Gort, 2006, p. 329), rela-
tive pronouns (man play a piano instead of man who plays piano) (Schleppegrell & Go, 2007, p. 532),
pronouns (no distinction between she, her in Khmer and Korean; She mom gives for Mom gives her)
(Bae, 2001, p. 73; Barratt-Pugh & Rohl, 2001), and contractions (his going to).

Tenor

From a very young age children are socialized on how to use language with different audiences. Bilin-
gual children also develop the ability to choose the appropriate language given the audience (Laman
& Van Sluys, 2008). Developing a sense of audience in writing is harder because the audience is not
often present. Urzua (1987) found that peer-conferencing helped students understand that the pur-
pose of writing is “to communicate something important to an audience” (p. 285). Understanding
of audience background knowledge impacts the content and coherence of the writing. The writer
needs to gage the level of detail that must be included in developing the piece so that it makes sense.
In a personal recount of his early life, a 3rd grader wrote about his pre-school in California and
about entering the W.R., his present school, in kindergarten. However, he neglected to include that
by then he had moved to Massachusetts. It made sense for his immediate audience, that was familiar
with the whereabouts of this school, but it would not have made sense to other audiences. Aware-
ness of the audience had an impact on efforts made by the children to revise their writing. Before
this awareness, Urzua (1987) reports that revision meant recopying to make the writing neater, but
not to improve it. When writing in the second language bilinguals must understand that they need
to be comprehensible to readers from a different culture. Although developing a sense of audience is
difficult to achieve in writing, Martinez, Orellana, Pacheco, and Carbone (2008) argue that bilingual
students’ translation practice in their daily lives helps develop skills in adjusting language to differ-
ent audiences and purposes. Researchers gave 6th grade bilingual students the challenge of writing
a persuasive piece in their L2 for two different audiences. These students carefully constructed their
argument for a more formal audience, but they were more casual when writing to their friends. They
also chose different reasons and evidence, grammatical structures, and vocabulary.

The interpersonal function, or tenor, not only focuses on audience but also on the language users
and the identity or voice they choose to reflect through their language choices. Bilingual writers may
or may not choose to reflect their cultural and/or linguistic background in their language, or the evi-
dence may be very subtle (Walters, 2005). Voice is “the imprint of ourselves on our writing” (Graves,
1983, p. 227). Voice reflects the identity that writers want to present to readers. Development of voice
comes with interest in the topic and confidence in writing. As students in Urzua’s study (1987) grew
confident, they made decisions on how to improve their writing, accepting or ignoring peers’ com-
ments relative to what the writers thought sounded appropriate. Different genres call for different
voice (Schleppegrell, 2006). A writer may reflect humor through a personal recount, authoritative-
ness through a report, and pathos through a persuasive piece. In their journal narratives, bilingual
children showed great skill in reflecting their individual self. They used “I to describe an action, feel-
ing, or point of view ... we to describe a shared value, membership in a group activity, or a member
of a community,... and she, he, and they to adopt a more distant stance as a persona” (Maguire &
Graves, 2001, p. 588).
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Mode

A text can be oral, written, or multimodal. In developing written language among L2 learners, the role
of oral language has been a source of controversy. Earlier L2 methodologies encouraged the devel-
opment of oral language before teaching literacy. Hudelson’s (1984) and Edelsky’s (1982) research
demonstrated that L2 students enhanced their L2 development through reading and writing, and
that there was no need to wait for full oral proficiency to introduce literacy. Reading can have an
important impact on writing (Davis et al., 1999). Bernhardt (1991) concluded that both knowledge
of the second language and literacy knowledge acquired through either language were essential for
literacy development. Therefore oral language is important in as much as it helps develop the second
language, but it is not a pre-condition for learning to write.

The mode or textual function also refers to how writers construct their messages in a way that all
the parts fit smoothly as the text unfolds. In written text, mode includes text coherence, cohesion,
and structure, as well as knowledge of the writing system, spelling, and conventions. Each presents a
challenge to L2 writers.

Coherence refers to the text making sense, and there is cohesion when the text hangs together.
Bae (2001) found that in the writing of early elementary children there was high correlation between
coherence, content, and grammar. In turn, all of them correlated with text length and fluency.
Coherence and content appeared to be related to maturity since 2nd graders demonstrated greater
ability than 1st graders. In addition, coherence is supported by appropriate text structure defined by
the genre and medium. Different genres require different organizational structures, as will be shown
later. Organization of text also depends on the medium.

“At the more micro-level, the flow of information in the text is controlled by the choice of theme”
(Derewianka, 1998, p. 104). The theme in SFL is the first constituent of the clause and the point of
departure of the message. It places the clause within the context of the whole text (Thompson, 2004).
What follows the theme is the rheme, or information about the theme. Young writers also need to
include this theme to orient the reader. Herndndez (2001) found that some students start by intro-
ducing the theme, and others start directly with the specific information. She found this to be a dif-
ferent skill from grammar and spelling. One of the students in her study had been identified as a low
writer because of issues of grammar and spelling, yet her organizational skills were more developed
than several of the other students, even those deemed to be better writers.

Cohesive ties impact text coherence. There are five types of cohesive links: reference, conjunctions,
ellipsis, substitution, and lexical ties (Bae, 2001). The conjunction and and temporal connectives are
prevalent in narratives (Maguire & Graves, 2001). In a study of 1st and 2nd graders, Bae (2001) found
that referential and lexical links were the cohesive devises most used by children and accounted for
almost two-thirds of the variance in coherence. Bae infers that acquisition of reference markers and
of vocabulary are critical for length and quality of writing.

The other types of cohesive links, such as ellipsis, substitution, and conjunctions had no real
impact on coherence. Ellipsis and substitution were barely used, while conjunctions (especially and)
were used more often, but did not contribute to the overall quality of the writing. Overuse of and also
changed with maturity, as 2nd graders used a greater variety of conjunctions. L2 writers tend to over-
use such rhetorical connectors (Hinkel, 2002). Reynolds (2002) distinguished between links more
typical of oral language (and, then, when), and those more common in written language (because,
so, therefore, thus). He found that native speakers of English used more of the former when writing
familiar topics and more of the latter when writing on school-related topics. L2 writers used more
connectors overall regardless of topic, and there was not much difference in the amount between the
two types in both kinds of topics.

Children had other difficulties with cohesive ties such as unclear references, problems with
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determiners, unnatural use of conjunctions, and others. For L2 learners, the greatest source of cohe-
sive errors were the determiners either because the and a were misused or omitted (Bae, 2001).

To create text, L2 writers need to know the writing, spelling, and convention system of English.
These features can be very different in the languages of bilingual learners. Barrett-Pugh and Rohl
(2001) studied Cambodian children learning to write in Khmer and English. These children had to
learn to write in two different scripts with different conventions. Initially there were difficulties in
both languages because of the nature of the languages themselves, or because of differences between
the languages. Eventually, some of the children became quite good at writing in both scripts, using the
appropriate conventions. When scripts are similar writers may use the system of their L1 to spell Eng-
lish. First grade Spanish speakers used their sound system to spell in English (Frayday for Friday, clous
for clothes, and si for see) (Gort, 2006, p. 339). Children also spelled fipp for type because in Spanish
the name of the vowel is also the sound (Herndndez, 2001). Children who use the name of the letter
as a strategy, rather than place of articulation and voice—voiceless distinction are worse spellers. The
voice—voiceless distinction is hard for native speakers of Spanish and needs to be taught (Ferroli &
Shanahan, 1993). The fact that English is a deep orthography language with no one-to-one correspon-
dence between sound and symbol causes spelling problems, such as not using double consonants,
droped for dropped (Herndndez, 2001), or knowing the vowel combination for meat, feet, and priest,
since all sound the same. Spelling errors are the most prevalent errors in the writing of young children.
When spelling is not automatic then children resort to invented spelling in order to pay attention to
the message itself (Simpson, 2004). Although spelling and conventions improve over time (Davis et
al., 1999; Maguire & Graves, 2001) as students’ writing increased in length and complexity so did the
spelling errors (Carlisle, 1989). Orthographic processing, or the understanding of writing conventions
of the language, and correct and incorrect spelling of words remained a problem for both good and
poor adolescent trilingual writers in all their languages (Abu-Rabia & Siegel, 2003).

Medium

Writers use different media for their texts, such as letters, poems, storybooks, informational books,
memos, and others, each of which have their own norms to organize text. Some features of the
medium can be culture specific. For example, American letters go straight to the point, while in other
cultures the writer tries to first establish relations with the addressee.

Different media offer different opportunities for expression to L2 writers. Journals that lend them-
selves to writing personal recounts, “serve not only to incorporate the student’s native language
and sociocultural experiences but also to nurture the acquisition of communicative competencies
in English” (Garcda & Colon, 1995, p. 40). They can also facilitate the students’ ability to develop
their own voice and identity (Maguire & Graves, 2001). However, using only journals tends to limit
the variety of genres in which students write, since journals contain mostly personal or fictional
narratives. Individual writers have shown preference for different media. A young Dakota girl liked
writing cards while the boys disliked the task (Franklin & Thompson, 1994). McPhail (2009) noticed
that most 1st grade boys preferred comic book writing while girls enjoyed writing in their personal
journals. He warns against stereotyping across gender lines.

Sometimes teaching to write in a particular medium can help children read in that medium. When
teaching report writing, two 3rd grade teachers taught their bilingual learners how to include infor-
mation in quotes, boxes, and diagrams imitating the structure of informational texts used in the
classroom. These teachers commented that in the past when reading these types of texts, their stu-
dents would skip the information contained in such features and only read the straight text. Thus,
exposure to writing in a variety of media will help students develop a variety of aspects of writing that
they need to succeed in American schools.
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Genre

“Comparable texts which achieve the same general social purpose, and which therefore draw on the
same relatively stable structural pattern, are said to belong to the same genre” (Butt et al., 2000, p. 214).
Genre or purpose, which Walters (2005) calls intentional component, is the bridge between social and
psycholinguistic information the language user taps into to create utterances or written script (Wal-
ters, 2005). Each culture develops patterns of text structures called genres in SFL theory. Genres refer
solely to purpose, such as to tell stories, give instructions, organize information, or persuade. It does
not include such things as letters, poetry, or comic books, which are considered media. A letter may be
written in any of the genres, and as such it will follow the text structure of the chosen genre, as well as
the features of a letter. Bilingual learners attending school in the United States are required to write in
a variety of genres. For example, the prompts found in the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment
System (MCAS) for grades 3, 4, and 5 demand personal and procedural recounts, procedure, reports,
explanations, exposition (persuasive), and historical accounts. Although students are not required to
write fictional narratives and historical recounts, these genres are found in the texts students must read,
in order to respond to writing prompts. L2 learners need to learn the structural organization of text and
language features expected in these different genres. Recognizing the demands of a genre correlated
with overall quality and length of pieces in 4th and 6th graders (Carlisle, 1989).

Various forms of recounts and fictional narratives start with an orientation identifying the main
participants, location, and time of the narrative. This is followed by a series of events, and often ends
with some type of conclusion. Reports start with a general statement, followed by subtopics, and
conclude with a statement usually connected to the initial statement. Persuasive pieces usually start
with a thesis or claim, followed by reasons or arguments, each supported by evidence, and end with
a conclusion. (For a good description of the organizational structure of various genres see Butt et al.,
2000.) These organizational structures present challenges to children developing writing. Success in
using such aspects of narrative text structure as a good orientation at the beginning and a success-
ful conclusion was important for making the text comprehensible to the reader, and improved with
grade level. However, writing an explicit ending was less successful than writing an introduction with
all the typical elements of narratives (Bae, 2001). Young writers developing reports had more diffi-
culty with both the introduction and conclusion. Fourth graders writing persuasive pieces struggled
with stating convincing evidence (Bermudez & Prater, 1994). By 6th grade, students showed the
ability to make appropriate changes in the content and language of persuasive pieces when directed
to different audiences (Martinez et al., 2008). Instruction supports this development. A 5th grade
Spanish-speaking student, wrote, “Come live in Jamestown because people are friendly” using an
opinion instead of a proven fact as her evidence. Extensive analysis of persuasive pieces including
TV and newspaper advertisements helped the students realize what constitutes evidence. Later this
student revised her piece to read, “Also, we have such great friends. Most important, the young girl
named Pocahontas. She is a girl that helps us hunt animals and give us food when we are working
very hard. We are also friends with other natives.”

Children prefer writing in different genres. A Dakota 1st grade girl preferred personal and fic-
tional narratives where the main participants were the children in her class. Other students in that
class showed little interest in personal narratives and preferred fantasies, war stories, and adventure
stories (Franklin & Thompson, 1994). This preference often divides along gender lines with boys
mostly choosing fictional narratives and girls choosing personal recounts or narratives. Differences
across gender lines were also apparent in the quality of persuasive writing samples of Hispanic 4th
graders. Essays written by female writers “show a greater degree of elaboration and a clearer attempt
to express the writer’s point of view than those written by male Hispanic students, regardless of
proficiency level” (Bermudez & Prater, 1994, p. 53).
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Although McPhail’s (2009) research confirmed trends along gender lines, he also found individual
differences that went against the gender preferred choices. Writing in the preferred genre correlated
with better writing. Thus exposure to different genres is essential to give all children a chance to
excel.

Genres have different language demands. (For specific details see Butt et al., 2000 and Derewianka,
1990.) For example, the students in 3rd—5th grade were required to write lab reports. Each compo-
nent of the report is a different genre demanding a different verb tense. These reports start with a pre-
diction (future), followed by a procedure (imperative), then comes the procedural recount (past),
and finally a report (present), an explanation (present), or an argument (present). For example,
Carlos, a 3rd grader, used the appropriate tenses. He responded to the question, “Which container
will show the most evaporation in one week?” I think the flat lid is going to evaporate first ... After
observing the experiment, Carlos wrote his procedural recount, The flat lid Evaporated because it got
more surface Area.

Participants tend to differ with genre. Personal recounts are written in the first person. In proce-
dures usually no person is named, and most other genres are written in the third person, although
occasionally fictional narratives are also written in the first person. Students have difficulty writing
in the third person. For example, at the beginning of the year, Natacha wrote an uncoached piece
about her grandmother. Her first three sentences were in the third person, but quickly transitioned
to the first person. “Abuelita is a kind and helpful person .... She promised me that she will bring
me to Puerto Rico .... I was sad when I heard that abuelita passed away.” Her 5th grade teacher in a
unit on historical recounts used several lessons to instruct about third person. Natacha started her
piece about Christopher Columbus, “Have you heard of an explorer named Christopher Columbus?
He was born in the year 1451. He was born in Genoa.”* and went on to write the rest of the piece in
third person.

Different genres may require different types of adjectives to describe the nouns. In persuasive
pieces opinion adjectives are found in the thesis statement, while factual adjectives are found in the
evidence. Carmen, a 5th grader, wrote in an advertisement to accompany her scientific invention
“People should buy the everlasting clone machine for different good (opinion) reasons. If you live
alone in your house and your really sick, the everlasting clone mashine will bring you a small (fac-
tual) touch screen.”

Through exposure by reading texts in the various genres and abundant writing, L2 learners develop
their ability to write in these various genres, acquiring different aspects gradually.

Conclusion

This chapter illustrates what bilingual learners need to master to successfully write in their second
language in the context of school. The SFL framework was used because it helps to account explicitly
for the extralinguistic and linguistic demands of the task. SFL is also a theory that supports bilin-
gual learners because it places text relative to the culture and situation, giving a legitimate place in
the linguistic landscape to students’ languages and language varieties. At the same time, SFL gives
teachers tools to unpack English in order to enhance their instruction by explicitly telling students
how the language functions. Unfortunately, the limited teacher preparation on language (Fillmore &
Snow, 2002) makes it very hard for teachers to tease out language in children’s writing to understand
their competence and needs. Pacing the introduction of SFL theory helps teachers absorb knowledge
about language in order to impact their writing instruction (Gebhard, Demers, & Castillo-Rosenthal,
2008).

The components of choice and affect from the Walters’ model (2005) add two important forces
in the reality of bilingual language practice. Bilinguals have access to linguistic and sociocultural
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information that comes from their languages and varied cultural experiences. These constantly inform
language use, even in a predominantly monolingual environment often encountered in schools.
Moreover, research on L2 development should always be embedded in the context of bilingualism.

Supporting bilingual learners to develop writing in their second language produces tension among
educators. Efforts to teach the code students need to succeed in school may give the perception
that this knowledge will silence students’ own ways of using language. Taking a bilingual integra-
tive perspective (Taylor, 1987) makes both possible. Integrated bilinguals seek to function in their
new culture without abandoning their heritage culture. Educators are well served by the tools pro-
vided by SFL and bilingualism “to make the linguistic expectations of schooling explicit to students”
(Schleppegrell, 2004, p. 3) while considering that these students bring a wealth of cultural and lin-
guistic knowledge to learning in the second language.

Notes

—

. Bilingual learners know more than one language to different degrees. Some may be just in the process of acquiring a second
language. The term bilingual rather than second language learner or English language learner is used to denote the full
range of language abilities of these students.

. Much of the content of this chapter is based on existing research on elementary L2 writing. In addition, I have used knowl-
edge gained through my research using SFL theory to encourage teachers to teach writing in mainstream classrooms with
large percentages of bilingual learners of a variety of language groups. I have disseminated this work through conferences
and publications are forthcoming.

. The term heritage language is used because with young children of culturally and linguistic diverse family, this is not always
their first language, or their only first language.

4. 1 have strongly discouraged teachers to tell children to start texts with a question, a habit that has been disseminated in

Writers’ Workshop. Upon analysis of a number of published historical recounts, I showed teachers that none starts with a

question.
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Social Practice and Register
Language as a Means of Learning

Bernard A. Mohan

Education is the socialisation of learners into the social practices of the community. Language is the
major means of this socialisation. For learners learning through the medium of their second language
(L2), such language socialisation is often problematic, particularly with respect to the development
of academic discourse and academic achievement. This chapter will show how a systemic functional
linguistics approach based on register illuminates how language functions as a means of learning and
of assessment in the social practices of schooling of L2 learners, and how register provides tools to
trace learning as a continuous dialectic between system and process, theory and practice. It will use
four case studies to illustrate these themes in depth with discourse data.

Linguistic research on language and learning has done little to study social practice as a large unit
of linguistic meaning. In the last century, L2 research on a structuralist model of language typically
analysed items of language below the sentence. More recently, more L2 research has worked with
models of language that recognise the text as a unit of meaning and analysis. However, there is a still
a lack of linguistic research on social practice.

Reviewing issues of advanced literacy development of L2 learners, Schleppegrell and Colombi
(2002, pp. 6-12) identify two major theoretical orientations towards literacy that have guided recent
research. Literacy as a social activity highlights the socialisation of the individual into social practices
through participation in communities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991) “including the subject-
matter and disciplinary communities into which students begin to be socialised at the secondary and
post-secondary levels”. Strongly influenced by Vygotsky, this orientation emphasises “the interac-
tional construction of meaning in particular ... social contexts where learning (and literacy develop-
ment) emerge within specific cultural practices”. This orientation holds that human thinking should
be studied as socioculturally situated in social practices and that social practices can be explored
through the general theme of the theory and practice of knowing and doing (see Martin, Nelson &
Tobach, 1995, p. 2). For discussion of the sociocultural “turn” in L2 learning research, see Zuengler
and Miller (2006). For a review of social practice in social theory see Reckwitz (2002).

According to Schleppegrell and Colombi (2002, pp. 6-12), literacy as linguistic activity “highlights
the way that language as a semiotic tool interacts with social contexts in making meaning”, and “the
theory of language that is currently informing much of the work on literacy as linguistic activity is
M. A. K. Halliday’s systemic functional linguistic (SFL) theory. SFL uses the notion of linguistic
‘register’ to illuminate the relationship between language and context”. This orientation “focuses on
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the active role that grammatical and lexical choices play in realising advanced literacy contexts”. To
study social practices as units of linguistic meaning one needs to link these two orientations. This
chapter will do so by relating social practice and register. For a very stimulating critical discourse
analysis of social practice using register, see Van Leeuwen (2008).

Linguistic research on social practices is urgently needed. A recent review of research on teaching
immigrant English language learners (ELLs) in the content areas in the US (Janzen, 2008) finds that
these students have a high risk of academic failure, and notes that content areas require academic
literacy rather than simply a basic knowledge of the language. This points to an urgent need to sup-
port and assess the learning of language and meaning in academic content tasks and practices. Janzen
states that “studies based on SFL represent the most compelling perspective on content area instruc-
tion, doubtless because they start from an extensively developed stance on the nature of language in
general” (p. 1015).

There is a very large potential payoff in developing the formative classroom assessment (assess-
ment for learning) of language and meaning in academic content practices. A synthesis of more than
4,000 research studies shows that formative assessment for learning practices can double the rate of
student learning (William, 2007/2008). Very few of these studies have addressed the role of language
in formative assessment, but Leung and Mohan (2004), in a study of ELLs in content classrooms,
have shown how formative assessment is a discourse process where meaningful language is both the
object of assessment and the means of assessment.

How does SFL offer a “compelling perspective” on the learning of language and meaning in academic
content practices? To address the sociocultural “turn”, models of language and learning are needed that
see language as meaning making in social context. Structuralist views of language that exclude meaning
and reduce language to rules of language form foreclose the possibility of researching how the learner
makes meaning. Such views treat learning subject matter in the content classroom as something inde-
pendent of language and make it impossible to research language as a means of learning.

By contrast, SFL

is oriented to the description of language as a resource for meaning rather than as a system of
rules. It is oriented, in other words, to speakers’ meaning potential (what they can mean) ...
SFL is concerned with texts, rather than sentences, as the basic unit through which meaning is
negotiated. It treats grammar, in other words, as the realisation of discourse.

(Halliday & Martin, 1993, p. 22)

Furthermore, SFL deals with relations between text and context. With regard to language assessment,
for example, all of this implies that it is not enough simply to assess how a learner makes rule-based
errors. Rather, one must assess how the learner makes meaning with language resources in discourse
in context.

SFL provides a theory of language as a means of learning (see Painter, 1999, Ch. 2). “The distinc-
tive characteristic of human learning is that it is a process of making meaning, a semiotic process,
and the prototypical form of human semiotic is language” (Halliday, 1993, p. 93). Knowledge, and
culture more generally, is seen as meaning, a resource for understanding and acting on the world.
In addition, since “language is not only the primary means by which a person learns but also the
primary evidence we have for judging what that person has learnt” (Halliday, 1998, p. 1), SFL points
towards a theory of assessment as a linguistic process. Halliday’s work describes how the young child
learns the language system and culture system simultaneously through processes of conversation in
the family, in a language socialisation process. With both the language system and the culture system
there is a dialectic of learning between system and process, knowing and doing, theory and practice.
When the child enters the school, education uses a more explicit dialectic by reflection on language,
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learning and meaning/content. For a detailed description of this complex dialectic of learning, see
Painter (1999, Ch. 7).

Table 4.1 compares how scholars in different social sciences characterise the theory/practice
dimension of a social practice (i.e. what participants in a community of practice know and what par-
ticipants do). The ethnographer Spradley (1980) uses the terms “cultural knowledge” and “cultural
behaviour”, and relates them to qualitative research methods. Cultural knowledge is typically elicited
by interview; information on cultural behaviour is typically gathered by participation or observa-
tion. To analyse social practices in classrooms, for instance, one could interview the participants and
observe what happens in classrooms. The sociologist Goffman (1974) uses the terms “frame” and
“action strip” and emphasises how a social practice has a coherent frame of meaning. Halliday, as a
linguist who studies language in context, divides context into the wider “context of culture” of cul-
tural knowledge and the “context of situation”, the more immediate situation of actual language use.
Since context of culture refers to the culture as a whole, the theory of a social practice is a subsystem
of the context of culture, a domain of cultural knowledge.

For Halliday (1999, p. 8) a domain of cultural knowledge is a semiotic system, and the “register”
of that domain is the meaning system that realises or encodes the domain in language. The register
is a “meaning potential” that enables members of a community of practice to interpret and produce
the texts of the social practice. Thus the register of a social practice is the linguistic means by which
the members interact and jointly construct their shared experience. A register, then, is a system of
meanings:

We can refer to a “mathematics register”, in the sense of the meanings that belong to the lan-
guage of mathematics ... and that language must express if it is used for mathematical purposes
... we should not think of a mathematical register as consisting solely of terminology, or of the
development of a register as simply a process of adding new words.

(Halliday, 1978, p. 195)

Register is instantiated in a text in a context of situation. A text is an instance of a register. Context
of situation is described through three variables that influence the use of language: “field” is con-
cerned with the social activity being pursued and the topic or content being talked about (first order
field and second order field); “tenor” is the relationships between the people involved; and “mode”
is the medium and role of language in the situation. These three variables are related to three areas of
meaning: ideational, which represents experience; interpersonal, which creates interaction between
people; and textual, which constructs connected and coherent discourse.

I will now review four cases of social practices in education and describe them from a register
perspective.

Magnetism: Social Practice as Reflection, Action and a Framework of Meanings

This section will use data of young L2 learners learning about magnetism, considered as a social
practice. I will first illustrate how a social practice draws upon the discourse of action and the dis-

Table 4.1 Social Practice: Ethnography, Sociology, and Functional Linguistics

SOCIAL Ethnography Sociology Linguistics
PRACTICE

Spradley (1980) Goffman (1974) Halliday (1999)
THEORY Cultural Knowledge Frame Context of Culture

PRACTICE Cultural Behaviour Action Strip Context of Situation
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course of reflection in a theory—practice relation. Then I will illustrate social practice as a framework
of ideational meanings.

There is a basic distinction between the discourse of doing a social practice (action discourse),
whose primary function is to operate the social practice, and the discourse of talking about the social
practice (reflection discourse), whose primary function is to construct and maintain knowledge of
the social practice. Researching the difference between action discourse and reflection discourse is
not the same as researching the theory—practice relation between them. Mohan (1969) showed how
the reflection discourse of teaching about a card game was linguistically very different from the action
discourse of playing a card game, by contrasting the two kinds of text. It was not the same thing, and
not the same type of register study, to then use these texts to show how teaching about the card game
helped a learner to play the game and interpret what was said and done in it.

The difference contrast and the theory—practice relation between action discourse and reflection
discourse can be illustrated by magnetism data from Gibbons (2002, p. 40), as shown below.

(A1) (spoken by three 10-year-old students, with accompanying action) This ... no, it doesn’t go
... try that.

(A2) (spoken by one student about the action, after the event) We tried a pin ... some iron filings
... the magnet didn’t attract the pin.

(A3) (written by the same student) We discovered that a magnet attracts some kinds of metal. It
attracted the iron filings, but not the pin.

(A4) (taken from a child’s encyclopaedia). A magnet ... is able to pick up, or attract, a piece of
steel or iron because its magnetic field flows into the steel or iron, turning it into a temporary
magnet. Magnetic attraction occurs only between ferrous materials.

Considered from a difference perspective, (A1—4) are contrasting kinds of text. Al is “action dis-
course”: it is the discourse of doing an experiment. A2 is “specific reflection discourse” that talks
about past events. A3 is “reflection discourse” that partly generalises about past events. A4 is “general
reflection discourse” that talks about generalised knowledge.

Considered from a theory-practice perspective, (A1-3) are “locally” related texts in a series, show-
ing a learner doing an experiment, making sense of an experiment and working towards a scientific
explanation of it. The learner is moving from doing to knowing, practice to theory. The more elabo-
rate explanation of A4 suggests the path of future development.

Table 4.2 is a basic model of action discourse and reflection discourse in a social practice. This
model suggests how register can be extended to relate action texts and reflection texts to the context
of the social practice as a whole. This positions us to trace the movement between action and reflec-
tion, practice and theory in a social practice, as when the learner in (A1-3) moves from practice
towards theory.

Table 4.2 A Basic Model of Social Practice and Discourse

SOCIAL DISCOURSE Examples

PRACTICE

Magnetism

THEORY General Explanation of
Reflection Experiment (A3 and A4)
Specific Recount of
Reflection Experiment (A2)

PRACTICE Action Experimental

Task (A1)
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I will now use a study of young L2 learners learning a unit on magnetism to illustrate social prac-
tice as a framework of ideational meanings. Ideational meaning constructs our knowledge of the
world from our experience. It provides language resources to make sense of three main realms of
experience: the identification and classification of things in terms of qualities or processes; the rep-
resentation of events and activity sequences; and human consciousness, including mental and verbal
processes. These three main realms correspond to three main types of transitivity: processes of being
and having, processes of doing and happening, and processes of sensing and saying, and are also
reflected in lexical relations, conjunctive relations and in the structure of nominal and verbal groups
(see Painter 1999, p. 74). In my analysis I also make use of specific and generic reference (see Painter
1999, p. 100). In the data below, processes of being are in bold, processes of doing are in italics, and
processes of sensing (including saying) are underlined. I have done a very basic analysis to show the
great importance of pursuing ideational analysis in depth as Painter (1999) has done.

Mohan (1986, 2007) views a social practice as having a coherent “frame of meaning”, a gestalt
that includes all three realms of ideational meaning in a theory—practice dynamic. He summarises
this claim in a “knowledge framework” heuristic that includes “knowledge structures” of ideational
meaning. Of course, the process of a social practice also includes interpersonal meaning and tex-
tual meaning, but a focus on ideational meaning allows one to concentrate on a single strand of
meaning.

Mohan and Slater (2005) describe a Western Canadian grade 1 and grade 2 (combined) ESL (Eng-
lish as a second language) science class studying a unit on magnetism. In the teaching and learning
phase of the unit, the children learned a simple “theory” of magnetism in experiments with bar
magnets, whose poles were marked. Then, in the final phase of the unit, the teacher aimed to assess
the children’s understanding of magnetism by having them extend their “frame of meaning” (mean-
ing potential) to the new case of ring magnets, whose poles were not marked and which looked very
different.

The core of the “theory” of magnetism that the children were learning was the “rule of magnet-
ism”: north and south poles attract, south and north attract, north and north repel, south and south
repel. Science theory discourse includes two types of patterns (Halliday, 1998): taxonomies of tech-
nical terms (e.g. a magnet has two poles, north and south) and sequences of reasoning (e.g. causal
explanations such as north attracts south, or north repels north). Also, scientists enquire (human
consciousness) into science research questions, linking together taxonomies and causal explana-
tions. Similarly, teachers guide learners to enquire into science questions and link taxonomies and
explanations together, e.g. Teacher: I want you _thinking about (Enquiry) what things (Taxonomy)
are attracted to the magnets (Cause—effect explanation).

In science practice (e.g. experiments) taxonomies or classifications are related to descriptions of
specific things, principles are related to sequences of happenings, and enquiry values are related to
choices/decisions in interpreting experimental data. In the experiments, these learners were expected
to relate specific magnets to classifications/taxonomies of magnets, to explain sequences of magnetic
attraction and repulsion in terms of cause—effect principles, and to choose answers by interpreting
evidence in a “scientific” way (see Table 4.3). The three columns of Table 4.3, from left to right, cor-
respond to the three main realms of experience: the identification and classification of things, the
representation of events and activity sequences, and human consciousness. The rows of Table 4.3,
from top to bottom, move from theory toward practice. There is a theory—practice relation between
Classification, Principles and Evaluation on the one hand and Description, Sequence and Choice on
the other. Theory involves generic reference and practice involves specific reference. Theory is talked
about in general reflection and practice is talked about in specific reflection.

At the beginning of the magnetism unit, the students relied on their “commonsense” theories to
explain magnetic attraction as with Janie who thought that attraction depended on the size of the
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Table 4.3 A Knowledge Framework Heuristic for the Magnetism Unit

Classification Principles Evaluation
“Magnets have “If south and south, repel” T. asks: “How do you know”/
north and south poles” “Why (do you say that)?”
“This is north” “It repelled” T. asks: “What is it/
what happened/
why?”
Description Sequence Choice

object (“ the key’s small”). They would later replace these commonsense theories with the scientific
meanings of magnetism. Note how the teacher responds to Abby’s trial with a key (“Hey it doesn’t”
—action discourse), and connects practice and theory by pressing for an explanation of why the key
isn’t attracted (reflection discourse). This opens the way for Janie’s theory that size is significant to
be challenged by hands-on experimentation.

Teacher: 1 want you thinking about what things are attracted to the magnets ... and why. What is
similar about all these things?

Abby: (trying a magnet on a key) Hey it doesn’t [sc. attract].

Teacher: It doesn’t. Why doesn’t the key... what do you think Janie?

Janie: It doesn’t. That key’s small.

The children then learned about the theory of magnetism through a series of 10 experiments
where the teacher helped them develop the scientific concepts along with hands-on experiences.
The teacher took special care to teach key meanings (e.g. attract, north pole, south pole, repel). The
experiments included finding whether magnetism passes through paper, wood, plastic, making a
magnet from a nail, making a compass, using iron filings to show lines of magnetic force, exploring
attracting and repelling. The students did the experiments in small groups at identical stations. Each
student then wrote up the experiment in their “Magnet Book”. At the end of each experiment the
teacher brought the class together to reflect on the action of the experiment in a process of teacher-
guided reporting (see Gibbons, 2003; Gardner, 2004).

At the end of the unit, using the unfamiliar case of ring magnets, the teacher formatively assessed
student understanding of the meaning potential of the magnetism register: ring magnets have poles
on their top and bottom. The teacher placed one ring magnet over another with poles opposite so
that it appeared to “float” and asked students to explain it. Students quickly applied their new, tech-
nical model of magnetism to the problem at hand:

Teacher:  So ... what happened here?

Students: 1t repelled.

Teacher: 'They’re repelling. Right. ... 'm turning it over. What ...

Student:  Attract.

[...]

Teacher: Okay. So tell me about these [ring] magnets? Do they have a north and south?
Students: Yeah ...

Teacher: How do we know?

Jack: Because we tried it out.
Teacher: And? What did we discover?
Jack: Because if you turn it around it won’t attract and if you turn it around [sc. again] it’'ll

attract.
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Here Jack has correctly reasoned that the ring magnets have north and south poles. When asked to give
the reason for his claim, he uses the causal relations of attract and repel to argue that the ring magnet
must have opposite poles on its top and bottom. In other words, he has shown understanding of the
frame of magnetism meanings by using it to correctly interpret the unfamiliar case of ring magnets.

Thus there was evidence that the children had learned a simple theory that was an example of a
framework of meanings of a social practice, and it was possible to use the linguistic analysis of idea-
tional meanings to examine the evidence. It is also possible to use the analysis of ideational meaning
to trace the development of the framework of meanings in a theory—practice dialectic.

In this section I aimed to show how:

1. The social practice of magnetism has a frame of meanings that is realised in its register, par-
ticularly but not exclusively in three realms of ideational meanings.

2. The theory and practice of magnetism are manifested in part through the reflection discourse
and action discourse of teacher and students.

3. Language is a means of learning. Learning magnetism involves learning the register of mag-
netism i.e. developing the resources for making meaning in magnetism. Formative assessment
involves assessing meaning making in magnetism.

4. Magnetism register meanings and their realisations in lexis and grammar are learned in a
theory—practice dialectic which is manifested in part in the interaction between reflection
discourse about magnetism and action discourse in magnetism experiments.

Academic Language Socialisation of Learners Through Participation in an
Online Community of Practice

Online discussion in a graduate course is an advanced case of the use of academic discourse in con-
tent tasks. It is a social practice that is becoming increasingly widespread. Mohan and Luo (2005)
studied online discussion (OD) as a social practice in a graduate language education course that
included both English language learners and native speakers, and that was both classroom-based and
also online. In the original, non-computer version of the course, the instructor assigned textbook
readings and journal articles, gave lectures, and guided classroom discussion (CD) of them. In its
online version, the teacher arranged for the students to discuss their views on the assigned reading
in an OD forum or bulletin board, supported by WebCT, a distance learning system. Students were
familiar with CD but OD was an unfamiliar practice. As a result, students were co-constructing the
social practice and its register together for the first time. One intriguing finding was that ELL stu-
dents strongly preferred OD to CD as a form of academic language socialisation.

The grade 1/2 children in the previous study were engaging in academic discussion while they were
talking about magnetism, and the research focus was on the social practice of magnetism, an example
of learning a subject area. The graduate students in this study were engaging in online academic dis-
cussion while talking about applied linguistics, and the research focus will be on the social practice of
OD, an example of a process of learning a subject area.

Inoted above how “Literacy as a social activity” highlights socialisation into social practices through
participation in communities of practice. The OD data reveals the academic language socialisation
of learners through participation in an academic community of practice. I will explore how this
academic community of practice uses a register to theorise and talk about their practice. A first step
will be to see how the OD data fit the model of social practice and register, with respect to action and
reflection discourse and a frame of meaning.

Data collection for this social practice followed standard qualitative research procedures of record-
ing observation of the practice and interviewing participants about the practice: the OD data of the
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class were collected over a semester and students were qualitatively interviewed about their experi-
ence with OD.

Action Discourse

BI1. Actual OD

Student A:  Hi, I would also like to share my point of view about the article by Carter. I do agree with
Natasha that teachers should be aware of the educational background of their learners.

Specific Reflection

B2. Interview about OD

Student B: ... at the beginning, I was a little bit reluctant. I didn’t want to participate [in OD].

General Reflection

B3. Interview about OD

Student C:  [OD] improves English, especially the writing skills.

Student A is engaging in OD. Students B and C are talking about/reflecting on OD (which is what
the interviewer is requesting them to do, of course). (B1) is an example of action discourse of OD
and (B2) and (B3) are examples of reflection discourse of OD. Any investigation of a social practice
using observation and interview is likely to collect action discourse and reflection discourse. This
may seem obvious, but the natural correspondence between these two methods of data collection
and these two kinds of discourse is important for the correspondence between social practice and
register, so action and reflection discourse need to be defined in linguistic terms. I need to make it
clear that action discourse relates to action as defined by the social practice, which is not necessarily
physical action. Similarly, reflection discourse is reflection relevant to the social practice. In addition,
the action discourse (doing OD) and the reflection discourse (talking about OD) must relate to the
same social practice i.e. Students B and C are talking about what Student A is engaging in. I base the
distinction between action discourse (doing OD) and reflection discourse (talking about OD) on
the SFL distinction between field of discourse as the social activity being pursued (first order field)
versus field as the topic or content being talked about (second order field) (see Halliday & Matthies-
sen, 1999, pp. 320ft.). Note that action and reflection are often defined in a different way in SFL (see
Eggins, 2004, p. 91). Note also the additional complexity that actual OD normally talks about some
topic, and may talk reflexively about OD itself. One benefit of connecting these two kinds of qualita-
tive data and two kinds of discourse is that register offers a theory and analysis for “triangulating”
interview data and observation data that is language use.

Turning to the issue of a frame of meaning, student reflections on OD showed that they were con-
structing a frame that included and related all three realms of ideational meaning. In the examples
that follow I have marked ideational processes. I have also capitalised some of the technical terms
that are important parts of the register of the student reflections.

BEING “... [OD] should be somehow between CASUAL and ACADEMIC writing.”
DOING “[OD] improves English, especially the writing skills.”
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FEELING and SAYING “... ESL students, to a certain extent, would feel more comfortable and
less inhibited communicating their ideas [in OD].”

The L2 students’ reflections on OD were the result of their shared conversations with each other
during the course. They saw OD very positively, viewed it as academic language socialisation, broadly
speaking, and were developing a way of talking about OD (a register of OD) that explained how it
helped their language development.

CD was difficult for L2 students because they had to compose their thoughts immediately in real
time. OD was asynchronous and therefore easier because L2 students could take time to prepare
their messages. Here a student contrasts these two types of discussion, describing how OD enables L2
students to express their ideas while CD inhibits students from expressing their ideas:

[OD] can provide every student a private talking space to express his/her very idea about eve-
rything. Just as Julian mentioned in his message, many students are shy to actively talk during
class [CD] because they are not sufficiently armed by perfect English grammar or pronuncia-
tion etc. Through the [online] bulletin board everybody can freely express their personal ideas,
besides, they can go to bulletin board whenever they want, and they can do some small prepara-
tion for the message that they will post.

L2 students felt that participation in OD improved their reading and writing competence: “From
the point of view of L2 learners, like Natasha, Yun and May, I can see my reading and writing
competence progressing through posting exchanges [in OD].”

Using the language of community of practice theory as a metalanguage, L2 students talked about
OD as interacting in a community and stressed that the community should be supportive: “Most
importantly, to me, online discussion is a SUPPORTIVE COMMUNITY. I think this is very, very
important to students ... I feel online COMMUNITY is very SUPPORTIVE, to share, to be INTER-
ACTIVE with one another.”

One student gave an explanation of how less proficient ESL students would develop their meaning
making by being scaffolded in a dialectical process by more proficient students in the supportive OD
community:

[OD] provides more chances for those LESS PROFICIENT ESL students to CONSTRUCT
MEANINGS with adequate length of time, especially when they are too shy or lacking confi-
dence of expressing themselves in public. They will find [OD] as a SUPPORTIVE COMMU-
NITY where they can be SCAFFOLDED by the other MORE PROFICIENT students and develop
their LANGUAGE COMPETENCE as time goes by.

Thus the L2 students had developed a register frame of meanings that viewed OD as a different type
of discussion than CD (classification), saw OD as promoting language development (causal prin-
ciple), and valued OD as providing a dialectical process of scaffolding by a supportive community
(evaluation).

Students manifested a strong concern about the quality of academic discourse in OD and did so
in ways that corresponded surprisingly closely with the register distinction between mode, field and
tenor, though they did not use those terms.

OD was a change in mode of discourse from spoken CD to written OD. But should it be writ-
ing that was close to speaking? The students took different perspectives on whether online writing
should be “formal” or more “casual” (to use their terms):

Student D: 1 think FORMAL writing [in OD] means HIGH QUALITY DISCUSSION.
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Student E: 1 personally think [OD] should be somehow between CASUAL and ACADEMIC
writing.

Students also had different views on the field of OD: should it be restricted to academic topics?
Two contrasting views were:

Student F:  As for the personal topics in online discussions in the academic setting, I don’t accept
them at all. For me, ACADEMIC is ACADEMIC and PERSONAL is PERSONAL.
Student G: 1 don’t like boring, dry stuff. I hope to write for myself, not for school.

Finally, students disagreed about the tenor of OD: how far should participants support or disagree
with each other. When one student asserted the importance of OD as a supportive community, it was
pointed out by another participant that this made it more difficult for students to express academic
disagreements straightforwardly.

Thus students in their interviews articulated a frame that emphasised scaffolding for develop-
ing language competence and included concerns, and differences of opinion, about the quality of
academic discourse in OD. But they did not analyse the specifics of academic discourse or say how
scaffolding specifically improved the quality of academic discourse. This raised a fundamental ques-
tion: was there any evidence in OD interaction of scaffolding that addressed the quality of academic
discourse in detail? In other words, was the students’ practice ahead of their theory in this respect?
The following OD example shows a native speaker scaffolding an L2 student by functionally recast-
ing (see Mohan & Beckett, 2003) a causal statement about factors affecting language acquisition into
a more academic and scientific form. Note the nominalisation of “access” to “accessibility” and the
switch from “because” to “seems to play an integral role”. These are features of grammatical meta-
phor in academic discourse (see Halliday, 1998).

Student H (ESL): Learning environment is crucial for language learning. ESL students
have more chance to expose to the language. Everyday, they can access
to English-speaking mass media easily. However, in the context of EFL,
English becomes a Forgotten Language (EFL) to students because they
do not have any access to the language.

Student I (native speaker): From your previous message it seems that a students’ learning environ-

ment is key to language acquisition, but the accessibility of the language
also seems to play an integral role.

Thus specific scaffolding of academic discourse quality was occurring in OD practice, but it was not
recognised in the students’ theory of OD. It could begin to be recognised if the community discussed
register analyses of examples such as Student Is functional recast. Hence there is an opportunity for
L2 learners to incorporate explicit accounts of academic discourse development into their theories
of language development in social practices, if they are to form part of communities of practice that
aim to be supportive more knowingly. To put this in terms of formative assessment: scaffolding in
the example above is a form of formative assessment; since this community engages in practices of
functional assessment of academic discourse, it has an opportunity to work towards recognising its
own practice and theorising the functional assessment of academic discourse development.

In this discussion of the register analysis of OD, I have aimed to show how register analysis helped
to analyse the community’s theory, raising questions that it then examined through an analysis of the
community’s practice, which in its turn was a resource for extending the community’s theory. On a
more general level I have aimed to show how register can offer a linguistic analysis of the language
data that are gathered by qualitative methods that combine the use of interviews and observations,
and thereby contribute further depth to findings.
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Cooperative Learning: Dilemmas of Choice in a Social Practice

Like the previous study of OD, the following study of cooperative learning is an investigation of the
social practice of a process of learning. Cooperative learning is an educational practice widely used
and recommended not only for learning academic content but also for learning academic discussion
and argument:

Cooperative learning refers to a variety of teaching methods in which students work in small
groups to help one another learn academic content. In cooperative classrooms, students are
expected to help each other, to discuss and argue with each other, to assess each other’s current
knowledge and fill in gaps in each other’s understanding.

(Slavin, 1995, p. 2, emphasis added)

Cooperative learning in the L2 classroom aims for at least three goals: learning of academic content,
learning the academic discourse of the second language, maintaining knowledge of academic dis-
course in the L1.

Cummins’ “Dual Iceberg” model (Cummins, 1992) suggests how these aims might be achieved
together. The model holds that academic language proficiency underlies both L1 and L2, and that if
it is already developed in the L1, given adequate exposure and motivation it will transfer to the L2,
and gain the surface features of the L2.

As noted above, choices/decisions are an element in our linguistic analysis of social practices, along
with evaluation. In the study below, certain choices made in cooperative learning (e.g. to cooperate
or not, to use L1 or L2, to use L2 for academic discussion etc.) are talked about in interviews and are
acted out in cooperative interactions. These turned out to be difficult choices.

In work on the concept of ideological dilemmas (Billig, Condor, Edwards, Gane, Middleton &
Radley, 1988), dilemmas are difficult choices/decisions that contain contrary themes, involve ten-
sions and contradictions, and often require the consideration of incompatible wants. Dilemmas may
not be easily resolved, but they can be managed (Tracy, 1997). Billig et al. (1988) believe that exist-
ence of dilemmas provides essential seeds for productive thought about managing them.

Liang and Mohan (2003) describe a study conducted at a secondary school in Western Canada
that used cooperative learning as a main instructional strategy. The learners selected were Chinese
immigrant students from the ESL programme. Forty-nine students were individually interviewed
to solicit their opinions about cooperative learning goals. One hundred and twenty students were
observed and recorded in cooperative learning tasks, resulting in 30 hours of audiotapes.

Liang and Mohan (2003) examined cooperative learning in relation to the three goals men-
tioned above, using the interview data. They then compared the results with the observation data
of cooperative learning interactions, and investigated the quality of the learners’ academic dis-
course in L1 and L2, using an analysis of Halliday’s ideational and interpersonal functions, which
was based on Staab (1986) who built on a body of quantitative studies of L1 discourse stimu-
lated by Halliday’s early work. This analysis was appropriate for making quantitative comparisons
between L1 and L2.

Results indicated that students regarded the groupwork aspect of cooperative learning as dilem-
matic. In the interviews, they expressed likes and dislikes about working in groups. Working in groups
produced more ideas, but it was hard to get consensus; groups shared the workload, but some mem-
bers would not do their job; group members could help each other, but one could not demonstrate
individual ability. Observation of cooperative groups gave evidence of cooperation (helping others
with content knowledge and helping others with English language) but also showed the reverse of
cooperation (getting the job done quickly rather than sharing understanding of the task, dividing the
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work between individuals rather than constructing it jointly, telling others the answer rather than
helping them to work it out). Poor cooperation of these kinds is likely to mean poor cooperative
learning of both academic language and content. Some of these ambivalences may arise from differ-
ences between the school culture of the Canadian high school and the Chinese educational cultures
the students came from, where learning with others typically occurred outside class time, and group
membership was long term rather than short term.

The choice between using Chinese and using English was dilemmatic for the students, and the stu-
dents expressed discomfort with the choices they made. In the interviews, students expressed mixed
feelings about L1 and L2 use in cooperative work. There was peer pressure for them to speak L1,
but they wanted to speak less Chinese and more English, which would advance their academic goals
and satisfy the expectations of their parents, who typically did not want them to use Chinese in the
classroom. The evidence of their interactions resonated with this. In the cooperative groups students
spoke Chinese 54% of the time and English 46% of the time.

There were also dilemmas connected with using L1 for academic language vs. developing aca-
demic language in L2. In the interviews students commented that they were under time pressure to
complete the group task in class. If they aimed at getting the job done, then they would not spend
much time struggling with academic language in L2. As a student said: “When I have a problem, I
want to learn something quickly, I will ask my friend in Chinese. Like I don’t need to translate it in
English and tell them and they speak English to me.”

One might expect therefore expect that Chinese would largely be used for ideational purposes in
the cooperative groups, but for 45% of the time it was used interpersonal purposes, such as chatting
about school life and social life. English, by contrast, was used 82% of the time for ideational pur-
poses. However, when ideational use was divided further into informing (which was less demand-
ing) and reasoning (which was more demanding), reasoning occurred considerably more in Chinese
(28%) than in English (15%). A likely explanation for this pattern was found when further observa-
tions showed that Chinese was used for the more difficult discussions that demanded reasoning in
the earlier stages of a task, and that English was used in the easier final stages of writing up the English
answer to the task (and also for memorising questions and answers for tests in English). As a student
commented: “We write [the answer] in English, but discuss in Mandarin. It’s faster, more conven-
ient, easier to understand, and better.”

With respect to framing, note how this student summarises a general pattern of choice and lists
reasons why Mandarin is the preferred choice for discussion. These reasons use the language of
evaluation or appraisal (see Martin & Rose, 2007, pp. 25ff.) as in convenient, easier, better. He also
very succinctly contrasts the different ways (classification) that students use English and Mandarin
in the earlier and later stages (time sequence) of a cooperative learning task.

The time spent reasoning is even less when it is calculated as a percentage of total interaction. Rea-
soning was 15% of total interaction in Chinese and 12% of total interaction in English. This result
provides only weak support for Slavin’s expectation that students in cooperative learning will engage
in academic discourse and “discuss and argue with each other” (though it must be pointed out that
I know of no comparable studies using the same measure). Thus the result suggests that researchers
and practitioners need to give more attention to conditions favouring increased reasoning in coop-
erative learning. One possible approach might be to design cooperative tasks that require answers
to be justified by reasoning, rather in the way that students in mathematics are often expected to give
the reasoning for their answers. However, there is little in the interview data to suggest that these
students see the development of reasoning, much less the bilingual development of reasoning, as
an important goal for their language development. Consequently, this approach should be comple-
mented by drawing on Beckett and Slater’s research strategies (discussed later) in order to help stu-
dents to recognise and value their use of reasoning discourse and to help them foster it strategically
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using both of their languages (for a discussion of parallels between academic discourse in English
and Chinese, see Mohan, Slater, Kobayashi, Luo, Kobayashi & Ji, 2006). There is an urgent need for
research into possible fostering strategies.

To sum up, these bilingual students face a knot of dilemmas surrounding three main goals of
cooperative learning, and a quantity problem with reasoning in academic discourse. The present
dilemmas offer a deeper understanding of the ways that students work with these goals in their con-
text of educational cultures and social values. They may give rise to new insights about and changes
in cooperative learning if there is an increased attention to reasoning in discourse and an active effort
to foster it bilingually.

From a register point of view this investigation of cooperative learning is centrally a study of the
relation between the “choices discussed” in the interviews and “choices made” in the cooperative
interactions.

The Theory—Practice Dialectic: Reflection Revising Theory

The OD study above showed ESL graduate students appreciating OD as a form of academic language
socialisation and holding a community of practice theory that explained and justified the academic
language socialisation process. But what if learners have a different theory of language and learning?
What if they reject academic language socialisation opportunities because of thist What would it take
to change their minds?

This section will report on research on project-based learning for L2 learners, on how learners may
reject its opportunities for academic language socialisation, and on how researchers have attempted
to change minds by engaging learners in action research.

In the OD study and the cooperative learning study the research focus was on the social practice
of a process of learning. This study will focus on the social practice of action research on a process of
learning, where students research and reframe their process of learning.

Beckett and Slater (2005) state that project-based instruction for L2 learners is a valuable way to
promote the simultaneous acquisition of academic language, content, academic culture and aca-
demic skills, but they add an important proviso: “provided that students in academic ESL classes can
see the value of learning through projects, which the literature notes has not consistently been the
case”.

Beckett (1999) studied secondary school ESL students engaged in project work, an appropriate
choice in an ESL programme that was explicitly aimed at facilitating the discourse socialisation of
ESL students into local academic and social cultures. In a typical project, for example, students chose
a social issue that was interesting to them, researched the issue by surveying the media, designed a
research study, conducted an interview survey, analysed the results and reported their findings in an
oral class presentation. But she found that only 18% of the students were in favour of project-based
instruction. The majority perceived it negatively, stating that the project distracted them from learn-
ing what they felt they needed to know to advance their education, particularly English grammar and
vocabulary. Thus they believed that only learning of the “language code” would advance their educa-
tion. This view or theory interfered with their needed entry into the academic culture of the school
and was problematic. For a more comprehensive literature review of this issue, see Beckett (2002).

One possible approach to this issue is action research (AR) where students examine their own
learning process. While there are varying definitions of AR, “one common thread is that participants
in a given social situation/classroom are themselves centrally involved in a systematic process of
enquiry arising from their own practical concerns” (Burns, 2005, p. 241). The AR tradition locates
AR in relation to the study of the social practices of education and a theory—practice dialectic. An
early advocate of AR was John Dewey (1904) who argued for “the centrality of educational practices
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as the source of data and the ultimate test of validity of research findings” (Burns, 2005, p. 242). Carr
and Kemmis (1986, p. 44) describe how Kurt Lewin, an influential figure in AR, regarded “theory
and practice as dialectically related, with theory being developed and tested on by application in
and reflection upon practice”. Carr and Kemmis (1986, p. 162) mirror this dialectic in their widely
quoted definition of AR:

Action research [AR] is simply a form of self-reflective enquiry undertaken by participants in
order to improve the rationality and justice of their own practices, their understanding of these
practices and the situations in which the practices are carried out.

Since AR examines the social practices of education and their theory—practice dialectic, it can be
studied from a register perspective if it uses verbal data. I am not aware of any research which has
yet done so.

Taking an AR approach, Beckett and Slater (2005) developed a tool they termed “The Project
Framework” to raise ESL students’ awareness of how academic language, content and culture learn-
ing develop simultaneously through projects. It thus aimed at the intentional language socialisation
of students into new ways of thinking about language and language learning. It had two key com-
ponents: the planning graphic and the project diary. The planning graphic helped students catego-
rise target academic language, content and academic thinking skills relevant to the curriculum and
student goals. It could be co-constructed with the students or used to guide the students to develop
their own project-specific goals. It was intended to raise students’ awareness that all components of
the project lead towards the goal of becoming academically literate in their new L2 environment. It
aimed to describe the components in ways that the students would understand. The project diary
outlined a format for students to summarise weekly the academic language, content and academic
skills they had been using, and what they were able to accomplish.

Beckett and Slater carried out research with this tool in three classes of Japanese students in a 14-
week, content-based, undergraduate course called Language and Language Learning, offered in the
second term of a 10-month exchange programme at a Canadian university. The students were not
familiar with a content-based academic discourse socialisation approach. The students worked in
small groups to choose, develop and present a term project. The study involved 57 students and their
teacher. The data source for the study included the course syllabus, lesson plans, the teacher’s reflec-
tions, the students’ weekly portfolios of their research projects, their end-of-term reflections, and
interviews with 22 students. All students used the “Project Framework” on a weekly basis to record
their learning experiences.

At the end of the course, all students felt that they had learned a considerable amount about their
chosen topics as well as the language and academic skills needed to demonstrate their knowledge. A
large majority emphasised that the planning graphic and the project diary helped them to see what
and how much they learned. Analyses of the interview and reflection data showed that the majority
of the students (79%) clearly acknowledged an understanding of an academic language socialisation
approach to ESL learning. That is, they saw how they learned language, subject matter content and
academic skills simultaneously. One student stated this very simply when she wrote in her reflection
about her learning:

A: Tlearned that] I could study not only English, but also other subject. In other words, I could kill
two birds with one stone. I understand that there is a connection between the two.

Other students were proud of combining language, content and academic skills in their term paper:

B: Ican’tbelieve I wrote my paper —15 pages. I never wrote a long paper like this before. Not even
in Japanese.
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A third student reflected on her progress from initial scepticism to understanding with the help of
the teacher and the research process. She makes a clear distinction between the way she learned Eng-
lish in Japan and the new way that she has learned:

C: Ilearned English by going to conversations class, essay writing, and ... So, I didn’t believe her
[the teacher] when she said we can learn English this way, too. She explained it in class and
showed it to us by the visual [the Framework]. She told us to learn to speak when talking to the
librarian and presentation, learn to write when we take notes and write report. I did that and I
understand she taught us the new way. Now, I know how to learn English another way.

With regard to framing, student C contrasts two different ways of learning English (classification)
in which the learner does different actions (e.g. go to conversation class vs. talk to the librarian and
make presentations). She initially evaluates the new way negatively (“I didn”t believe her”) but now
accepts it (“now, I know how to learn English another way”).

L2 learners who hold a “language code” view of language and learning and do not recognise the
learning potential of their own language use are likely to fail to take advantage of possibilities for aca-
demic discourse socialisation. These Japanese students were able to move to an academic discourse
socialisation view by engaging in a dialectical action research process where they systematically
described their experiences of learning of language, content and academic skills in such a way as to
begin to appreciate their functional, contextual relationships. In effect, they changed the criteria for
their formative self-assessment of their own language learning. Future qualitative register research
could build on Beckett and Slater’s approach, aiming to identify learners’ initial assumptions, exam-
ine their meaning-making processes and portray the theory—practice dialectic in detail. It could also
explore the possibilities that their approach creates for more effective formative assessment. At a
more general level, their work suggests how a register perspective could enrich AR by providing a
linguistic perspective on its dialectical processes.

Conclusion

I have aimed to show how an SFL approach to register provides a metalanguage and analytical tools to
examine the role of language as a means of learning in social practices. The study of social practices as units
of linguistic meaning can provide a link between “social” and “linguistic” approaches to literacy, can speak
to the needs of L2 learners who must develop academic discourse in content areas, and can point towards
forms of formative assessment that take greater account of meaning-making by learners.

A social practice is a semiotic and semantic unit. With regard to the frame of meaning or “theory” ofa
social practice, I have described how field and ideational meaning offer a way to sketch central elements
of the frame and open up the possibility of tracing how the learner’s frame of meaning develops as it
interacts with the learner’s experiences in a theory—practice dialectic. Future work on social practices
will need to account for the role of interpersonal and textual meaning (see Painter, 1999, pp. 318ff.).

The texts of a social practice include action discourse and reflection discourse. I have illustrated
how register can help provide a linguistic account of relations between the social practice and its
“ecology” of texts, by linking action discourse in the practice and reflection discourse about the prac-
tice, most obviously through field of discourse and mode of discourse. Movement between reflection
discourse and action discourse offers a way of tracing a theory—practice dialectic of learning.

The study of magnetism as a social practice illustrated a frame of ideational meaning in detail, and
indicated a theory—practice dialectic in the movement in discourse between magnetism “theory”
and engagement in experiments. As a register study of the development of academic discourse in a
“content” classroom, it exemplified how “content” was in fact register meanings learned through
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meaning-making i.e. through language as a means of learning. It was also possible to see how a regis-
ter perspective could research formative assessment as the assessment of meaning-making.

The study of OD showed L2 graduate students recognising and valuing OD as a process of aca-
demic language socialisation. As a qualitative study of a social practice using observation and inter-
view data, it naturally provided action and reflection discourse (OD interactions and reflection about
OD), with register analysis to support triangulation between the two kinds of data. Register analysis
of the interviews showed a frame of meaning that explained OD as a supportive community but
did not explain academic discourse scaffolding. In a “triangulating” move, register analysis of OD
interaction showed active academic discourse scaffolding, revealing a need to expand the frame to
recognise and value it.

The study of bilingual cooperative learning showed L2 learners as agents in a social practice facing
choices that were dilemmatic. Choice is an element of the frame of meaning of a social practice, and
was here explored through reflections on choices and through actions chosen. Interviews showed
how the goals of bilingual cooperative learning posed a complex knot of dilemmas for students, lead-
ing to tensions in decision-making and bringing to light problems of balancing these goals. These
dilemmas offer a deeper understanding of the ways that students work with these goals and their
reasons for doing so. Analysis of cooperative interactions showed a low level of reasoning in both
languages. A possible way forward would be to give increased attention to reasoning in both lan-
guages along with an active effort to foster reasoning bilingually. This would ask students to view
cooperative learning goals in a new way, which might be problematic for them.

In their study of project-based language-learning (PBL), Beckett and Slater addressed the prob-
lem of students rejecting opportunities to develop academic discourse because of the value they
placed on “language code” learning. Slater and Beckett therefore helped learners revise their “frame”
through a dialectical AR process where learners analysed their learning experiences for relevant ele-
ments of language, content and academic skills. More generally, their work suggests how a register
perspective could enrich AR to the extent that it examines the social practices of education and their
theory—practice dialectic from a functional linguistic point of view.

I have aimed to relate these four studies to each other. In the first study, the research focus was on
the social practice of magnetism, an example of learning a subject area. In the second, it was on the
social practice of OD, an example of a process of learning a subject area. In the third it was on the
social practice of cooperative learning, a further example of a process of learning, but one that was
dilemmatic. In the fourth, it was on the social practice of AR, an example of research on a process
of learning. As Beckett and Slater’s work shows, if students do not want what they need, this third
level of social practice cannot be ignored, so all three levels of social practice have to be considered
in the study of academic language socialisation. Corresponding to these three levels are three levels
of formative assessment. In the first study, the teacher formatively assessed the learners’ meaning-
making in magnetism. In the second study, the students formatively assessed each other’s mean-
ing-making in OD, as they provided scaffolding in a supportive community. In the third study, the
students formatively assessed their own use of Chinese and English, and might be open to assess it in
a different way, as bilingual reasoning. In the fourth, the students systematically formatively assessed
their own meaning-making in their AR. Future research from a register perspective on formative
assessment in social practices may therefore yield considerable dividends for L2 learners’ academic
language socialisation.
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Vocational ESL

Denise E. Murray

Adult immigrants and refugees,! who have limited, if any, English language proficiency, as well as
needing English to function in their everyday lives, may need English for the workplace or for further
study. As Auerbach and Burgess (1985) demonstrate, meeting learners’ survival needs (often called
life skills) does not empower them to take responsibility for their lives as contributing members of
their new society. For many, their need to eventually participate in the workforce is critical to their
physical, emotional, and psychological welfare. There has therefore been a strand in adult English as
a second language (ESL) that has focused on preparing learners for the workplace. This chapter will
discuss the range of vocational ESL in the English-dominant countries of Australia, Canada, Great
Britain, New Zealand, and the United States. It situates the discussion in the area of adult ESL, that is,
programs for immigrants and refugees, as opposed to intensive English programs for international
students (see Murray, 2005a for a discussion of adult ESL) or vocational programs in non-English-
dominant countries such as Germany or Thailand. Adult ESL encompasses a variety of programs to
teach immigrants and refugees—English, citizenship, and work-related content.

Situating Vocational ESL

As well as being situated in the adult ESL arena, vocational ESL can be considered to be a form of
content-based instruction (CBI). CBl is an approach to curriculum design used in a variety of settings
from schools to universities to adult education (Brinton & Master, 1997; Brinton, Snow, & Wesche,
1989; Chamot, 1995; Crandall, 1995; Kasper, 1999; Mohan, 1986; Mohan, Leung, & Davison, 2001;
Snow & Brinton, 1997; Williams, 2004). CBI can be defined as “the integration of content learning
with language teaching aims. More specifically, it refers to the concurrent study of language and
subject matter, with the form and sequence of language presentation dictated by content” (Brinton,
Snow, & Wesche 1989, p. vii).

In CB], form follows content. In other words, the curriculum is designed around specific content
and syntax, functions, and vocabulary result from the content. Brinton, Snow, and Wesche (1989)
describe three models of CBI—theme-based, sheltered content instruction, and adjunct language
instruction. Theme-based courses are organized around topics of interest to learners. Sheltered
approaches are used primarily in high schools, although they are also found in community colleges
and universities. In these courses, required content is delivered to second language learners using
activities and techniques that make the content accessible to them. Usually the instructor is an expert
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in the content area. In adjunct courses learners are enrolled in two linked courses—one in their
required content area, the other in English, requiring coordination between the two instructors. Any
of these models can be used for vocational ESL.

Vocational ESL differs from English for specific purposes (ESP), another form of CBI, in that ESP
tends to be used more in English as a foreign language (EFL) settings (Johns, 1992; Master, 1997)
and its research focus is grounded in linguistic analysis, discourse studies, pragmatics, and discourse
communities (Johns, 1992). ESP may also be linked to one skill because the particular learners only
need, for example, to read scientific texts. English for science and technology (EST) and English for
academic purposes (EAP) have dominated the research literature on ESP.

Within this framing within adult ESL, vocational ESL can take a variety of forms—pre-vocational,
vocation-specific, and generic field, all of which are discussed in detail below. Wong (1992) refers
to these as general VESL, occupation-specific VESL, and occupational-cluster VESL. It can also take
place in a variety of settings—adult ESL schools, community colleges, technical colleges, community
centers, and the workplace itself. Since workplace ESL was addressed in the first Handbook (Roberts,
2005), I will not address it here, even though it can be considered a subset of vocational ESL. Some
researchers in the US (Cunningham Florez, 1998) distinguish between workplace instruction and
workforce training, the former referring to instruction that takes place in the workplace, with the
curriculum determined by specific worker needs derived from a work-task needs analysis. Usually
such instruction is funded by the employer and employees sometimes may even be able to attend
during work hours. Workforce training, on the other hand, includes employment skills such as effec-
tive communication or problem solving as part of the content of the ESL curriculum. Additionally,
in the US, vocational ESL has often been referred to as VESL, and usually refers to non-professional
occupations, such as maids in hotels or electronics assembly workers, although some use it more
broadly. However, because vocational education for the general population (usually referred to as
voc ed) is perceived negatively in the US, VESL, too is often perceived as only for those with limited
skills, education, or even intelligence. In California, the governor, Arnold Schwarzenegger, who him-
self went to a vocational school in his homeland Austria, has called for a renaming and refocusing of
vocational education programs as career technical education (Schwartzenegger, 2005). I have chosen
vocational ESL as it is both transparent and more universal than alternate terms.

Program Types

Pre-Vocational Programs

Pre-vocational content is usually preparation for the workplace, often called job-readiness, and may
be modules within a general ESL class or a stand-alone course. Content includes skills such as those
defined in Canada by the Office of Literacy and Essential Skills—reading, document use, numeracy,
writing, oral communication, working with others, thinking, computer use, and continuous learning
(Office of Literacy and Essential Skills, 2007). Other countries use slightly different terminology, but
all seem to agree that essential workplace skills include working as a team and problem solving.

The US has historically included employment skills as part of the federal act that enables adult
education. However, until the 1990s, this was mostly to help adults acquire basic educational skills
so they could obtain work, engage in job training programs, or gain a high school equivalency cer-
tificate. In the 1990s, the federal government sought to streamline federal programs, which, in the
adult education area, resulted in the SCANS Commission (Secretary [of Labor]’s Commission on
Achieving Necessary Skills), consisting of business and education leaders. They issued a major report
(US Department of Labor, 1991), which has provided the basis for grants, research, and adult ESL
instruction. Their report identified five workplace competencies and three foundation skills as
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essential for workplace performance by all workers, the competencies being resource management,
information management, social interaction, systems behavior and performance skills, and technol-
ogy utilization. The underlying foundational skills are basic skills, higher order intellectual skills, and
motivational or character traits. The SCANS skills were included as part of the Workforce Invest-
ment Act (WIA) and the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996,
also known as the Welfare Reform Act. In the UK, the competencies include key skills (effective com-
munication, application of numbers, and use of information technology) and wider key skills (work-
ing with others, improving own learning and performance, and problem solving) (Leitch, 2006).
Neither the Canadian, the SCANS, nor the UK lists include workplace culture, which is an issue
raised in the literature—issues such as punctuality, time sheets, benefits, or occupational health and
safety (Wong, 1992).

What differentiates Canada (see Folinsbee, 2007a for a review of the Canadian context) and the
US from Australia, New Zealand, and the UK is that the latter have centralized adult education
systems with national vocational and literacy strategies, even though in Australia provision is at the
state level and states may provide additional programs from their own funds. In Canada and the
US, in contrast, vocational education is primarily devolved to the provinces/states so that there are
diverse provincial/state and territorial policies and provisions, despite the federal government being
involved in some aspects of adult education, including literacy. Thus, adult education in Canada and
the US is supported by both provincial/state and federal funds. Further, Canada is more like Aus-
tralia in that adult literacy education and initial English language instruction for adult immigrants
occur in different policy jurisdictions, with immigrant English falling under immigration and adult
literacy and vocational programs under education. This is one of the strengths of the Canadian and
Australian systems since initial immigrant language instruction is a dedicated part of settlement pro-
vision. Initial ESL for adult immigrants in Australia falls under the Department of Immigration and
Citizenship; in Canada, under Citizenship and Immigration Canada. In addition to providing initial
language instruction for newcomers with limited English proficiency, in 2003 Canada instituted a
new federally funded program, Enhanced Language Training (ELT) for skilled stream immigrants to
facilitate entry into the workplace of professionals and trades people, including job-specific language
training, usually in the workplace. In Canada, in 2007, the federal Office of Literacy and Essen-
tial Skills changed priorities to workplace literacy, rather than community and family literacy. This
resulted in a trend towards preparation for employment in Canada.

In contrast to Canada’s and Australia’s long histories of immigration, it was the growing number
of guest workers in Europe in the 1970s that led to the development of programs for these workers,
such as Jupp and Hodlin’s Industrial English (1975). More recently, in the UK, the Skills for Life
Strategy was developed in 2001, in response to a report to government that one in five adults had
difficulties with literacy and numeracy (Moser, 1999). The strategy included standards for literacy,
English to speakers of other languages (ESOL), and numeracy. An additional report in 2006 focused
on employability skills (Leitch, 2006), which helped to keep employment at the forefront of the strat-
egy. Unlike the SCANS skills set, this is a strategy whose goals are to engage potential learners and
create a high quality infrastructure to raise standards. This infrastructure of standards, assessments,
national core curricula, teacher qualifications, targets, and national inspections for quality assurance
of provision has led to rates of literacy, numeracy, and English proficiency among immigrants and
refugees increasing, as well as their progress into employment.

Vocation-Specific Programs

In the US, VESL “programs combine the ideas of coenrollment and curricular integration. Their
goal is to help students with fairly low English levels make the transition to occupational/vocational



78 « Denise E. Murray

programs” (Chisman & Crandall, 2007). For immigrants with low levels of English, VESL programs
offer an alternative pathway to further education as they do not require that learners pass the high
school equivalency exam and obtain a General Educational Development (GED) certification. Chisman
and Crandall’s definition is, however, a limited version of the possibilities of vocation specific courses.

As with other forms of CBI, (content) vocation specific courses include those that prepare learners
for future study in a specific vocational course. They may also include adjunct courses where ESL
and a vocational subject are team taught by an ESL instructor and a vocational education instructor.
In both cases, an ESL professional relates the language learning to the vocabulary, terminology, and
context of the skills training. While several VESL textbooks exist that can provide this language learn-
ing experience, when the courses are team taught, usually both instructors meet together to develop
curricula and often the ESL professional attends the skills training classes. In some adjunct cases, the
focus is on the skills training, with the ESL provided as support, with no specific language qualifica-
tion being attained. However, there are also classes where the learner is achieving both language and
skills credits (see Murray, 2007 for examples of this model).

Although vocation-specific programs are not held in the workplace, many providers work closely
with related employers, who may advise on curriculum, provide equipment, and even work experi-
ence or internships.

Generic Field Programs

This type of course covers more than one occupation, but covers an area of employment with many
similarities, such as hospitality or health care. Thus, such courses are mostly stand-alone language
courses. However, in some systems (such as Technical and Further Education—TAFE—in Austra-
lia) where training programs may include generic courses such as occupational health and safety, or
keyboard skills, adjunct programs are still possible.

Research Foci

Research on VESL is not coherent, largely because in some places it is subsumed under all vocational
education and in others vocational second language learner issues are only addressed within the
broader research agenda of ESL. Additionally, much of the research is descriptive and not gener-
alizable to other contexts, and mostly conducted by outsiders rather than practitioners. In Aus-
tralia, the National Centre for Vocational Education Research (NCVER) conducts a coordinated
research program on vocational and technical post-secondary education—both private and public.
Their work, therefore, also includes programs and classes that include second language learners.’ In
parallel, the Adult Migrant English Program (AMEP) Research Centre* has conducted research on
immigrants and refugees for two decades. Some of their work has involved vocational programs,
especially in the era prior to adoption of a national curriculum framework in the early 1990s. In the
US, in the Research Agenda for Adult ESL Van Duzer, Kreeft Peyton, and Comings (1998), list pre-
employment ESL, workplace ESL, and vocational ESL (VESL) separately, but do not differentiate
among them—they leave such delineation to future research. In 1997, the National Centre for Adult
Learning and Literacy, which included work on literacy for native speakers and also second language
learners, was defunded. In Canada, the National Adult Literacy Database also hosts research and
information on workplace literacy and skills, funded by the Office of Literacy and Essential Skills.
The difficulty in defining VESL is further exacerbated because of the conflation of adult literacy
and VESL at both policy and program levels. This conflation has impacted on provision of ESL to
immigrants and refugees. As Lowes (2004, p. 18) notes for Australia, but equally applies to Canada,
and New Zealand, who have also adopted an economic imperative for such provision:
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In targeting the disadvantaged, English communication difficulties were lumped together,
obscuring the needs of the clientele. Rationalisation thus reduced the components of the pro-
grams to their lowest common denominator, in this case literacy in English as well as reducing
Commonwealth responsibility and resourcing for this specific service for people of non-English
speaking background.

I'would argue that this partly covers the situations in the US and UK, the difference being that the UK
has only recently paid attention to ESL for immigrants, refugees, and asylum seekers, while the US
has always had very limited federal responsibility for such provision. Because the literature conflates
ESL and literacy, I shall refer to both specific VESL research and research that was more generally on
vocational programs that included ESOL learners.

Despite this lack of coherence, three approaches to researching VESL can be found—policy,
professionalism, and program evaluation.

Policy

Policy research on the education and training of immigrants focuses on how to ensure that immigrants
become fully participating members of the host society and is often commissioned by government
to specifically influence future policy decisions. Two strands are evident in this agenda—promoting
citizenship and English language proficiency. The former has taken precedence most recently, with
Australia and the UK both introducing a citizenship test, and the US revising theirs, and Australia
even changing the department’s name to include citizenship in the title. The underlying policy con-
cern has been that citizenship demonstrates the newcomers’ commitment to their new country and
its democratic principles. Research tends to be limited to statistics on uptake of citizenship, how to
promote it, and how to develop assessment instruments.

English language proficiency is promoted because research shows that higher levels of English lan-
guage proficiency result in higher participation rates in the labor force and higher levels are especially
essential for skilled occupations® (Boyd, DeVries, & Simkin, 1994; Burnley, Murphy, & Fagan, 1997;
Chiswick, Cohen, & Zach, 1997; Chiswick, Lee, & Miller, 2003; Richardson, Miller-Lewis, Ngo, &
Ilsley, 2002; Richardson & Lester, 2004; Wooden, 1994). A recent US study, for example, found that
immigrants with high skills but limited English proficiency were twice as likely to work in unskilled
jobs as those with English proficiency (Batalova, Fix, & Creticos, 2008). Batalova, Fix, and Creticos
(2008) argue that “high-quality instruction that deploys anytime-anywhere learning and that places
greater emphasis on immigrants’ English needs in the context of work is needed” (p. 3). Such policy
research, however, is a two-edged sword—if governments want a skilled workforce, and research
shows that education and English language proficiency are key determiners of immigrant success in
the workplace, then changes to immigration policy ensue, as discussed below. Canada introduced a
points system for choosing skilled immigrants in 1967, Australia in 1989, New Zealand in 1991 and
the UK in 2001, with employment skills and language included as desired characteristics. Australia
later allocated additional points for international students completing post-graduate studies in Aus-
tralia in desirable fields such as accounting. The UK in 2006 decided that graduates from the world’s
top 50 business schools who wanted to immigrate to the UK would automatically receive the highest
number of points (Papademetriou, 2007). In Canada, the revision of the Immigration and Refugee
Protection Act in 2002 placed greater emphasis on language proficiency and education (Richardson
& Lester, 2004). Thus, research on immigrants’ outcomes, especially economic outcomes, has driven
changes to immigration policy.

Australia (Richardson et al., 2002), Canada (Statistics Canada, 2001, 2003), New Zealand (Depart-
ment of Labour, 2009), and the United States (Jasso, Massey, Rosenzweig, & Smith, in press;
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Princeton University, 2003) all conduct longitudinal studies of immigrants, which, of course, include
English-speaking immigrants. These surveys are designed to both evaluate settlement programs and
inform future policy-making. However, they include all immigrants, but not all disaggregate for
those for whom English is not a first language.

Despite making this differentiation, the Australian survey asks about previous English classes, both
AMEP and others, and bases findings about the benefits of such programs on learners’ responses.
It has been shown that learners are not able to differentiate among the different English classes they
may have taken, let alone the type of program (general English, vocational English)—for example, in
the AMEP, in TAFE, or in community-based programs. Therefore, it is not feasible to draw conclu-
sions about the benefits of any particular course or program. Until data are tied to databases of the
AMEP, TAFE etc. it will not be possible to determine which courses resulted in improved workforce
participation, or even which courses students preferred. In addition, because these surveys all rely
on self-report data, it is not possible to be certain whether respondents applied different cultural
interpretations to questions, even when provided in their own language. For example, prior to entry
to Australia, immigrants and refugees are asked to self-report their English level. This is voluntary,
so some do not report. Others, concerned that lack of English might hinder their application being
accepted, over-estimate their proficiency and, when tested by the AMEP on arrival, are found to have
much lower proficiency (Murray & Lloyd, 2007).

The New Zealand survey provides details of immigrants’ profiles six months after arrival, with a
focus on skills and resources, labor market participation, and economic and social integration. The
results strongly support selection policies that value immigrants with the language, skills, and quali-
fications that complement the needs of the New Zealand labor force (Department of Labour, 2009).

As a result, policy work on VESL tends to revolve around a nation’s need for an educated work-
force and the consequences of an unprepared workforce. It ties education to global competitiveness,
positions learners in terms of their deficit in a time of crisis, and decries an education system that
is failing to meet the challenges of globalization. While largely referring to high school graduates
(whether second language learners or not), the findings of this research also drive VESL provision.
ESL learners have to find their place in this same environment. A recent report in the US provides an
insight into the policy trend across all English-dominant countries (National Center on Education
and the Economy, 2007, p. 8):

Strong skills in English, mathematics, technology, and science, as well as literature, history, and
the arts will be essential for many; beyond this, candidates will have to be comfortable with ideas
and abstractions, good at both analysis and synthesis, creative and innovative, self-disciplined
and well organized, able to learn very quickly and work well as a member of a team and have the
flexibility to adapt quickly to frequent changes in the labor market as the shifts in the economy
become ever faster and more dramatic.

Interestingly, although the focus was on how to improve US workers, the Commission conducted
field research in Australia, Canada, England, and New Zealand (among other countries) to provide
a comparative analysis. What is striking about the report is that, although it addressed all aspects of
the education system, no attention was paid to immigration, to those who arrive in the US in high
school with limited English or arrive as adults with limited English.

In Australia, a recent report on the future demand for labor specifically noted that by 2020, Aus-
tralia would need an additional 500,00 (note Australia’s population is only 21 million) vocationally
educated workers because of the high numbers of people exiting the labor force with those skills
(largely because of the aging population), and the expected growth in skilled jobs if Australia is to
remain globally competitive (Richardson and Teese quoted in McDonald & Temple, 2008). Because
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of similar research predictions in the past, Australia (and Canada) encourages the inflow of human
capital in the form of skilled immigrants, as well as supporting immigrants joining families already
in the country, and refugees. Over the past decade, the skilled stream has constituted a larger pro-
portion than the other streams and the skills focused on have been determined by labor shortages
(Richardson & Lester, 2004). Richardson and Lester’s comparison of labor outcomes, in terms of job
satisfaction and income, between Australia and Canada, shows that Australia experienced superior
outcomes because the skilled immigrants to Australia were more highly educated and had higher
levels of English language proficiency, even though more than half of the immigrants came as skilled
workers. Policy research such as this results in changes in criteria for accepting immigrants. Since
English language proficiency is one of the criteria for skilled immigration, the primary visa holder is
not part of the VESL cohort; however, spouses and teenage children often are, with the remainder
of potential clients coming from the refugee and family immigration streams. In the US, in contrast,
immigrants have less education relative to the average of the established population in the United
States than they do in Australia (Garnaut, 2003).

Professionalism

Crandall (1993) differentiates between professionalism and professionalization. The former, she
among others (Burton, 1998; Hargreaves, 1997) defines as professional growth. Professionalization,
on the other hand, refers to development of the field of teaching English to speakers of other lan-
guages (TESOL) as a recognized profession. She therefore makes the claim that, while the field may
lack professionalization (compared with medicine or law, for example), its practitioners are profes-
sionals because of their professionalism. A number of themes emerge within the general framework
of professionalism—teacher qualifications, forms of professional development, and professional
development opportunities.

Teacher Qualifications

Researchers and others agree that VESL (along with other adult ESL) teachers need appropriate train-
ing. In the US, for example, the 1998 Adult Education and Family Literacy Act provides resources
to improve the quality of instructional staff. Despite this, many adult educators lack training in the
teaching of adults (as opposed to children and young people).

As mentioned earlier, ESL is often conflated with adult literacy programs. Where this occurs, qual-
ifications of ESL educators is seriously compromised, as noted in a comparative study of six English-
dominant nations—the five I refer to in this chapter, as well as the Republic of Ireland (McKenna &
Fitzpatrick, 2004, p. 7):

Where the literacy instructors are professionally qualified, they have frequently been recruited
from the school sector and may not have experience in teaching adults, specialist English as a
second language, or adult literacy and numeracy, in the context of vocational education and
training and the workplace.

Canadian researchers (Folinsbee, 2007b; Millar, 1997) have noted that often ESL instructors are not
trained in teaching literacy, while literacy instructors are not trained in second language develop-
ment or cross-cultural awareness. Both groups identified the need for additional training as part of
their initial qualifications. There is, of course, a concern that neither group would have sufficient
training to be effective with second language learners and not all second language learners need
literacy education as they may be literate in the first language.
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Forms of Professional Development

The importance of professional development is recognized throughout the literature. But the ques-
tion not always answered is “what form of professional development?” Wallace (1994) identifies
three types of professional education that are applicable to professional development, namely, the
craft model, the applied science model, and the reflective model. In the craft model, expertise lies
with an experienced teacher, who models and guides the novice. The applied science model is the
most common form of training, often called the transmission model, in which empirical research
findings are transmitted to teachers who apply the findings. The reflective model, in contrast, com-
bines both received knowledge and experiential knowledge for the teacher to practice, reflect on,
adjust practice, reflect again, and so on. Action research (see, for example, Chapter 15, this volume)
and continuing cooperative development (Edge, 2002) are the two most widely known examples of
reflective professional development. Melles (1999) found that “[a]nother tangible effect has been
the contribution of teacher research to legitimating the local knowledge teachers have developed
as valid research knowledge” (p. 8). In so doing, he contends, it empowered ESL within vocational
institutions. A number of researchers (for example, Schaetzel, Peyton, & Burt, 2007; Smith & Gil-
lepsie, 2007; Wigglesworth & Murray, 2007) have also found that professional development that is
ongoing, systematic, and of high quality results in greater improvement in teaching than do one-day
workshops with little or no follow-up or conference presentations.

Professional Development Opportunities

Crandall (1993) makes the point that part-time and casual instructors rarely are provided opportuni-
ties for professional development, unless they engage in it at their own expense, a finding supported
by an extensive study of professional development in the vocational education sector in Australia
(Harris, Simons, Hill, Smith, Pearce, & Blakeley et al., 2001).

Program Evaluation

There has been no large scale program of evaluation of vocational programs. However, a number of
studies have examined the outcomes of programs. Many of these have used self-report data, such as
interviews with or questionnaires for learners, teachers, and program administrators. Consequently,
measures of successful outcomes have been inconsistent across studies. However, a number of trends
can be found in the literature.

One measure of program success can be student achievement. This has been the primary method-
ology for evaluating vocational programs within the VET sector in Australia, through the National
Reporting System (NRS). The NRS, funded jointly by the Australian National Training Authority
(ANTA), and the then Department of Employment, Education and Training, was designed to report
to government on “the outcomes of adult English language,® literacy and numeracy provision, in
the VET system, in labour market programs and in the adult community education sector” (ANTA,
1996). However,

It has long been used in other ways as well—as a means of evaluating the content and empha-
sis of adult basic education curricula, as a framework for the development of curriculum and
assessment materials, and in the consideration of the language, literacy and numeracy require-
ments of training packages.

(Perkins, 2005, p. 6)
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Because vocational ESL falls within the vocational education and training (VET) sector as well as the
AMEP, there is another reporting system, used by the AMEP, where program evaluation is based on
retention of students, outcomes as measure by assessment of student learning, how many potential
clients are reached, as well as periodic external program reviews and client satisfaction surveys. Since
none of these separate out VESL from other general English courses, one cannot draw conclusions
about the efficacy of VESL within either the VET or AMEP sectors.

The US also has an NRS for adult education outcomes, which are reported to Congress (US
Department of Education, 2007). While they disaggregate data on English literacy from data on
English language acquisition, results reported are numbers of clients served, and number of clients
moving to the next level. There is no indication of type of program (e.g., general English, VESL, or
citizenship).

Another measure of program success is persistence. In a study of three different VESL classes
(Sticht, 2005), persistence was found to be directly related to learners’ reasons for taking the VESL
course. The National Research and Development Centre (NRDC) for Adult Literacy and Numeracy
Learner Study in the UK (NRDC, 2008) examined the Skills for Life strategy to determine participa-
tion, retention, achievement, progression, and impact. While the study involved literacy, ESOL, and
numeracy learners, it disaggregated the results to provide a clear picture of ESOL learners. Over the
period 2000-2005, enrolments had more than doubled and achievements had risen. One aspect of
progression was learners’ moving on to higher level courses, a vocational course, getting a job, or
workplace promotion. ESOL learners progressed at a similar rate to literacy and numeracy learners,
with 63% of ESOL learners “moving on.” When interviewed about their reasons for taking the ESOL
classes, the vast majority said they wanted to learn English to be able to find employment, sometimes
after taking a vocational course or certificate. They were highly motivated to receive some form of
qualification (e.g., a certificate), a finding confirmed by other researchers (Miralles, 2004; Murray,
2005b, 2007). Miralles and Murray also found that learners wanted a clear pathway to employment,
but often did not understand what that pathway was or how to find the information. In fact, the
immigrants and refugees in their studies had little awareness of VET opportunities in their new
country. Further, for learners who were aware of VET programs, their preference was for a voca-
tional program with integrated English language support and work experience.

As well as exploring issues for learners, the NRDC Learner Study examined providers’ opinions of
the Skills for Life strategy. They found that the profile of basic skills had been raised, which “had led
to greater national awareness of literacy, ESOL and numeracy needs and an increased focus on the
need to embed literacy, ESOL and numeracy within other courses, particularly vocational training”
(NRDC, 2008, p. 45).

Since learners’ goals in taking a VESL course are to gain employment, one would assume that their
satisfaction would be related to obtaining a job. The literature is scant in this area as very few studies
have followed learners past their VESL course/program. Some studies show that levels of satisfaction
are related to how closely the vocational class fits the learners’ purposes. McDonald (1997) found
that a very specific electronics assembly course had the highest satisfaction rating and employment
levels and was the most closely linked to actual jobs while Murray (2007) found that learners were
satisfied with general certificates such as first aid or computer applications as they were components
of these particular learners’ goals. In Australia, almost all occupations requiring a VET certification
require a first aid certificate. Others were satisfied with taking the drivers’ license course because this
was often a prerequisite for many jobs, such as delivery. Similarly, many of the vocational courses
learners proposed to take once they had reached the requisite English proficiency required computer
skills. The courses that learners found most engaging and led to high satisfaction and persistence
were team-taught courses where learners achieved both a language certification and credit towards a
VET certificate. In her study, Murray (2007) found that, even though learners in one adjunct course
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were achieving ESL certification and course credits towards a vocational certificate in information
technology, many had no intention of completing the certificate program in information technol-
ogy. They had chosen this adjunct course because they knew that whatever job they got in Australia,
they would most likely need computer skills.

Some learners take the VESL course as preliminary to undertaking a vocational skill program.
Therefore, another measure of success could be successful completion of such training. In interviews
with students currently enrolled in vocational training, Murray (2007) found that these learners
believed they were well prepared for the course, having taken VESL previously. One particular pro-
gram included an innovative method for learners to determine whether they were indeed ready for
vocational training. As an alternative to work experience that was part of the VESL course, students
could take study experience, where they audited a course in the training program they intended to
enroll in and could judge for themselves their readiness for mainstream classes.

An issue often raised about CBI and therefore VESL, is whether content is learned to the detri-
ment of language learning. Both McDonald and Murray’s studies demonstrate that “content-based
instruction can lead to equally high gain in general literacy skills as well as job related skills” (McDon-
ald, 1997, p. 5).

Future Directions for Research

As a result of the overview above, future research needs to take different theoretical approaches, as
well as use a variety of research methodologies and measurements.

Theoretical Approaches

A 2002-2004 study in Australia (Chappell, Rhodes, Solomon, Tennant, & Yates, 2003; Solomon,
2007), while not focusing on ESL specifically, but vocational training more generally, provides a new
way of looking at all vocational programs for adults. They problematize such instruction and ask
what pedagogical practices help prepare adult learners for the workplace, why “authentic” and “real-
world” labels entice both learners and educators into believing they have the holy grail for prepar-
ing learners for the workplace. Their findings thus far indicate that simulations are just as “unreal”
as other pedagogical activities. They further question the whole enterprise of integrating work and
learning in line with the current economic imperative for learning—how are learners and workers
being constructed? Such a direction is also vital for policy research that seeks to examine the effects of
low English language levels on workforce participation. Current research referred to above primarily
uses an economic model but, more recently, many researchers have been calling for investigations
that include social capital as part of expected and desirable outcomes (see, for example, Hartley &
Horne, 2006).

Another direction, especially important for VESL is the decoupling of ESL from adult literacy.
By grouping these two client groups together, there is no clear picture of either groups’ needs,
achievements, or preferences. So, for example, the extensive UK study on basic skills and its effect
on employability provides no information about second language learners, even though they were
included in the data (Bynner, McIntosh, Vignoles, Dearden, Reed, & van Reenan, 2001). Similarly,
the comparative study of 14 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
countries by Canadian researchers (Coulombe, Tremblay, & Marchand, 2004) does not disaggregate
for ESL/native speaker literacy.

A further important focus is professional development, one that is also related to the issue of
differentiating between literacy and language education. There is a dearth of research in the area of
teacher qualifications and professional development, even though much of the literature and the
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standards promulgated by professional bodies, such as TESOL (TESOL, 2008) and the UK govern-
ment, emphasize the importance of appropriate, effective professional development.

Research Methodologies and Measurements

Different methodologies need to be used, in addition to case studies and other small-scale qualitative
studies. Without longitudinal studies, the full impact of a program on learners’ lives is not visible.
Learners in several studies referred to above indicated they wanted clear pathways through ESL,
vocational training, and on to employment. It is therefore important to follow learner pathways to
determine patterns, barriers, and opportunities. Although Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the
United States have conducted longitudinal studies, they are based on self-report data, and so are
unreliable regarding the impact of vocational programs on learners’ future workforce participation.
Without comparative studies that clearly indicate program components and outcomes and partici-
pant characteristics, there is no certainty about best practice for which particular clients. McKay’s
(2007, p. 5) report, for example, indicates that successful programs not only teach vocational lan-
guage, but also use a case management approach

providing a range of supports to help them overcome their barriers to successful integration in
the workplace, while at the same time working closely with employers who provide input to the
curriculum and skills development and ultimately provide employment for the trainees.

Without large, multi-site studies, the range of learners is not represented, and there is no compari-
son of different programs and their outcomes. How should outcomes be measured? As mentioned
above, income is not the only measure of learner (and program) success. So, a more rigorous, but
inclusive theory of outcomes is needed, as well as the development of instruments to measure the
different components of outcome in order to provide adult immigrants with learning experiences
they need to become fully participating members of their new country.

Notes

1 Terminology varies across countries. Australia and New Zealand refer to immigrants as migrants. I have used the term
immigrants throughout, except when citing Australian and New Zealand sources. I use refugee here to include both those
coming through the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), asylum seekers, and humanitarian
entrants whose status has been determined by the host country rather than the UNHCR.

2 Again, terminology varies. I will primarily use learners, although occasionally clients, the preferred term in Australia.

3 Their research reports are available free on their website: http://www.ncver.edu.au (accessed July 12, 2010).

4 Prior to 2000, the AMEP Research Centre was housed within the National Centre for Language Teaching and Research
(NCELTR).

5 I do not wish to imply that English language proficiency is only valuable because of potential workforce participation.
Research clearly shows that immigrants with low levels of English language proficiency experience more health problems
and psychological stress, and are less likely to seek help in these areas (Carrington, McIntosh, & Walmsley, 2007). However,
the current focus of governments on economic progress as a major indicator of a successful society drives the impetus to
equate successful immigration with workforce participation.

6 Within the VET sector in Australia, language is used for ESL learners, literacy for those for whom English is a first
language.
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English for Academic Purposes

Liz Hamp-Lyons

What Is EAP?

English for academic purposes (EAP) has emerged out of the broader field of English for specific
purposes (ESP), defined by its focus on teaching English specifically to facilitate learners’ study or
research through the medium of English (Flowerdew & Peacock, 2001, p. 8; Hyland & Hamp-Lyons,
2002, p. 1). EAP is differentiated from ESP by this focus on academic contexts, but among the ap-
plied linguistics and English language teaching fields more widely the view of EAP as a sub-discipline
within ESP still holds. Indeed, both these views are valid, as the histories of ESP and EAP do not
distinguish between a view of them as parent to child, or as sister fields. It is not unusual to find
articles with an EAP focus in the pages of the English for Specific Purposes Journal, but EAP work
also appears in all the applied linguistics and English language teaching (ELT) journals from time to
time. Differentiation depends more on the interests and concerns of the researcher than on the kind
of data being discussed. In the “Aims and Scope” statement of the Journal of English for Academic
Purposes (JEAP), published in the front matter of every issue and on the website (www.elsevier.com/
locate/JEAP), Hyland and Hamp-Lyons define the scope of EAP as “the linguistic, sociolinguistic
and psycholinguistic description of English as it occurs in the contexts of academic study and scholarly
exchange itself”.

Similarly, it is possible, indeed reasonable, to view EAP as a branch within education, or at least
within language education: this is a view I hold myself. EAP teachers take pride in their expertise in
classroom teaching, their responsiveness to students’ needs through curriculum planning and ma-
terials development, through individualization of support to students and through context-aware
educational management. But EAP is an eclectic and pragmatic discipline: a wide range of linguistic,
applied linguistic and educational topics can be considered from the perspective of English for aca-
demic purposes, or drawn in methodologically to inform EAP. These include classroom language,
teaching methodology, teacher education, assessment of language, needs analysis, materials devel-
opment and evaluation, discourse analysis, acquisition studies in EAP contexts, research writing
and speaking at all academic levels, the sociopolitics of English in academic uses and language plan-
ning—and this list is sure to be incomplete.

Drawing on the wisdom of our own discipline, we can turn to the work of John Swales, the British
language teacher, applied linguist and academic advisor par excellence, who has worked around the
world in EAP and ESP contexts, but at the University of Michigan for the past almost 30 years, to help
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us think about whether EAP, or ESP, or indeed any aspect of (applied) linguistics, is a discipline or
sub-discipline in its own right. Swales’ seminal book Genre Analysis (1990) teaches us the complexity
that lies behind defining a single genre, let alone an entire discipline. But it also offers us a valuable
way of organizing our thinking about disciplinarity: the concept of a discourse community. Swales
defines discourse communities as

sociorhetorical networks that form in order to work towards sets of common goals. One of the

characteristics that established members of these discourse communities possess is familiarity with

the particular genres that are used in the communicative furtherance of those common goals.
(Swales, 1990, p. 9)

More recently this discourse communities view has been embraced and expanded as EAP has grown
ever more complex with the identification of more and more goals. But few applied linguists inhabit
only one discourse community. Work centrally located in or relevant to EAP can be found across a
wide range of journals apart from JEAP and the ESP Journal, including TESOL Quarterly, Applied
Linguistics, Language Learning as well as regional journals such as the RELC Journal and Asia TEFL
Journal. Quite naturally, interest in English for academic purposes exists wherever English teachers
are teaching English to learners within or in preparation for their academic studies.

The Early Years

In the 1950s and 1960s, Britain began to receive increasing numbers of international students funded
by the British Council as part of the government policy of aid to developing countries. At the same
time Britain was responding to the rapid growth in many countries of English as a common language
for business and science, and there was an explosion of need for English teachers to deliver language
teaching in-country at fairly low levels. ESP seemed the answer in the second context, while EAP
seemed the answer for the minority of these language learners who progressed to study in Britain.
Given this parallel history and close relationship it is not surprising that for many years EAP was seen
by many as a sub-set of ESP (Strevens, 1977). Issues of audience—or customers—may have seemed
the only reason for differentiating ESP and EAP early on, but as time went by other explanations for
different trajectories emerged.

As Swales (2000) has described, ESP had seemed “eminently manageable to early LSP practitio-
ners, who were often working in underprivileged environments and who were also having to admin-
ister programs, develop teaching materials, and do a fair amount of teaching” (p. 60). Swales points
out that this ‘manageable’ new discipline grew from the work of Halliday, McIntosh and Strevens
(1964), during the period when applied linguistics, and indeed English language teaching (or, in the
US, “TESOL”) were growing, self-defining and consolidating through the creation of professional
bodies. ESP was part of that brave new world: Halliday, McIntosh and Strevens (1964) saw the criti-
cal first step as being linguistic description in order to establish language learning needs, from which
decisions about curriculum and materials could be made: that is, their purposes were practical.
However, it is worth noting that these three pioneers were themselves imbued in the academic tradi-
tion. Michael Halliday of course went on to become possibly the most well-known applied linguist
of the English language, developing the theory of systemic-functional grammar in which he contin-
ues to research, write and lecture; Angus McIntosh was in 1964 already approaching retirement as
Forbes Professor of English Language and General Linguistics at the University of Edinburgh, and
was a medievalist and historian of language; only Peter Strevens had at that stage a real focus on lan-
guage teaching, and his period at the University of Edinburgh, working with McIntosh and Halliday,
was important in the founding of the School of Applied Linguistics. From this starting point, we
might consider that the floating of the ideas behind ESP was more aspirational than actual.



English for Academic Purposes « 91

The genesis of EAP seems to have been quite different. In the first issue of the JEAP, Bob Jordan
describes the beginnings of what eventually became the field of EAP in Britain:

In the 1960s, language support that was provided to international students tended to be on an ad
hoc, part-time basis. As problems occurred or developed during studies, some kind of part-time
help may have become available, often linked to ELT teacher-training courses in Departments
of Education. This sometimes led to the development of short courses, e.g. four weeks at the
beginning of the students’ studies. Birmingham University appears to have been the first to be
seriously concerned about the needs of overseas students. Vera Adamson, who had joined the
University in 1958, was appointed in 1962 to advise overseas students and to start induction
courses. This involved analyzing students’ problems, developing some teaching materials as
well as teaching part-time, and trying to devise an analytical test.

(Jordan, 2002, p. 70)

This grass roots, practical response to an immediate problem characterised the beginnings of EAP.
But it also made EAP a “poor relation” in academic environments and slowed the recognition of EAP
as a field in its own right, as might be seen in the history of the two fields’ journals. The ESP Journal
began in 1980, and had a small hiatus before John Swales and Ann Johns began editing it in 1985: in
2010 it is in its twenty-ninth volume. JEAP is by contrast in its ninth volume, having begun publish-
ing in 2002. It is interesting that Hewings, as recently as 2002, still feels able to analyse trends in “ESP”
and mention EAP only in passing (Hewings, 2002).

Three Decades of Growth and Developing Tradition

Two developments characterise the period from the early 1970s to around the end of the century.
These will now be discussed.

Supporting International Students

First, in response to the increasing demand from international applicants for access to universities in
English-speaking countries, which began largely through the British Council in Britain, and through
USIS in the US universities, there was steady growth in EAP support to international students. As
Jordan (2002) reports, in the early years attention outside the classroom itself focused on students’
needs, and this is both typical of any response to an emerging market, and entirely appropriate
for a group of young and enthusiastic teachers encountering a new educational problem (Candlin,
Kirkwood & Moore, 1975; Robinson, 1988). Consequently, much attention in EAP in those early
years centred on two very practical areas: needs analysis and materials development.

Needs Analysis

Carkin (2005) in her overview of EAP, says that “[n]eeds assessment of the diverse learners in EAP
underlies syllabus design, materials development, text selection, learning goals and tasks, and, ulti-
mately, evaluation of students and course or program success” (p. 87). Important needs analyses were
conducted in the 1970s and 1980s by, for example, Bridgeman and Carlson (1983); Johns (1981);
Hutchinson and Waters (1987); and Munby (1978). Needs analysis became an near-inevitable first
step in developing English language provision in a new situation (e.g. Zughoul & Hussein, 1985).
Coleman (1988) problematised Munby’s and similar needs models as discounting learners as people,
and as assuming that identifying needs necessarily leads to satisfying them; Coleman suggested a
more complex model. As time has gone by, needs analysis work has become more tightly focused and
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sophisticated, and has embraced a wider range of data collection and analytic methods (Holliday,
1995; Ferris & Tagg, 1996) as well as focusing on specific countries or sociopolitical contexts (Chia,
Johnson, Chia & Olive, 1998; Dushku, 1998).

Materials Development

Allied with the focus on needs was a concern to develop appropriate materials. While discipline-
specific materials were the main trend in the early years (e.g. the Nucleus series edited by Bates and
Dudley-Evans, and the Focus series edited by Widdowson), in EAP materials intended to provide
basic preparation for good study habits became popular and successful in the late 1970s and 1980s
(e.g. Wallace, 1980; Williams, 1982; Salimbene, 1985). A Google search will quickly show that “study
skills” materials and texts are now a major business around the world. As time has gone by, materi-
als to help students with more advanced study, in particular research paper writing, have become
prominent (Hamp-Lyons & Courter, 1984; Menasche, 1984; Weissburg & Buker, 1990; Swales &
Feak, 2004/1994; Cooley & Lewkowitz, 2003; Paltridge & Starfield, 2007). But also, a sign of increas-
ing sophistication in the field is the predominance of in-house development targeting EAP materi-
als to the language levels, cultural backgrounds, etc. of the student groups being received into the
particular institution.

English as the Language of Knowledge Exchange

The second significant development in EAP in its first 30 years or so has been the gradual growth of
English as the leading language for the dissemination of academic knowledge. This development has
come from outside EAP, as most disciplines have progressively switched from publishing in journals
in their own language to publishing in journals in English. This is part of the globalisation trend
in English (Swales, 1997; Crystal, 1997; Salager-Meyer, 2008). But along with this trend has come
growth in attention to what Hyland and Hamp-Lyons (2002) referred to as “advanced EAP” such as
English for research publication purposes (e.g. Swales & Feak, 2001; Prior’s body of work with the
language of graduate students (Prior, 1998); a special issue of JEAP (7, 2) on English for research
publication purposes). An extension of this area has been the development of programmes within
universities, and consultancies specifically aimed at supporting non-native academics in their efforts
to publish in international, English-medium journals (e.g. Cargill & O’Connor (2006) on working
with Chinese scientists; Sengupta, Forey & Hamp-Lyons (1999) on the development of such a pro-
gramme at the Hong Kong Polytechnic University). Research into the publication genres themselves
was pioneered by Swales (1981), and is a consistent thread of EAP research, for example by Swales
and Najjar (1987), Hopkins and Dudley-Evans (1988), Peacock (2002), Sionis (1995), Flowerdew
(1999), Misak, Marusi¢ and Marusi¢ (2005), and Van Bonn and Swales (2007). Thus, we can also see
that the expansion of “English for academic publication” as a lingua franca has benefits for interna-
tional scholarly communication (Tardy, 2004) despite persistent concerns that the expanding use of
English is having negative effects on scholarly publishing in other languages (Salager-Meyer, 2008)
and in fuelling ‘diaspora scholarship’ (Welch & Zhen, 2008; Altbach, 2002).

The Current Situation

Practice and Pedagogy

In the past ten years or so EAP has become a larger field, but also more patchwork and fragmented,
at least from the point of view of programme delivery. The ad hoc, small-scale, quick fix attitude that
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typified the modest beginnings of EAP teaching still pertains, and “study skills”, “academic writing
for international students”, “seminar skills” and various other labels remain not only as the legacy
of the field of EAP but also as appropriate titles for active curricula. Nevertheless, at the same time
we can see a more mature approach to EAP practice emerging. A pattern seems to be becoming
established whereby the usual teaching solutions in English first language contexts within universi-
ties, where (as is usually the case these days) a large proportion of students, particularly graduate
students, are international students and non-native speakers of English, are for English language
teachers to start from EAP solutions based on formal or informal needs analysis, but with some move
towards ESP solutions in specific cases, such as, for example, designing and delivering in-programme
language support for law students, or agricultural engineers. EAP teachers are more qualified and
more committed than ever; at least in Britain, Australia, New Zealand and the US, EAP programmes
and centres are firmly established and stable, allowing curriculum and programme development to
flourish.

Research and Scholarship

The appearance on the scene in 2002 of the JEAPwas a clear indication that EAP had come of age as an
independent academic field, closely allied with ESP but with an identity and community of its own.
JEAP was indeed a twenty-first century development. While the first issue had retrospective articles
(all 2002 in References) by Ann Johns and John Swales, and by Bob Jordan, it also had articles very
much of their time at the start of a new century by Suresh Canagarajah on the roles and relationships
of multilingual writers in the academic community, and by George Braine on non-native graduate
students specifically; it also had a very much forward-looking article by Mark Warschauer on the
effects of new forms of information and communication technologies on curriculum and pedagogy
in academic writing courses, where “students are still expected to master fairly traditional forms of
academic writing, including essays, compositions, and, perhaps eventually, theses, dissertations, and
scholarly articles” (2002, p. 45). The journal is not restricted to reports of empirical research; in fact
it seeks a mix of research and practice, but nevertheless the bulk of papers, nor surprisingly, are from
university staff in research-line posts. That such posts exist is itself a testimony to the maturity of the
field and of its increasing acceptance in university systems. But JEAP is not the only journal by far
that publishes EAP research and scholarship, as can be seen in the References to this chapter.

With the increase in published work on EAP, it has become possible to see the strands in the field
that are continuing and strengthening in this first decade of a new century, and to see where new
developments lie.

EAP and “Discourse Communities”

As Hyland and Hamp-Lyons (2002, p. 6) suggest,

it is difficult to imagine EAP without some notion of community. It is central to our under-
standing of the ways individuals acquire and deploy the specialized discourse competencies
that allow them to legitimate their professional identities and to effectively participate as group
members.

This discourse community has been strengthened by the existence of its own journal, which forms
a shared discursive space. The discourse community approach has been validated and strengthened
by the socio-cultural direction of academic research in the twenty-first century (discussed later): it
has fostered research that couples more traditional EAP textual analysis with the practices that sur-
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round their use, and with research drawing on ethnographic and action research methodologies in
addition to discourse studies (e.g. Swales, 1998). Swales’ (2009) look back on “an educational life”
permeates his personal reminiscences not only with people and places, but also with the intercon-
nections between these and his thinking about ESP, EAP, the needs of students, the peculiarities of
educational institutions, and above all his desire to solve problems: through all of this we find the
notion of a community of idea exchange, of adapting to contexts to come up with solutions and new
principles. Swales’ lifelong body of academic work is permeated with notions of his community as
founded in discourse. The concept of “discourse communities” has become an important organising
principle in EAP research, enabling scholars to look at the genres and communicative conventions
of academic disciplines both linguistically and pedagogically, to unpack what marks a particular
discourse community, and to use this understanding in teaching and in materials (see, for example,
Hyland, 2002b, 2004).

At the same time, the discourse community concept also enables researchers to identify differ-
ences as well as patterns, between disciplines, within disciplines over time, across national research
traditions and so on. Discourse communities are not fixed and static, and have no agreed-upon pro-
cedures, conventions or even values. Discourse communities are built by their members, and mem-
bership is always in flux (Becher, 1989). But we now know that becoming an effective scholar means
joining an academic discourse community, and we know many of the processes that this “appren-
ticeship” entails: the work by Belcher (1994) is exemplary in this area, and the considerable work in
this area in Australasia through HERDSA (Higher Education Research and Development Society of
Australasia) is particularly of note (see, for example, Robinson-Pant, 2009; Tynan & Garbett, 2008;
Woodward-Kron, 2007). And yet, the movement from researching to teaching community-build-
ing and membership skills is only beginning. To this end, it is essential to investigate claims about
academic genres, patterns or behaviours. Supervisors as well as graduate students have learned much
from Swales and Feak’s (2001) guide to English in today’s research world, which unpacks the conven-
tional structures of research writing, opening a world of access for novice writers of research through
English while maintaining a necessary hedging about the universality of particular structures and
behaviours. Paltridge (2002) conducted an important study of whether published advice on how
to organise a PhD thesis or Master’s dissertation coincides with what happens, and is acceptable,
in practice: he found that there is a much wider variation in structures of theses and dissertations
than would be expected from reading the guidebooks available (at that time). Paltridge has contin-
ued work in this direction (2005) taking us “behind the scenes” of scholarly publication. A better
understanding of what signals “membership” in an academic community enables supervisors to be
more creative with their students in permitting moves away from the so-called traditional scientific
method; it also, of course, provides valuable directions for materials development for dissertation
writing courses.

EAP and Disciplinary Variation

The concept of disciplinary variation is the point where EAP sits uneasily next to ESP. Where is
the boundary line between two things being “similar” or “comparable”, and them being decidedly
“different”? Hyland and Hamp-Lyons (2002, p. viii) followed Dudley-Evans and St John (1998) in
suggesting that EAP operates within a world where “the fundamental concern is the acquisition of
knowledge by individuals”, finding this focus on the individual helpful, since ESP and sub-fields such
as English for business, English for nursing, etc. focus not on the learner as an individual but on a
transactional world where the focus is on the text or the activity.

Excellent work has been done on disciplinary variation: see, for example, Conrad (1996),
Berkenkotter and Huckin (1995), Bloor (1998) and Woodward-Kron (2008). While some have
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argued that by focusing on the differences in genres and discourse behaviours between disciplines,
we make life more difficult for novice members of the academy (e.g. Spack, 1988), the current posi-
tion is predominantly an understanding that while at the early levels of undergraduate study we
can identify a common core of essential skills, this will not take students very far into their studies
of their disciplines beyond the first year of university. In many situations the “academic literacies”
position, as exemplified by the work of Lea and Street (1999) and Ivanig (1998) is a reasonable solu-
tion to specific contextual problems students encounter in the early stages; but as Johns (1995, p. 55)
argues “[s]tudents must ... adjust somewhat to each academic discipline they encounter”. Hyland
(2002a, p. 385) argues the strong case for specificity, that we must “teach ... the literacy skills which
are appropriate to the purposes and understandings of particular academic and professional com-
munities”. An excellent example of this principle in practice is found in the work of Rose, Rose,
Farrington and Page (2007). My own would be the middle position: by looking in our academic
research across as well as within disciplines we are much better able to understand how academic
language and interaction work within disciplines, and to begin to understand which differences are
significant, and why. We need to use linguistic tools to achieve this middle of the road perspective
(see, for example, Hyland, 2008a; Silver, 2003). However, as Ken Hyland and I lamented (2002) EAP
has inherited some of ESP’s tendency to work for rather than with subject specialists, a weakness that
seems not to have changed in the past eight years.

Genre Analysis in EAP

As the field of EAP has developed, the emphasis has swung gradually away from practical problem
solving and implementation research and genre analytic studies have become dominant. We can
see that genre analysis has proved a very fertile ground for EAP researchers. Early work looked at
highly visible and obviously important aspects of academic genres: Swales’ early EAP work was with
research article introductions (1981), and his explication of “move analysis” (1990) has been used,
adapted, defended and critiqued by many of his students and other EAP researchers. Much valuable
work has been published in this area; for example, on journal results sections (Basturkmen, 2009)
and acknowledgement sections (Giannoni, 1998), article submission letters (Swales, 1996), academic
book reviews (Motta-Roth, 1998), academic recommendation letters (Precht, 1998) and research
grant applications (Connor & Mauranen, 1999). Genre analysis studies have also researched the
genres of advanced study, e.g. Bunton (1999, 2005) and Thompson (2005), following earlier work
by Dudley-Evans in particular (Hopkins & Dudley-Evans, 1988). This research is increasingly going
beyond textual genre analysis to look at phenomenological aspects of dissertation writing (Kwan,
2009; Li, 2006).

EAP Assessment

It will not surprise anyone that I should comment that EAP assessment seems to be the least-devel-
oped area of the field. A very few very big tests (TOEFL—the Test of English as a Foreign Language,
IELTS—the International English Language Testing System, TOEIC—Test of English for Interna-
tional Communication) and, to some extent, the smaller, university-based tests (such as MELAB—
Michigan English Language Battery, DELA/DELNA—Diagnostic English Language [New Zealand]
Assessment and OTESL—Ontario Test of English as a Second Language) have become well-estab-
lished for use in EAP contexts. A new test, the Pearson Test of English—Academic, has recently
come on the scene. But the big tests, despite publicity claims, do not do well at solving placement
questions within EAP programmes. Creativity in assessment for purposes such as placing students
into EAP course provision according to their specific needs, informing departments whether their
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rising seniors are adequately equipped with the language/knowledge creation skills called for in se-
nior thesis writing and advanced exams, and academic language skills assessment for movement
from undergraduate to graduate education—these are all apparent needs, and yet little if any work
has been done in these areas. We might expect, and wish, that universities would take up the demand
in this regard, but there is little sign of this. Michigan’s own EAP course placement system gets little
publicity; the DELA in Australia and DELNA in New Zealand are growing in popularity, they have
been researched and some publications are available (Knoch, 2009); but despite calls for locally-de-
rived and properly validated EAP assessments (Jacoby & McNamara, 1999) there is little evidence
that this is occurring.

New Media and Technologies

In the lifetime of EAP, the key cultural change worldwide has been the emergence of new media and
means of communication. The letter has practically gone out of existence in developed countries.
No one posts hard copies of journal article submissions to the Editor’s office any more. We live with
e-mail, mobile telephony, text messaging, Skype and so on. New genres emerge as a result of these
technological developments. It is surprising to me that in our scholarly journals we see so little in the
way of colour graphics, active weblinks, papers submitted (and published) as a series of Powerpoint
slides, etc. Similarly, we and our students are also increasingly required to negotiate and understand
complex interactions between verbal and non-verbal features of academic texts (Kress, 1998). The
new technology has thoroughly permeated the lecture theatre, but research on academic listening
has always been sorely under-represented in EAP (but see Flowerdew, 1994; Salehzadeh, 2005). It is
time for us to understand much better than we do what our students face when they engage in the
academic literacy event of lecture listening.

One valuable development for the EAP classroom has been the use of corpora and concordances,
through computer systems, to allow EAP students to conduct their own mini research projects. Stu-
dents have access to a corpus (ideally a locally-developed one, such as the Hong Kong Corpus of Spo-
ken English at the Hong Kong Polytechnic University: http://langbank.engl.polyu.edu.hk/HKCSE/)
and set their own, small, research questions and explore the corpus to find an answer. The activities
of software handling, data manipulation, not to mention basic computer familiarisation, is valuable
and motivating in its own right, as well as providing students with a hands-on exercise in figuring
out how language works.

Corpus-Based Research in EAP

There is considerable attention to the application of corpus linguistic methods to the analysis of EAP
spoken and written discourse, and academic language corpora have become a key tool of genre ana-
lysts in the past ten years. Hyland’s work has been increasingly informed by corpora, as shown by, for
example, his entertaining and valuable corpus analysis of Swales’ own writing by comparison with a
set of others’ texts (2008b), and his somewhat more distanced but equally engaging study of academ-
ics as “humble servants of the discipline” (2001). Thompson’s (2001) work on the macrostructures,
citation practices and uses of modal verbs would hardly have been feasible before the advent of cor-
pus technology. Bruce’s (2008) study of genre structures in the methods sections of research articles
is a good example of corpus-based work at the more micro-level.

There are now a number of excellent corpora: MICASE (Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken
English) was developed by Rita Simpson and colleagues at the University of Michigan and comprises
1,848,364 words of English academic context transcripts, and is freely accessible: see http://quod.
lib.umich.edu/m/micase/; Hilary Nesi and Paul Thompson developed the British Academic Spoken
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English (BASE) corpus (2000-2005: see Thompson & Nesi, 2001), comprising lectures and semi-
nars in British universities: see http://www.reading.ac.uk/AcaDepts/ll/base_corpus/; Nesi, Gard-
ner, Thompson and Wickens (2008) developed the British Corpus of Academic Written English
(BAWE): the BAWE corpus contains 2,761 pieces of student writing, ranging in length from about
500 words to about 5,000 words, at four levels of assessed proficiency, distributed across four broad
disciplinary areas, and is available free of charge to non-commercial researchers: http://www2.war-
wick.ac.uk/fac/soc/al/research/collect/bawe/; Doug Biber and a team at Northern Arizona University
(NAU) developed the Longman/Lancaster English Language Corpus and have drawn on it for a wide
range of linguistic analyses, including several relevant to EAP, in particular Biber (2006) and Biber
and Conrad (2009): see http://www.pearsonlongman.com/dictionaries/corpus/lancaster.html; the
NAU team also created the TOEFL 2000 Spoken and Written Academic Language (T2K-SWAL)
corpus, comprising data from US universities, which contributed to the design of the TOEFL iBT
(internet-based TOEFL). Another well-known British corpus, CANCODE (Cambridge and Not-
tingham Corpus of Discourse in English), has been used to great effect for a number of publications
by Michael McCarthy and Ron Carter (e.g. Carter & McCarthy, 2006; Carter, Hughes & McCarthy,
1998; McCarthy & Carter, 1994), but this corpus is for commercial use and is only available to con-
tracted Cambridge authors. The above list is by no means exclusive and other corpora have been
developed in many places, but mostly drawn from textbooks, or from casual conversation. We can
expect the development of specific academic corpora to proceed apace as the technology behind
corpus development has become so user-friendly.

EAP: Case Study and Ethnography

On perhaps the other end of a continuum of research methods that are used in EAP research
from corpus-based work lies the case study. Belcher’s (1994) acclaimed study of student—supervi-
sor/mentor relationships is an example within the EAP mainstream. Prior’s (1998) series of case
studies describe in depth the lived experiences of graduate seminars, combining analysis of class-
room talk, students’ texts and professors’ written responses with reporting of students’ representa-
tions of their writing and its contexts, professors’ interpretations of their tasks and their students,
and a close understanding of the institutional context. Prior’s work reveals that the processes
of academic enculturation are much more complex and multi-faceted than the field had hitherto
imagined.

Contrastive Rhetoric

One area of research of continuing interest to EAP is contrastive rhetoric, first associated with Kaplan
(1966, 2000) and in academic writing with Connor (1996), but consistently occurring in articles and
theses in EAP (e.g., Van Bonn & Swales, 2007; Yakhontova, 2006), and in an excellent collection by
Duszak (1997) focusing on developments in Eastern Europe and employing newer perspectives on
text and discourse such as attitudes and values and interpersonal meaning. In its use of count and
corpus methods as well as qualitative analyses of texts and discourse events, contrastive rhetoric may
be seen to lie between the extremes of the research methodological continuum.

“Academic Literacy” and/in EAP

For some time, the term “academic literacy” was mainly associated with the US composition litera-
ture, and rather narrowly referred to school reading and writing. In the 1990s we saw this percep-
tion change as more researchers and teachers became aware of how much other than text itself is
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bound up in becoming “literate” in the sense of preparedness to use language to learn and experience
knowledge (Johns, 1997). Fairclough (1992) and Ivanig (1998) interrogated the conventions and
power structures of universities and other academic institutions, in keeping with Foucault’s (1977)
critique of modernity, and Freire’s (1993/1970) and Giroux’s (1981) critical pedagogy; scholars such
as Tang and John (1999) explored learner identities, in what has been a fairly thin thread of research
focusing on the learner in EAP. Nowadays the term “academic literacy” is often revised as “academic
literacies”, referring to the whole complex set of skills, not only those relating to reading and writ-
ing, which we know are essential underpinnings of success in academic life, starting from the earliest
years (Brice Heath, 1983).

Future Directions

There is no real distinction between past and present: as in any community, outside of war or catas-
trophe, time moves at different speeds for different people, the old, the young, the breadwinners, the
child-bearers, the teachers, the learners. In the academic community fields seem static for a time, then
explode with activity. A seminal discovery or academic paper can set alight a whole body of scholars.
In an earlier book chapter overviewing EAP (Hamp-Lyons, 2001), I made several predictions that
have not yet, to my sight, come true. I predicted that there would be growing work on EAP at pre-ter-
tiary levels, but I do not (yet?) see this happening, despite an issue of JEAP on “Academic English in
the secondary schools”, edited by Ann Snow and Ann Johns, with articles by Hammond, Slater and
Mohan, Zwiers, Bunch, Schleppegrell and de Oliviera, and Kramer-Dalh, Teo and Chia. In contrast,
my prediction of the growth in research into the English language skills of nonnative English speak-
ing academics, especially those teaching and researching in non-English language countries such as
Hong Kong and Singapore, has turned out to be correct and we now see a steady flow of work in that
area, well-represented by John Flowerdew and Yongyan Li (e.g., 2009), and two JEAP special issues,
4(4) edited by Sima Sengupta (on “advanced academic literacy”) and 7(2) edited by Margaret Cargill
and Sally Burgess (based on a conference on English for research for publication purposes). My
third prediction in 2001, that there would be controversy and debate over the relationship between
EAP and research into academic literacies because of their different sociopolitical and philosophical
underpinnings, has taken place but more in conferences and on discussion lists than in the pages of
journals, and researchers from differing positions have found enough common ground to work and
publish together, I think because, as I argued at the time, “the different movements share a common
desire to provide appropriate and effective education” (Hamp-Lyons, 2001: 129).

In attempting to look into the future, I try to identify some of those sparks that seem likely to set
groups or sub-communities on fire with enthusiasm, and some that I feel deserve to receive more
attention and enthusiasm than they currently do.

Socio-Cultural Theories

EAP as a teaching profession and as a research community is becoming increasingly aware that we
cannot explain text, discourse or genre behaviour without including in our consideration the social
contexts within which text is created, students learn, and people see the need for English. The rea-
sons that young people learn English now are quite different from the reasons students were learn-
ing English in the 1960s. English is different; the world is different—and our teaching and research
must keep pace with these changes. As Hyland (2000) argued, it has become important to examine
the ideological impact of expert discourses, in terms of equity (or otherwise) of the access non-na-
tive and novice members of academic communities (including EAP’s own academic community)
have to prestigious genres such as publication in international journals, and indeed of access to
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reading those journals. Academic publishing has begun to address these inequities with initiatives
such as HINARI (Health InterNetwork Access to Research Initiative) and AGORA (Access to Global
Online Networks in Agriculture) to enable researchers in undeveloped and developing countries
free or greatly-reduced journal subscription costs. Even though JEAP and most other social science
journals are encompassed by the expanded terms of HINARI and AGORA, as a journal editor I see
daily the ways that inequality of access to the most up-to-date information keeps some would-be
published academic authors on the periphery of participation in our discourse (Flowerdew & Li,
2009; Hamp-Lyons, 2009; Wen & Gao, 2007). We now accept that many differences in, for example,
the distribution of particular features in texts, variations in text and genre uses, are as likely to reflect
the socio-cultural context of the writer as they are to signal weaknesses in language command. A
socio-cultural view of English as used in/for academic purposes has led to the legitimate inclusion of
studies of, for example, the gatekeeping role of journal editors and the social consequences of such
gatekeeping practices.

Multiple Literacies

Hyon (1996) takes a broader look at the position of genre as a construct in our studies of academic
discourses, embracing not only “Swalesian” ESP genre analysis but also “North American” new
rhetoric studies, and Hallidayan (primarily Australian, at that time) systemic-functional linguistic
approaches. In the years since Hyon’s work the use of systemic-functional analysis in genre studies
reaching the mainstream international journals has grown tremendously. Developing from the
work of Michael Halliday (Halliday, 1984; Halliday & Hasan, 1989) this approach has attracted a
significant following in Australia and represents a linguistically-driven approach to much the same
problems as Swales in his practical way addressed as he faced his classrooms of early learners of
English in the Sudan. Authors such as Woodward-Kron (2008), De Oliviera and Pagano (2006)
and Hood and Forey (2005) have utilised systemic-functional linguistic analyses to valuable effect
in EAP.

Swales (2000) suggested that the field should begin to look at systems or repertoires of genres, and
Bazerman (2002) suggested that Swales may be leaving behind his “strong theory” of genres, as he is
the “strong” theory of moves. Such a shift would be wholly in line with the movement towards more
socially-oriented educational theory and research, discussed below, and would bring “Swalesian”
genre analysis closer to the Hallidayan “genre literacy” movement associated primarily with Austra-
lian educators such as Cope and Kalantzis (1993) and Christie and Martin (2005).

Critical EAP

In our editorial for the first issue of JEAP Ken Hyland and I commented that even though they arise
from “quite different sociopolitical contexts, proponents of academic literacy and those of EAP share
a common desire to provide appropriate and effective education”. This somewhat lukewarm embrace
of shared goals has become more enthusiastic, as work in this area increasingly becomes mainstream.
When we wrote our editorial, Benesch’s (2001) book, Critical English for Academic Purposes, had just
been published. Since then the JEAP has published a trickle rather than a flood of papers taking a
critical stance, and more have appeared in other journals (Abasi, Akbari & Graves, 2006; Morgan &
Ramanathan, 2005). But in 2009 an entire issue of JEAP (8,(3)) on critical EAP facilitated the explo-
ration of the duality put forward by Benesch (2001) of students’ needs and rights. In a contribution
to the 2009 issue, Morgan concludes that “the presence and circulation of critical texts, particularly
when published by reputable journals and academic presses, not only inspires transformative work,
it also counters narrow and prejudicial claims made in support of the status quo” (Morgan, 2009,
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p- 96). If Morgan is correct, and if the other excellent papers in the issue have the intended effect,
we may expect to see more “critical” exploration in the EAP literature. As Luke (2004) reminds us,
literacies are education, and education has material consequences.

This discussion returns me to an issue raised in the 2002 editorial: is EAP a pragmatic or a criti-
cal discipline? Is our role to ensure that students develop academic literacy skills to facilitate their
effective participation in academic communities, or rather, should we (as Benesch, 2009, describes)
interrogate our theoretical, pedagogic and even political assumptions and values in the forum of our
classrooms in order to provide learners with ways of considering their own academic sociopolitical
status quo?

Professional Development for EAP

If these three movements described above represent areas to feel excited and encouraged about, the
final one I deal with is more a matter of concern than a cause for celebration or satisfaction. The pro-
vision of professional education and training for EAP teachers lags behind the vast expansion in the
need for teachers of EAP. Not only private language schools, but also some professional university-
based EAP programmes employ minimally qualified teachers, and teachers with specific training in
EAP are rare. Teaching those who are using English for their studies differs from teaching English to
those who are learning for general purposes only. At the same time, many—probably most—of the
teachers of EAP around the world are not native speakers of English. The needs of these non-native
teachers are different from those of native speakers, and recognition of these needs has led to the de-
velopment of new kinds of EAP materials, often with considerable support for participants (see, for
example, Hyland, 2006). But progress in materials development has not been matched by progress in
developing and delivering professional training courses for future teachers of EAP, and a great need
still remains in this area.

The British Association of Lecturers in EAP (BALEAP: http://www.baleap.org.uk/) was founded
in 1972 (as SELMOUS—Special English Language Materials for Overseas University Students: see
Jordan, 1997) and has become a major professional and educational focus for those working in EAP
in the UK. BALEAP (n.d.) has developed a set of “Core Competencies” for teachers of EAP (http://
www.baleap.org.uk/teap/teap-competency-framework.pdf) that provides a foundation for asserting
the special skills that teaching EAP call upon, and this document is an invaluable resource to help
those designing professional training programmes intended to prepare teachers for teaching English
for academic purposes/in academic contexts. But it seems that professional EAP organisations have
not spread far around the world. Excellent work is being done in various branches of EAP in, for ex-
ample, Spain, New Zealand and Canada but there often seems to be a gap between advanced research
into the written, spoken and public language of academics and novice/aspiring academics, and the
development and delivery of special courses for students needing further preparation for academic
study in English. A Google search brought up only three universities running teacher professional
education qualification programmes in EAP, and all three were in the United Kingdom. A valuable
contribution is made by the series of small, tightly-focused “PIMs”—Professional Issues Meetings
run by BALEAP—around UK, which advance areas of new ideas and provide considerable encour-
agement to those who attend, but these reach only a tiny number of the EAP teachers worldwide.
In some countries, notably Spain and Brazil, there are active communities of EAP practitioners and
scholars who get together at least annually, and in some other countries (e.g. Malaysia) EAP is served
by ESP organisations. These local or regional home-grown professional communities can be a great
asset to established as well as novice EAP teachers and researchers. It is to be hoped that they will
grow and spread around the world as EAP continues to become a more fully-acknowledged area of
expertise in teaching and in research.
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Conclusion

I have not been able to discuss EAP at the level of the secondary and primary school, although great
work has been and is being in that area, notably in Australia (e.g. Christie, 1995). Similarly, I have barely
addressed classroom issues at all. Instead, I would like to spare a few words to make the point that teach-
ing English to non-native users of English for their use in succeeding in English-medium academic
settings is now a multi-million dollar enterprise, not merely around the world, but often within just a
single country. Non-native international students bring in millions of dollars or pounds to universities
in “centre” countries. But for us, the teachers and the scholars, EAP is not about profit. It is about those
college and university students in many countries, who are struggling to learn enough English, and the
right English, to succeed in mastering their subjects through the medium of English in their textbooks,
lectures, study groups and so on. Equally, for countries that are trying to lift themselves out of poverty
or to become actors on the stage of knowledge exchange, the annual expenditure on young people who
can go overseas and learn essential skills and bring them back to use at home is not undertaken lightly.

We have, then, an important role to play. It becomes clearer to me each day—and still more so
through the process of preparing this necessarily cursory view of the field—that EAP as a discipline,
as a research activity and as an orientation to daily problem-solving in teaching, materials develop-
ment and curriculum planning, is proving itself a highly robust and adaptable, expansive field, able
to make a tremendous contribution to understanding of the varied ways language is used in aca-
demic communities.
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Research in English for Specific Purposes

Brian Paltridge and Sue Starfield

In the previous edition of this handbook, Peter Master (2005) summarises publication trends in the
journal English for Specific Purposes. As he points out, research that takes a text/discourse analytic
perspective on English for specific purposes (ESP) has dominated the journal since its early days. The
very first volume of the journal contained an article by Elaine Tarone and colleagues (Tarone, Dwyer,
Gillette & Icke, 1981) on the use of the passive in astrophysics journal articles. In this article, she and
her colleagues, at the same time as John Swales (1981) in the UK, provide the first mention of the
word genre in ESP research, and indeed the world of English language teaching research in general.
Since those days genre-based studies have been an important part of ESP research, and they continue
to be so (see Johns, 2008; Johns, Bawarshi, Coe, Hyland, Paltridge, Reiff & Tardy, 2006; Tardy, 2006;
Tardy & Swales, 2008 for reviews of much of this work).

A further development in ESP research is the use of computers to carry out studies of specific
purpose language use. Diane Belcher, in her (2006) review article, points to the potential of corpus-
based studies for ESP research to provide a better “empirically based understanding of language used
for specific purposes” (p. 142). Corpus-based studies have helped us gain a better idea of the nature
of specific purpose language use some of which, in the words of Biber (1988), is often “surprising
and contrary to popular expectation” (p. 178). Corpus studies have provided a convincing reply to
Hutchinson and Waters’s (1987) claim that there are no specific structures, functions or discourse
structures that might be associated with specific purpose language use (see Flowerdew, 2011, for a
review of corpus-based studies in ESP).

In his 2005 review, Master highlights the international character of ESP research. In 2008, authors
who published in English for Specific Purposes were from the US, the UK, Hong Kong, Italy, Canada,
Lebanon, Japan, France, South Africa, Taiwan, Australia, Brazil, Macao, China and Turkey. The
title of Ann Johns and Tony Dudley-Evans’s (1991) review article, “English for specific purposes:
International in scope, specific in purpose”, is as true now as it was then, if not even more so,
especially with the increase in the use of English as the lingua franca of international research (Tardy,
2004) as well as the language of international communications and business (see Mauranen, 2011;
Planken & Nickerson, 2011).

There has also been increased attention given in ESP research to advanced academic literacies
and the multiple literacy requirements (Hyland, 2007) of ESP students’ present and future lives.
While in past years, much attention has been given to undergraduate literacies in the area of English
for academic purposes (EAP) research, there is now increased attention being given to writing for
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research purposes (Casanave & Vandrick, 2003; Hyland, 2009a) and second language thesis and
dissertation writing (see e.g. Casanave & Li, 2008; Swales, 1990, 2004; Paltridge & Starfield, 2007)
both of which present major challenges to second language writers.

A further important issue that is being explored in ESP research is the notion of identity. ESP
students’ identities are both negotiated and develop as they increase their participation in particular
communities of practice (Casanave, 2002). Students may do what they are asked to do, or they may
decide to resist (Benesch, 1999, 2001). The ways in which they can do this and what this might imply,
however, are complex, and not at all transparent to someone who is only just beginning to become
a member of the particular group (see Block, 2010; Belcher & Lukkarila, 2011 for discussions of
identity-oriented research).

Recent years have also seen an increase in the use of ethnographic techniques in ESP research as
a way of trying to understand the complexities of ESP language use and the worlds in which our
students need to use this language. In their 1981 paper, Tarone and her colleagues interviewed authors
to try to get a better understanding of the linguistic observations they had made. Nickerson (2000)
combined text analysis and questionnaires to investigate the genres and discourse strategies used by
Dutch writers working in English in multinational corporations. Curry and Lillis (2004) employed
text analysis, interviews, observations, document analysis, written correspondence, reviewers’ and
editors’ comments to examine multilingual writers’ experiences of getting published in English. Each
of these studies aims, in its way, to get an inside view of the worlds in which our learners are wishing
to participate (see Starfield, 2010, 2011).

ESP and Genre

The notion of genre is an important one in the area of ESP research. This is especially the case in the
area of academic writing research. Genre analysis is described by Dudley-Evans and St John (1998)
as “the study of the structural and linguistic regularities of particular genres or text types and the role
they play within a discourse community” (p. xv). They suggest that the terms “discourse analysis”
and “genre analysis” might best be seen as two overlapping terms with discourse analysis being an
umbrella term that includes the examination of characteristic features of particular genres.

In ESP genre studies, the structuring of texts is typically described as being made up of a series
of moves, each of which may contain one or more steps (see e.g. Swales, 1990, 2004). Although
ESP genre studies have largely focused on macro-level textual descriptions and analyses of sentence-
and clause-level choices within the context of particular genres, the origins of ESP genre analysis
are, however, much broader than such interests might suggest. These influences are summarised by
Swales (1990) who describes them as including variety studies, situation-specific skill and strategy
studies, notional-functional approaches to language programme development, discourse analysis,
sociolinguistics, composition studies, studies in the areas of cultural anthropology, and language
and cognition.

ESP genre analysis, thus, draws from a range of different areas for the description of genres as “a
means of achieving a communicative goal that has evolved in response to particular rhetorical needs”
(Dudley-Evans, 1994, p. 219). Emphasis in ESP genre studies is placed on the way in which a text
realises its communicative purpose and “the role of the genre within the discourse community that
regularly uses it” (Dudley-Evans, 1994, p. 220). ESP genre studies, thus, go beyond description, to
explanation so as to provide an understanding of why genres are shaped the way they are, and how
they achieve their particular communicative goals (Bhatia, 1993, 2004).

ESP genre research has been increasingly influenced by research in the area of composition studies
in US universities, and in what is often called the new rhetoric (Freedman & Medway, 1994). This
work has been influenced, in particular, by a paper written by the speech communications specialist
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Carolyn Miller (1984) titled “Genre as social action”, which laid the ground for much of the genre-
based research in this area. Swales (2004) draws on the work of Devitt (1997) in the new rhetoric
in his discussions of genre, particularly in relation to the notions of choice and constraint in the
learning and teaching of genres. As Devitt (2004) argues, conformity among genre users “is a fact
of genre” (p. 86). Both constraint and choice, she argues, are necessary and positive components of
genres. It is not necessarily the case that choice is good and constraint is bad. Both are important in
the description and teaching of genres.

ESP genre research has also considered the ways in which the use of one genre assumes, or depends
on, the use of a number of other related genres, or the systems of genres (Bazerman, 1994) of which
the text is a part, An example of this is the academic essay, which often draws from, and cites, a
number of other genres such as academic lectures, specialist academic texts and journal articles.
Academic essays also interrelate closely with assignment guidelines, assessment criteria, tutorial
discussions and tutor-student consultations (Paltridge, 2000). Tardy (2008) presents what she calls a
systems-based view of genre that accounts for relations between oral/aural, written and visual genres
and which draws on the intertextual and multimodal nature of many academic genres. Molle and
Prior (2008) take up the topic of multimodal genre systems in their discussion of a genre-based
needs analysis for a number of graduate courses at a large US university. They found that the texts
the students were producing were routinely hybrid and multimodal, highlighting the importance of
going beyond purely linguistic descriptions of texts to ones that account for the complexities of the
texts students are required to produce, and the processes through which they produce them.

The special issue of English for Specific Purposes published in honour of John Swales in 2008
contains a number of articles that capture well current developments in ESP genre studies. Bhatia’s
(2008) article argues for analyses that consider both typical characteristics of professional genres and
the nature of professional practices. Hyon (2008) examines what Swales (1996) has called an “out of
sight”, or occluded genre, retention, promotion and tenure reports that are written for faculty in US
universities, locating these reports within the context of the university’s retention, promotion and
tenure “genre chain”. Samraj and Monk (2008) examine what they term a “semi-occluded” genre,
the statement of purpose that students need to write for admission to graduate school in the US. They
look at both the discourse structures of the texts, in terms of moves and steps, as well as disciplinary
variation within the texts. Giannoni’s (2008a) study of editorials in English language journals is a
corpus-based genre study that shows the value this approach can provide for understanding the
linguistic features of particular genres. Dressen-Hammouda’s (2008) study, the final paper in the
collection, draws on work in the new rhetoric as well as ESP genre studies to examine the ways in
which students acquire genre mastery as they move from being novices to disciplinary experts in
their areas of study.

ESP and Corpus Studies

The past few years have seen the development of a number of corpora that have been an important
resource for ESP researchers. These include the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English
(MICASE) (http://www.lsa.umich.edu/eli/micase/index.htm), the British Academic Spoken English
(BASE Plus) corpus (http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/al/research/collect/base/), the British
Academic Written English (BAWE Plus) corpus (http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/al/research/
collect/bawe) and the TOEFL Spoken and Written Academic Language Corpus (Biber, 2006; Biber,
Conrad, Reppen, Byrd & Helt, 2002). The MICASE is an open access corpus that contains data
from a wide range of spoken academic genres as well as information on speaker attributes and
characteristics of the speech events that are contained in the data. The BASE Plus corpus includes
recordings of conference presentations, lectures and seminars, interviews with academic staff, as well
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as tagged transcripts of some of the data. The BAWE Plus corpus includes contextual information on
the data such as the gender and year of study of the student who wrote the text, details of the course
the assignment was set for and the grade that was awarded to the text. The TOEFL corpus contains
examples of genres such as class sessions, office hour conversations, study group discussions, on-
campus service encounters, text books, reading packs, university catalogues and brochures (see Nesi,
Sharpling & Ganobcsik-Williams, 2004 for discussion of a corpus of academic writing developed at
a single university).

Academic word lists have also been produced from these kinds of corpora. Coxhead’s (2000)
academic word list is an example of this. Her list is based on a large-scale analysis of a corpus of
published written texts and is designed to help students in their academic reading. Hyland and Tse
(2007) argue, however, against generic lists of this kind, pointing out that individual words occur and
behave in different ways in different areas of study, and that to be of the most value, academic word
lists need to be more local and discipline-specific. There clearly is a need, then, for more discipline-
specific studies of vocabulary use in academic settings to help inform writing teachers of typical
vocabulary patterns in the kinds of texts our students need to write.

Examples of discipline-specific corpus studies include Harwood’s (2005, 2006) studies of personal
pronoun use in academic writing, and Hyland’s (2008) study of Swales’ writing in the area of applied
linguistics. Harwood (2005) carried out a corpus-based study of self-promotional “I” and “we” in
academic writing across four academic disciplines. He then interviewed a group of political scientists
about appropriate and inappropriate use of the pronouns “I” and “we” in academic writing and
compared what they had to say with a corpus-based examination of patterns of pronoun use in their
writing (Harwood, 2006). He found that views and practices of pronoun use varied substantially
among the writers whose work he examined, suggesting that this could be, in part, due to different
epistemologies operating within the discipline. Harwood argues for further studies that combine
the strengths of both corpus and interview studies to try to get more of an inside, or “emic” view on
academic discourse as his study has done.

Hyland’s (2008) study examines John Swales” writing in 14 single-authored papers and most of
the chapters in three of his books. He then compares his findings with a larger corpus of writing
in the area of applied linguistics. He concludes that Swales” writing reveals both individuality and
disciplinarity, arguing that the distinctiveness of Swales’ voice in his writing “reveals both the breadth
of options that are acceptable to community members and the freedom of established disciplinary
celebrities to manipulate them” (p. 158) (see Hyland, 2004, 2009b; Hyland & Bondji, 2006 for further
corpus-based studies of academic discourse across disciplines).

Corpus studies have also been carried out in areas other than EAP. Bhatia and Gotti’s (2006)
Explorations in specialized genres, Flowerdew and Gotti’s (2006) Studies in specialized discourse,
Bargiela-Chiappini and Nickerson’s (1999) Writing business: Genres, media and discourses, and
Trosberg’s (2000) Analysing professional discourses contain examples of these studies. These studies
have examined, for example, Nobel Prize lectures, taxation web-sites, anti-discrimination bills, legal
counsel opinions, persuasive and expository press genres, real estate discourse, emails in multinational
corporations, sales letters, business faxes, company reports and courtroom discourse.

Books such as McEnery, Xiao and Tono’s (2005) Corpus-based language studies and Baker’s
(2006) Using corpora in discourse analysis provide advice on how to prepare and carry out corpus-
based studies. Baker makes a number of important observations about corpus studies. The first of
these is that corpus-based discourse analysis is not just a quantitative process but involves human
choice and decision at every stage, from deciding on the research questions, through to interpreting
and explaining the results. Corpus studies take researchers beyond frequencies to dispersion,
revealing patterns of language use across texts. They, importantly, draw to our attention patterns of
language that we meet everyday, but are not necessarily conscious of. Kandil and Belcher’s (2011)
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study of web-based news reports on the Israeli/Palestinian conflict is an example of a study that does
this. Kandil and Belcher draw together techniques from both corpus linguistics and critical discourse
analysis to consider the ways in which the language of the texts both inscribes and promotes a
particular world view, despite the genre’s ostensibly “fact-reporting features”.

There have, however, been criticisms of corpus studies. Flowerdew (2005) discusses these
criticisms. One criticism is that corpus studies lead to atomised, bottom-up descriptions of language
use. A further criticism is that corpus studies do not consider contextual aspects of texts. Harwood
(2006) and Tribble (2002) counter these views by providing advice on how contextual features
can be incorporated into corpus studies. One way of gaining contextual information for a corpus-
based analysis is by the use of interviews and focus group discussions with users of the genre and
consideration of the textual information revealed in the corpus component of the study in relation
to this information. Harwood, for example, did this in his (2006) study as did Hyland (2004) in his
Disciplinary discourses. The analysis can also be combined with other information that is available on
the data such as the contextual information that accompanies the MICASE and BAWE corpora. A
further approach is to read more widely on the topic of the study to see if this might help explain or
provide insights on the analysis as well as, as Kandil and Belcher advocate, taking a step back from
the texts and critically framing them (Cope & Kalantzis, 2000) by looking at the texts in relation to
the social, cultural and political contexts in which they are located, and unpacking the views and
assumptions that underlie the texts and what they are aiming to do.

ESP and English as a Lingua Franca

English is now well established as the lingua franca of worldwide communication. It is the language
of international business, the language of international conferences, the language of international
education and research, the language of the international communications network and the language
of international travellers. Often, it is the native language of neither group of speakers but it is the
language they will most likely use to communicate in these kinds of settings. This is a topic that is
attracting considerable attention in ESP research.

The special issue of English for Specific Purposes edited by Catherine Nickerson on English as a
lingua franca (ELF) in international business provides examples of research in this area. Her editorial
(Nickerson, 2005) provides an extensive overview of research in this area as well as discussing
implications of this research for the teaching of English for specific business purposes (ELBP).
Nickerson points to a number of trends in research in this area. The first of these is a move from the
examination of language in isolation to analyses that consider organisational and cultural factors
that impact on how the text is written or spoken. The second is a move from a focus on language
skills to strategies that are effective in business communication, regardless of whether the person
using the language is a native speaker of English or not. Important work she refers to as illustrations
of this include studies carried out by Charles (1996) into business negotiations, Planken’s (2005)
study of non-native speaker sales negotiations, Bargiela-Chiappini and Harris’s (1997) examination
of Italian and British business meetings, Rogerson-Revell’s (1999) work on management meetings,
Poncini’s (2004) study of company meetings with their international distributors, and the use of
emails and faxes in multinational corporations (Gimenez, 2002). Planken and Nickerson (2009)
focus specifically on spoken discourse in business settings where English is used as a lingua franca,
discussing what business English actually is, as well as the ways in which the use of business English
is shaped by national and corporate cultures, company policies and also the level of proficiency in
English of the people who are using the language.

The use of ELF in Europe is discussed by Seidlhofer (2007) who discusses the use of English both
within and outside of the world of ESP. She, also, discusses the question of what ELF actually looks
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(and sounds) like, as well as considers the question of whether ELF can and should be taught. Tardy
(2004) provides a detailed discussion of the role of English in international scientific communication,
then presents a study in which she investigated international students’ attitudes towards English and
its role in scientific communication. Many of the students she interviewed felt disadvantaged in their
use of English and were likely, she felt, to face difficulties publishing in English when they returned
to their home countries.

Maley (2007) provides a critique of the concept of ELF, arguing that, while there is no disputing the
legitimacy of ELF as a research area, for him it is statistically unproven and pragmatically inoperable.
He proposes, as his way forward, the promotion of views that are tolerant of non-native speakers’
use of English, arguing that native speaker versions of English are not the only legitimate ones, nor
are they in any way superior to any other varieties. Non-native speakers, he argues, should move
from apologising for their English “to a more robust, even assertive, pride in their use of English as
badge of identity” (p. 66). There are, however, studies that are examining the actual characteristics
of ELF, especially in academic settings, which are providing data-driven answers to some of Maley’s
concerns. An example of this is the English as a Lingua Franca in Academic Settings corpus, the ELFA
corpus, which includes lectures, presentations, seminars, thesis defences and conference discussions
by speakers from a wide range of linguistic backgrounds (Mauranen, 2011). All of these data are
authentic and are based on complete samples of speech events in a range of disciplinary domains
(http://www.tay.fi/laitokset/kielet/engf/research/elfa/). As Mauranen (2006) argues, projects such as
this can provide insights into language use in ESP settings, outside of the classroom, without the
construction of second language speakers as simply “learners”.

ESP and Advanced Academic Literacies

While the study of academic texts such as the research article has been a traditional area of research
within ESP, more recently there has been a growing interest in the acquisition of advanced academic
literacy by non-native English speakers writing at a doctoral or postdoctoral level as well as by
practising academics in environments where English is not the national language or the language
of instruction. This focus seems attributable to the ever increasing globalisation of higher education
(Flowerdew, 2008), the continued dominance of English as the language of scientific communication
(Belcher, 2007; Giannoni, 2008b) and reflects the growing pressure on novice and established
academics to publish in English language journals and to use English as the main language at
international conferences (Curry & Lillis, 2004; Flowerdew, 1999a, 1999b; Li, 2006; Lillis & Curry,
2006). By broadening its focus beyond the written text to examine contexts of production and
reception, the research draws our attention to the complex challenges many “off-network” writers
face in part due to their location at the periphery and not at the centre (Belcher, 2007; Canagarjah,
2002; Curry & Lillis, 2004; Salager-Meyer, 2008). The challenges that these writers face are not solely
linguistic as they attempt to balance the desire to gain international recognition through publication
in English with choices that reflect their own value systems and ideologies that may reflect the
desire to resist the global dominance of English (Duszak & Lewkowicz, 2008; Flowerdew, 2008). As
Uzuner (2008) points out in a recent article that provides a useful synthesis of a number of these
studies, the work of multilingual scholars who seek to publish in English is of significance in that
global scholars have a unique contribution to make to academic disciplinary communities and their
absence from international knowledge production and dissemination will impoverish scholarship. It
is therefore important that the specific challenges they may face, both discursive and non-discursive
(Canagarajah, 1996), be investigated and “made public so that the research field can identify ways to
help these scholar maintain visibility ... and contribute more to the core knowledge base” (Uzuner,
2008, p. 251).
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Much of this research takes the form of case studies that use qualitative methods to provide a
thicker description of the contexts in which individual academics are developing their advanced
academic literacies. Li’s case study (2006) of a doctoral student of physics in China attempting to
publish in a prestigious English language “international” journal identifies the final published version
as a “sociopolitical artifact” (p. 473) shaped by the multiple negotiations the student engaged in with
many disciplinary insiders including his supervisors, journal editors and referees. Lillis and Curry’s
(2006) ethnographic study of eastern European psychology scholars reveals the widespread use of
“literacy brokers” (editors, reviewers, academic peers, English-speaking friends and colleagues)
who mediated the attempts by these scholars to publish in English language journals. Recently,
autobiographical reflective pieces and autoethnographies are proving a rich source of data on the
(ultimately) successful enculturation and academic discourse socialisation of multilingual academics
and graduate students into English medium environments (Belcher & Connor, 2001; Casanave &
Vandrick, 2003; Casanave & Li, 2008). Both methodologies confirm the very local, situated nature of
academic discourse and the complex negotiations that enmesh the construction and negotiation of
success in writing, publication or presentation as writers seek entry to the new academic discourse
community, with a number of the studies adopting a community of practice framework (Cho, 2004;
Englander, 2009; Casanave & Li; 2008; Curry & Lillis, 2004; Flowerdew, 2000; Li, 2006; Wenger,
1998).

This research offers several challenges to ESP practitioners in that they are challenged to reflect
on the dominance of English in scientific communication and its effect on other languages and ways
in which they can best “broker” the advanced academic writing needs of the writers they work with
(Lillis & Curry, 2006; Li, 2006). Workshops based on genre analysis of the type advocated by Cargill
and O’Connor (2006) are clearly of value to non-native speaking researchers; however the research
reviewed in this section is significant for ESP practitioners in that it situates the linguistic challenges
faced by periphery scholars within more complex sociopolitical contexts and identifies the complex
identity negotiations (see following section of this chapter) they need to engage in as they seek not
only publication but also “acceptance in an English-only research world” (Belcher, 2007, p. 1).

ESP and Identity

It is interesting to note that in earlier ESP work (e.g. Dudley-Evans & St John, 1998), there is
little discussion of the topic of identity; the focus is on identifying learner needs in relation to a
fairly narrowly defined target situation (including personal information, language learning needs,
subjective needs, lacks). Benesch (2001, p. 107) argues, however, for an expanded notion of context
in EAP that “include[s] social issues and identities”, and is shaped by gender, class race and power
relations.

Through drawing the field’s attention to issues of learners’ rights and desires, Benesch’s work,
along with Norton’s work on learner identity, investment and imagined community (see Norton,
2000; Kanno & Norton, 2003), has fostered a growing interest in recent years in issues of identity
within the broad field of ESP. Belcher and Lukkarila (2011) suggest that this research provides ESP
with richer conceptualisations of the learner, of the multiple roles learners may play in multiple
contexts, how they are positioned and position themselves in shifting power relationships and how
they envision their own legitimate, peripheral as well as more central participation in current and
imagined future communities.

Most work to date has been within the subfield of EAP across the spectrum of undergraduate,
postgraduate and advanced academic literacies and has looked at identity construction, negotiation
and representation in both written and spoken academic discourse. Studies that have an academic
discourse socialisation/enculturation framework may also include a more or less explicit focus on
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identity (Dressen-Hammouda, 2008; Duff, 2008; Morita, 2000, 2004; Zappa-Hollman, 2007) as
they study “newcomers” (novices) seeking to participate in established disciplinary communities
(e.g. Flowerdew, 2000; Li, 2005, 2006). As Duff (2008, p. 112) points out, studies that adopt as
their theoretical framework notions of identity, participation and communities of practice, and
that examine participants’ desire for/uptake or rejection of new “subject positions within those
communities contrast markedly with the earlier emphasis on the less contextualized acquisition of
linguistic skills and knowledge”. These newcomers are frequently non-native speakers of English and
a number of the studies discuss their struggles to appropriate an identity of success in contexts in
which they are being discursively positioned as second language speakers of English, as non-legitimate
speaker/writers (Liu, 2004) or, in extreme cases, as “plagiarisers” (Ouellette, 2008; Starfield, 2002).
Morita (2004, p. 599) points out that as academic communities are increasingly internationalised,
viewing non-native speakers of English as simply linguistic or cultural minorities may no longer be
useful. Within a communities of practice framework, “native-speaking students or even instructors
are not simply the dominant group, target, or norm, but groups of peripheral participants who also
need to be socialized into increasingly heterogeneous communities”.

With its focus on meaning as negotiated within specific contexts, the advanced academic literacies
research discussed above together with the influence of the work of Clark and Ivani¢ (1997)
and Ivani¢ (1998) on writer identity and Hyland (2005) on stance and engagement, in particular,
have shown not only that academic discourse is not impersonal but that “writers are social
and political beings who are participating in complex literate activities and who have lives and
histories that impinge upon their writing practices” (Casanave, 2003, p. 94). The constitution of
the writerly self in academic writing has recently become a focus of interest, itself influenced by
insights from postmodernist thinking about the constitutive nature of discourse in shaping the
self in discourse. Starfield (2002, 2004) and Starfield and Ravelli (2006) draw on Ivanic’s
conceptualisation of writer identity as a complex negotiation of self between three “strands” of
writer identity that come into play during the writing process: an autobiographical self, a discoursal
or textual self created in the process of writing and an authorial self whose voice is more or less
authoritative. In academic writing, these three elements interact with the institutionally available
subject positions as the writer negotiates a writerly identity that aligns to a greater or lesser extent
with disciplinary conventions. Starfield and Ravelli (2006, p. 226) argue that even “apparently trivial
features of the [doctoral] thesis, the title pages, the table of contents and their typography are ...
already sites of identity negotiation where the writer begins to align him or herself with a research
tradition”.

Phan Le Ha (2009) develops these views on identity, voice and investment from a critical perspective
to write about both her own development as a bilingual academic writer and the struggles of one of
her PhD students to negotiate the perceived norms of academic discourse and find a “voice” through
which he feels able to represent himself in his writing.

Voice and writer identity are used somewhat interchangeably in the literature though there has
been some debate over whether voice refers to an individual writer’s voice or to Bhaktinian views of
voice as social (Helms-Park & Stapleton, 2003; Matsuda & Tardy, 2007; Stapleton & Helms-Park,
2008; Ouellette, 2008). Ouellette’s study of a student identified as having plagiarised, draws on this
same body of work to argue, through a close study of her written texts and journals, that “Annie’s”
apparent plagiarism needs to be understood through the lens of her developing writer identity
as she struggles with linguistic and discursive requirements. A study by Abasi and Akbari (2008)
also adopted a critical academic literacies perspective to examine graduate students’ attempts to
appropriate authoritative identities in their writing. Of interest to EAP practitioners is the ways in
which the academic context and task demands positioned the students to resort to plagiarism as they
struggled to appear “legitimate” in the new context.
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In a novel study, Matsuda and Tardy (2007) look at writer identity from the perspective of the ways
in which manuscript reviewers construct identities for the writers whose articles they are reading
through their attention to textual and rhetorical features of the manuscript.

Studies that examine identity work within business communication still draw largely on face
theory for their conceptualisation of identity rather than on the more poststructuralist conceptions
outlined above. Planken’s (2005) examination of rapport management in ELF sales negotiations
shows how experienced negotiators effectively emphasise their professional commonalities with
their interlocutors, thus maintaining and reinforcing their professional identities and promoting
solidarity, which the novice negotiators are less successful at accomplishing. A study of discourse
strategies in email negotiation in a business context (Jensen, 2009) is one of the few to examine
identity negotiation in ELF using a theoretical framework other than “face” theory, and in a non-
EAP context. The study draws on Hyland’s use of stance and engagement to examine how social
relations and identities were constructed and negotiated through a series of email exchanges.

What clearly emerges from this brief review of the literature on identity and should be of concern
to the field is the extent to which non-native writers and speakers of English feel stigmatised by the
various discourses of the academy that tend to position them in stereotypical ways (Flowerdew,
2008; Phan Le Ha, 2009). Belcher and Lukkarila’s (2011) suggested reconceptualisation of the learner
appears an avenue worthy of pursuit by EAP and the wider ESP field.

ESP and Ethnographic Approaches

In a review article that looks back to the origins of language for specific purposes teaching in the
1960s, Swales (2000, p. 59) comments that for early LSP (languages for specific purposes) practitio-
ners, research was “basically textual or transcriptal”. Making a clear distinction between then and the
contemporary period, Swales (2000, p. 60) concludes that in the 1960s there was little need for prac-
titioners to have either “[e]xpert content knowledge of the fields or professions they were trying to
serve; real understanding of the rhetorical evolution of the discourses central to those fields or pro-
fessions” or what he refers to as “advanced anthropological training in ‘fly on the wall’ ethnography”.
Implicitly he seems to be arguing that all of these capabilities are now required of the ESP/LSP practi-
tioner. Extending the contrast further, he states that these early practitioners “were well equipped to
carry out relatively ‘thin’ descriptions of their target discourses” (p. 60). The use of the word “thin”
in this context can be interpreted as a reference to Clifford Geertz’s (1975) now well-known charac-
terization of ethnography as requiring “thick description”. To what extent though can ESP research
be characterised as having adopted ethnographic research methods and methodologies?

The so-called “social turn” in applied linguistic research—the desire to develop in-depth
understandings of language learning and teaching events in the specific (and frequently unequal)
social contexts within which they are taking place—has certainly promoted a greater problema-
tisation of the notion of “context”, always a focus of ESP research. As pointed out earlier in this
chapter, there is a growing body of research within ESP that seeks to deepen and broaden our under-
standings of the diverse contexts and communities in which English is being learned and taught,
particularly from the emic (insider) perspectives of the various participants. Ethnographic research
methods, with their combination of longer-term observation and the collection of diverse forms
of data, provide understandings of participants’ perspectives and meaning-making practices within
the complex sociocultural worlds they inhabit that more traditional needs analyses may not have
succeeded in capturing.

Some needs analyses studies have adopted ethnographic methods to move beyond survey methods
to explore in greater depth the communities that learners and teachers inhabit or will inhabit (e.g.
Giminez, 2001; Holme & Chaluaiseang, 2006; Northcott & Brown, 2006). Northcott’s (2001) study
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of several MBA classrooms employs ethnographic methods to provide just such a thick description
of these learning and teaching contexts, fleshing out the specific context of the interactive lectures
both first and second language students are attending to identify areas of potential difficulty for
her students. Such in-depth studies, relying on multiple data sources, appear relatively rare in the
literature. Cheng and Mok’s (2008) study of land surveyors in Hong Kong that aimed to describe
the discursive competence of these professionals included six days of intensive observation in a
consultancy firm’s offices in an attempt to gain something of a fly on the wall perspective. None of
these studies, apart from Jackson’s (2002, 2004) however, seem to involve the sustained engagement
over time that Lillis (2008) sees as central to ethnography. It has to be acknowledged, however,
that the type of engagement required by sustained ethnographic observation and triangulation
can be severely constrained by the resources available to ESP practitioners and researchers. Clearly
though, the richness of the types of data collected and the unique perspectives afforded through such
approaches make them worthy of greater adoption.

Academic socialisation studies such as those referred to earlier in this chapter typically adopt an
ethnographic/observational approach as they study student enculturation processes/participation in
new communities over time and are able to provide data from multiple sources to enrich analyses
of language learning and identity negotiation in specific contexts (see for example Zappa-Holman,
2007; Morita, 2000; Vickers, 2007).

In their review of recent research on writing, Juzwik, Curcic, Wolbers, Moxley, Dimling and
Shankland (2006) found that research focused on context and social practices of writing dominates
writing research at the beginning of the twenty-first century. While this may not be the case for
ESP research with the strong growth of corpus-based research and the continuation of genre-based
research, it would be fair to say that there is a growing trend towards methodologies that are more
qualitative within EAP and business communication studies and a realisation that genre studies and
even corpora studies (see Flowerdew, 2005) can benefit from greater exploration of sociocultural
contexts and participants’ perspectives.

Attempting to develop a framework to investigate academic writing that would provide “thicker”
contexts—something more than a traditional piece of discourse analysis, while at the same time less
than a full-blown ethnography, Swales (1998a, 1998b) developed a modified version of ethnography
that he called “textography”: an approach to genre analysis that combines elements of text analysis
with ethnographic techniques such as interviews, observations and document analysis. Paltridge
(2008) describes three quite different textographic projects: a study of the production of the exegesis
(a written text that accompanies a visual project submitted as the research component of a student’s
art and design Master’s degree) at a New Zealand university; a textography of the writing component
of the two main Chinese university college English tests that was carried out with a group of
English language teachers at a large research university in China; and an advanced-level academic
writing course in which students are encouraged to become “textographers” of their own disciplinary
contexts in order to uncover the institutional and audience expectations for their academic writing as
well as unpack the values and requirements they need to negotiate in order to achieve their academic
goals.

Dressen-Hammouda’s (2008; Dressen, 2003) work can be seen to bridge academic discourse
socialisation research and more traditional genre studies. Her “situated genre analysis” of the
development of a novice geologist’s writing about fieldwork draws on a range of data sources including
a genre-based study of the linguistic and rhetorical devices geologists use to talk about their fieldwork
in the research article; a sociohistorical analysis of their field practices; an ethnography-oriented
study of their current field practices; and an interview-based textography of modern field writing
practices to understand the multiple and complex “semiotic resources” a student needs to master in
order to begin writing like a specialist. It brings home to us how important situated attention to the
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local communicative practices of specific communities is for understanding the choices writers are
making.

Starfield’s (2001, 2002, 2004) ethnographic studies of black South African second language students
from apartheid schools at a formerly whites-only university triangulate a range of data sources
including extensive observation, in-depth interviews with students and their teachers, collection and
analysis of student essays and the analysis of other documentation to produce an account of not
only how students from these backgrounds struggle to become successful within this highly unequal
context but also of how their teachers too are positioned by the discourses of apartheid. She draws on
these data to outline a critique of the notion of discourse community as used in some EAP research.

Lillis (2008) makes a series of interesting distinctions between “method” and “methodology” in
studies of academic writing that employ ethnographic approaches to deepen understanding of the
relationships between texts and their contexts of production and reception. Many of the ESP/EAP
studies of academic writing would be characterised as “ethnography as method” or “talk around text”
as they primarily use interviews and text collection to provide more contextual data (e.g. Flowerdew,
2000; Li, 2006). “Ethnography as methodology” would involve a more sustained engagement over
time with context and participants and the collection of data from multiple sources. Her own
extensive studies (see Curry & Lillis, 2004; Lillis & Curry, 2006) of professional academic writers in a
number of national contexts in Europe would be an example of this latter approach.

Conclusion and Future Directions

In a recent book, Pennycook (2007, pp. 5-6) critically reflects on the interconnectedness of
globalisation and the material and symbolic power of English as it is appropriated by the diverse
communities that speak it:

English is closely tied to processes of globalization: a language of threat, desire, destruction and
opportunity. ... English is a translocal language, a language of fluidity and fixity that moves
across, while becoming embedded in, the materiality of localities and social relations. English
is bound up with transcultural flows, a language of imagined communities and refashioning
identities.

The early proponents of ESP to some extent anticipated and understood this seemingly insatiable
desire for English. What they understood less, located as they were in the main at the centre and
products of the centre, was English’s ability to become the property of many and to be changed in
the process. This chapter has drawn attention to the diversity of location and authorship of those
researching, writing and teaching ESP. While research in ESP has remained close to its earlier textualist
or transcriptal roots, in broadening and deepening notions of context and the learner and adopting
more qualitative research approaches to explore contexts and communities and the ways in which
texts and talk are situated and used within communities of practice, the field of ESP has started to
focus its attention on the “translocal” character of English. As Pennycook advises us, English has the
power to reshape learner and teacher identities in ways that may have unexpected consequences.
Yongyan Li’s (2005, 2006) ethnographically-oriented case studies of novice Chinese scientists
negotiating publication put “flesh on the bones” of Pennycook’s somewhat abstract notions,
embodying a number of the themes discussed in this chapter. For the Chinese novice scientists
for whom publication in an “international” (i.e. English language) journal is a prerequisite to
graduation (Li, 2006), English is potentially a language of threat, desire, destruction and opportunity.
Methodologically, her study, while perhaps not a “fly on the wall” investigation, provides rich
description of her site and collects data through questionnaires, interviews and observation. Of
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particular interest are her motivations for the study: her own lived experience of the pressure to
publish in English as an academic in China and her work as a teacher of EAP in that context. Her
own successful journal publication therefore “add([s] [her] own voice to authoritative conversations
in [the] field, and thus help change the field and its practices” (Casanave, 2002, cited in Li, 2006,
p. 475).

In a recent article, Bhatia (2008, p. 171) proposes a “complex and dynamic multiperspective and
multidimensional analytical framework” that would enrich genre studies by integrating ethnographic
perspectives with textual, cognitive, socio-critical and institutional ones to help ESP researchers and
practitioners “bridge the gap between the ideal world of classroom and the real world of professional
practice”. The field of ESP can only benefit from work that brings multiple perspectives to bear in
its investigations of learners, their learning needs, the communities they inhabit or desire to inhabit,
and the texts and genres they need to successfully access and author. While corpus studies and genre
theory are providing us with greater empirically-based understandings of how language is used for
specific purposes, we still know relatively little about the relationships between these understandings
and learning and teaching. An Cheng’s (2006) call for researchers to “conceptualiz[e] learning and
to examin[e] how learners, as complex and instantiated agents, operate in the ESP genre-based
pedagogical contexts” is embodied in his detailed case studies that draw on multiple data sources
such aslearners’ genre-analysis tasks, writing tasks, classroom interaction data, curriculum materials,
learners’ literacy autobiographies and ethnographic interviews that help bridge the space between
genre theory and description and ESP genre-based pedagogies (see Cheng, 2007, 2008).

Nowhere are the contradictory pulls of threat, desire, destruction and opportunity that English
embodies more clearly seen than in the emergent global community of English lingua franca
speakers as “non-native speakers” begin to reshape English for their own purposes. Research in this
area is bound to grow rapidly and the field has only begun to consider its pedagogical implications.
Again corpus studies are providing useful empirical data on which to base pedagogical decisions but
practitioners and researchers will need to not lose sight of the individual learners whose multiple
purposes are shaping and being shaped by the power of English.
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English as an International Lingua Franca Pedagogy

Sandra Lee McKay

This chapter begins by distinguishing major approaches to the current spread of English and dis-
cusses how the approach taken in this chapter differs. The chapter then summarizes existing research
on various aspects of English language teaching (ELT) including:

+ imagined communities and ELT;
+ English learning and identity; and
+ inequality of access in English language learning.

The third section describes future challenges and research agendas in ELT pedagogy while the closing
section sets forth principles that should inform ELT pedagogy.

Globalization and the Use of English

Perhaps no other term has been as widely used and abused during the twenty-first century as the
term globalization. For some, globalization has leveled the playing field, making it possible for every-
one to have equal access to a global market and information exchange. This view of globalization
forms the basis for Friedman’s (2005) popular book, The World Is Flat, in which he argues that today
the world is flat, allowing individuals to stay in their own locale while participating in a globally
linked economic and information system. Others (e.g., Barber, 1996), however, see globalization as
the cause of a loss of cultural and linguistic diversity, which, rather than leveling the playing field, has
contributed to greater disparity between the rich and the poor.

Giddens (1990) defines globalization as “the intensification of world wide social relations which
link distant localities in such a way that local happenings are shaped by events occurring many miles
away and vice versa” (p. 64). In my discussion of globalization, I will view globalization as a refor-
mulation of social space in which the global and local are constantly interacting with one another; in
addition, I will argue that neither one should be afforded a dominant position. Canagarajah (2005,
p. xiv) makes a similar point when he argues for the need to balance local and global concerns. As
he puts it:

The local shouldn’t be of secondary relation or subsidiary status to the dominant discourses and
institutions from powerful communities, whereby the global is simply applied, translated, or

122
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contextualized to the local. Making a space for the local doesn’t mean merely “adding” another
component or subfield to the paradigms that already dominate many fields. It means radically
reexamining our disciplines to orientate to language, identity, knowledge and social relations
from a totally different perspective. A local grounding should become the primary and critical
force in the construction of contextually relevant knowledge if we are to develop more plural
discourses.

Currently, more and more books and articles are addressing the topic of globalization and English
teaching (e.g., Block & Cameron, 2002; Canagarajah, 2005; Crystal, 1997; McKay, 2002; McKay &
Bokhorst-Heng, 2008; Pennycook, 2007; Phillipson, 1992). In this chapter, I examine various per-
spectives of the global spread of English and its influence on English teaching. In sorting through
these perspectives, it is helpful to consider Pennycook’s (2003) categorization of current attitudes
toward the spread of English. The first is what he calls the homogeny position, which views the spread
of English as leading to a homogenization of world culture. For some, this homogenization is viewed
favorably and almost triumphantly. Crystal (1997), for example, cites various statistics to document
the pervasiveness of English today and tends to view this pervasiveness as a positive characteristic of
globalization. Others, however, see homogenization as essentially a negative feature of globalization,
reflecting imperialism and colonization (Phillipson, 1992), and leading to the loss of other languages
(Nettle & Romaine, 2000). What is lacking in this perspective is an account of the agency of individu-
als to react to imperialism and language loss, a point raised by Brutt-Griffler (2002), Canagarajah
(2005) and Pennycook (1998, 2007).

The second position delineated by Pennycook (2003) is the heterogeny position in which individu-
als such as Braj Kachru describe the features of World Englishes as a sign of the pluricentricism that
has been brought about by globalization. The goal of the World Englishes paradigm has been to
describe the manner in which English has become localized, creating different varieties of English
around the world. For Pennycook (2003, p. 8), there is a major shortcoming in this perspective. As
he puts it:

While the homogeny argument tends to ignore all these local appropriations and adaptations,
this heterogeny argument tends to ignore the broader political context of the spread of Eng-
lish. Indeed there is a constant insistence on the neutrality of English, a position that avoids all
the crucial concerns around both the global and local politics of the language. Furthermore, by
focusing on the standardization of local versions of English, the world Englishes paradigm shifts
the locus of control but not its nature, and by so doing ignores power and struggle in language.

In the end, Pennycook (2003) argues that the ultimate effect of globalization on the use of English
is neither homogenization nor heterogenization; rather it is “a fluid mixture of cultural heritage ...
and popular culture ..., of change and tradition, of border crossing and ethnic affiliation, of global
appropriation and local contextualization” (p. 10). This, he contends, is what the new global order
is about.

It is essential to consider the various perspectives outlined above since the effect of globaliza-
tion on language teaching can only be critically examined if one considers the manner in which the
discourses surrounding English teaching frame the topic of globalization. I agree with Fairclough
(2006) that it is important to distinguish the actual process of globalization from the discourses of
globalization. As Fairclough puts it:

(a) there are real processes of (e.g. economic) globalization, independently of whether people
recognize them or not, and of how they represent them; (b) but as soon as we begin to reflect
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upon and discuss these real processes, we have to represent them, and the ways in which we
represent them inevitably draw upon certain discourses rather than others. So we might say that
the problem turns into that of how we decide which discourses to draw upon in reflecting upon
and discussing these real processes—how we determine whether and to what extent particular
discourses provide us with representations which are adequate for these purposes.

(Fairclough, 2006, p. 5; emphasis in the original)

My purpose then in describing various discourses that surround the topic of globalization and lan-
guage teaching is to better assess which discourses are more adequate for representing and assessing
the relationship between globalization and language teaching. We turn now to an examination of
current approaches to the global use of English.

Defining Present-Day English Use

World Englishes

The terminology used to describe present-day English reflects the different approaches to English
use offered by professionals in the field. One of the most prevalent perspectives aims to describe the
phonological, grammatical, lexical and pragmatic features of the current use of English as a factor of
geographical region. This perspective is typically referred to as World Englishes. The term World Eng-
lishes is based on Kachru’s (1986) early description of institutionalized varieties of English. Kachru
distinguishes three major types of users of English: (1) native users of English for whom English is
the first language in almost all functions; (2) nonnative users of English who use an institutionalized
second-language (L2) variety of English; and (3) nonnative users of English who consider English
as a foreign language and use it in highly restricted domains. Kachru refers to speakers in the first
group as members of the Inner Circle, the second group as members of the Outer Circle and the last
group as members of the Expanding Circle. Kachru argues that speakers in the Outer Circle have an
institutionalized variety of English, which he describes in the following manner:

The institutionalized second-language varieties have a long history of acculturation in new cul-
tural and geographical contexts; they have a large range of functions in the local educational,
administrative, and legal system. The result of such uses is that such varieties have developed
nativized discourse and style types and functionally determined sublanguages (registers) and
are used as a linguistic vehicle for creative writing.

(Kachru, 1986, p. 19)

According to Kachru, World Englishes have developed largely in former British colonies where Eng-
lish is used in many domains on a daily basis and has been influenced by local languages and cultures.
Whereas Kachru’s model was instrumental in initially recognizing the validity of varieties of English, the
spread of English has brought with it far more complexity in use than can be captured by the model.

Presently there are a growing number of standardized varieties of English—not just in Kachru’s
Outer Circle countries, but also as Lowenberg (2002) documents, in many Expanding Circle na-
tions as well. According to Lowenberg (2002, p. 431), in certain intranational and regional domains
of language use (for example, across Europe), English actually functions as a second language, and
often develops nativized norms. In addition, these processes of nativization have resulted in not just
the development of different varieties of Standard English between countries, but also varieties of
English within countries (see, for example, Bamgbose, 1998). In addition there exists a variety of
English proficiency levels within a specific social context.
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This situation has led Pakir (1991), drawing on the varieties of English spoken in Singapore, to
depict the use of English within Singapore and other countries as a factor of the formality of the
context and the speakers’ level of proficiency (see Figure 8.1). It places variation in Singapore English
along two clines (influenced by Kachru’s (1983) “cline of English bilingualism™): the proficiency cline
and the formality cline, reflecting the users and uses of English. Pakir’s model is represented through
a series of expanding triangles, which represent the differing ranges of styles of English-speaking
Singaporeans, with education and English proficiency offering an increasing range of choice. Those
users of English with higher education are located at the top ends of both the formality and profi-
ciency clines. They often are capable of the whole range of English expressions, and able to move
along the whole length of the formality cline. Those at the base of the triangle have lower levels of
proficiency, typically have lower levels of education and tend to come from a lower socio-economic
background. They are more restricted in their movement along the formality cline, and can usually
speak only the colloquial forms of Singapore English.

What World Englishes interpretations attempt to do is to develop a model that describes and
legitimizes a pluricentric view of English, and one that moves away from any view of there being
just one standard form against which all others are measured. As argued by Kachru (1983, 1992),
English has “blended itself with the cultural and social complex” (1983, p. 139) of the country and
has thereby become “culture-bound” (1983, p. 140) in it. Therefore, he argues, new Englishes cannot
be characterized in terms of acquisitional inadequacy, or be judged by the norms of English in Inner
Circle countries. World Englishes attempts to place all varieties of English on par with each other
without any one being a reference point.

English as a Lingua Franca

Recently a good deal of attention has been focused on an analysis of interactions between L2 speakers
of English, termed English as a lingua franca (ELF) talk. Firth (1996) provided one of the earliest defi-
nitions of ELF stating that ELF interactions are those in which English is used as “a ‘contact language’
between persons who share neither a common native tongue nor a common (national) culture, and

for whom English is the chosen foreign language of communication” (p. 240; emphasis in original).

Cline of Formality Cline of Proficiency

SSE

Formal Advanced

Careful Adept

Consultative Intermediate

Casual Basic

Intimate Rudimentary
SCE

Figure 8.1 Pakir's expanding triangles of Singapore English

Source: Pakir (1991, p. 174).
Notes: SSE = Singapore Standard English; SCE = Singapore Colloquial English.
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Such interactions occur frequently in Expanding Circle countries where English is used for business,
political, academic and travel purposes.

Pragmatic Features

Some of the current research on ELF has focused on identifying the pragmatic features of ELF inter-
actions, as was done in Firth’s (1996) seminal article on ELF. Firth’s data involved a collection of
telephone calls from two Danish international trading companies involving Danish export managers
and their international clients. As Firth points out, one of the major advantages of analyzing such
discourse from a conversational analysis perspective rather than as “foreigner talk,” “interlanguage
talk” or “learner interaction” perspective is that the participant is viewed as “a language user whose
real-world interactions are deserving of unprejudiced description rather ... than as a person conceived
a priorito be the possessor of incomplete or deficient communicative competence, putatively striving
for the ‘target’ competence of an idealized ‘native speaker’” (p. 241; emphasis in original). Firth con-
tends that an unprejudiced description of ELF interactions clearly demonstrates that “lingua franca
talk is not only meaningful, it is also ‘normal and, indeed, ‘ordinary’ (p. 242; emphasis in original).

Summarizing the findings of existing data on the pragmatic aspect of ELF interactions, Seidlhofer
(2004, p. 218) provides the following generalizations regarding the pragmatics of ELF:

+ Misunderstandings are not frequent in ELF interactions; when they do occur, they tend to
be resolved either by topic change, or less often, by overt negotiation using communication
strategies such as rephrasing and repetition.

+ Interference from L1 [first language] interactional norms is very rare—a kind of suspension
of expectations regarding norms seems to be in operation.

+ Aslong as a certain threshold of understanding is obtained, interlocutors seem to adopt what
Firth (1996) has termed the “let-it-pass principle,” which gives the impression of ELF talk be-
ing overtly consensus-oriented, cooperative and mutually supportive, and thus fairly robust.

Grammatical Features

Current work in ELF research is also investigating the grammatical and phonological features of ELF
interactions. Significant contributions to identifying the grammatical features of ELF are underway
through the compilation of the Vienna—Oxford International Corpus of English (VOICE) now in
progress at the University of Vienna under the supervision of Siedlhofer. The corpus includes face-
to-face interactions among fairly fluent speakers of English from a wide range of L1 backgrounds in a
variety of settings in which participants have various roles and relationships. At this point, an initial
data analysis has highlighted particular grammatical items, which, though often emphasized in lan-
guage classrooms, do not appear to cause problems in communicative success. These include:

+ dropping the third person present tense —s;
+ confusing the relative pronouns who and which;
+ omitting the definite and indefinite articles where they are obligatory in ENL [English as a
native language], and inserting them where they do not occur in ENL;
+ failing to use correct tag questions (e.g., isn’t it? or no? instead of shouldn’t they?);
+ inserting redundant prepositions, as in We have to study about .. .;
+ overusing certain verbs of high semantic generality, such as do, have, make, put, take;
+ replacing infinitive-constructions with that-clauses, as in I want that;
+ overdoing explicitness (e.g., black color rather than just black).
(Seidlhofer, 2004, p. 220)
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Phonological Features

Finally, research on ELF interactions has led to the identification of the phonological features of
ELF interactions. Jenkins (2000), in her work on the phonology of English as an International Lan-
guage, analyzed the interactions of six learners of English—two Japanese, three Swiss-German and
one Swiss-French—all at the upper-intermediate to low-advanced level who were recorded as they
practiced for the Cambridge Certificate in Advanced English speaking examinations. Some of these
interactions were between interlocutors with the same L1, others were between speakers of different
L1s. Using these data, Jenkins identified 40 occasions where there was a breakdown in communica-
tion due to pronunciation, lexis, grammar, world knowledge or ambiguity. All of the breakdowns
in the data occurred between speakers of different L1 backgrounds. In addition, the vast majority of
breakdowns (27) were due to pronunciation problems, with another eight due to lexis.

Based on her investigation, Jenkins (2000) delineates what she terms a phonological Lingua Fran-
ca Core, that is, phonological features that appear to be most crucial for intelligibility among L2
speakers of English. Based on her data (Jenkins, 2000, p. 132), the central features of this core appear
to be the following:

most consonant sounds;

appropriate consonant cluster simplification;
vowel length distinction;

nuclear stress.

Ll s

She argues that since these features have the greatest potential for causing breakdowns in commu-
nication between speakers of different L1 backgrounds, the pedagogical focus in ELT classrooms
should be on the production of most consonant sounds, initial consonant clusters, vowel length
and nuclear stress. Less attention needs to be given to word stress, rhythm and features of connected
speech. While the World Englishes paradigm has highlighted the pluricentric nature of English stan-
dards, the ELF perspective has contributed to our understanding of some of the pragmatic, gram-
matical and phonological features of L2 speakers of English in contact with other L2 speakers.

English as an International Lingua Franca

Sharing Pennycook’s perspective on the fluidity of current English use and standards, I will use Eng-
lish as an international lingual franca (EILF) as an umbrella term to characterize the use of English
between any two L2 speakers of English, whether sharing the same culture or not, as well as between
L2 and L1 speakers of English. Although it is valuable to define the features of local varieties of Eng-
lish as is done in the World Englishes and ELF paradigm, it is essential to describe the local linguistic
ecology of interactions, as well as the social dimensions of particular interactions.

In many contexts there is a local lingua franca that affects and is affected by the role of English in
the particular geographical and social context. For example, in many rural areas of Japan today, there
are growing numbers of language minority migrant workers, mainly from Brazil, China, Thailand
and Vietnam. The local lingua franca is, of course, Japanese. However, the current emphasis on
English teaching in Japan has resulted in all children learning English rather than any of the minority
languages spoken in the local area. It has also resulted in a commonly accepted assumption that the
way to communicate with these migrants is through English or Japanese rather than other languages.
Thus, while on the local level, bilingual speakers of Portuguese, Chinese, Thai and Vietnam are sorely
needed, the second language that almost everyone is engaged in learning is English, primarily because
it is seen as having more economic capital and international currency.
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It is situations such as this that demonstrate the need to examine the local linguistic ecology in
making any generalizations about the use of English in a particular social context. In fact in Japan
today it is Japanese that serves as the local lingual franca even though many Japanese in their rhetoric
and language policies seem to believe that English is the sole second language that should be learned.
My approach to current English use then emphasizes the localized nature of interactions and the
fluidity of present-day language use. Often in the local linguistic ecology English plays more of a
symbolic role than an actual medium of communication. What exists today then is a “heterogeneous
global English speech community, with a heterogeneous English and different modes of compe-
tence” (Canagarajah, 2006, p. 211).

Research Findings

With English being considered by many as a global language, individuals around the world are striv-
ing to learn English, leading to a large English teaching/learning industry. In summarizing current
research on EILF, there are several areas in which researchers have gained important insights into the
teaching and learning of English. These have to do with

+ imagined communities and EILF;

+ English learning and identity;

+ inequality of access in English language learning; and
+ standards and EILF pedagogy.

Imagined Communities as Incentives for English Learning

Back in 1986, in a book entitled, The Alchemy of English, Kachru (1986) argued that “knowing Eng-
lish is like possessing the fabled Aladdin’s lamp, which permits one to open, as it were, the linguistic
gates to international business, technology, science and travel. In short, English provides linguistic
power” (p. 1). This belief in the power of English has resulted in many language learners imagining
the various benefits that would come if they only learned English. Often these imagined communi-
ties are depicted in the narratives of language learners. Such narratives reinforce the belief of many
English learners that if they invest in English learning, they will reap the benefits of social and intel-
lectual mobility.

Recent research on English learning has documented some of these narratives of imagined com-
munities. Niflo-Murcia (2003) cites Peruvian narratives that recount the benefits of joining an
imagined community of English speakers. Nifo-Murcia examined the beliefs of English learners in
Tupichocha, an agro-pastoral village of 1,543 inhabitants that is losing its population from emigra-
tion. While people over 40 generally do not express any interest in learning English, this is not true
for the younger generation. Many of these young people want to learn English so that they can take
distance-learning courses on the Internet; others want to learn English so that they can go to an
English-speaking country and earn more money. For example, one respondent, Luz (age 25), when
asked why she was studying English, responded that she wanted to learn English so she could go to
the United States and earn a good salary. In her mind English proficiency was the key to both immi-
gration and making money. Yet as Nifilo-Murcia (2003, p. 132) points out:

Luz’s illusions aside, English is in reality a very minimal factor in whether people are able to
surmount the barrier. While the popular media contain vast amounts of false information
about both English and the countries where it prevails, they give little or no accurate infor-
mation about how in fact the immigration/illegal migration system works. It is the financial
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requirements of the embassy, not the language factor at all, which actually sets limits on legal
access to the USA.

Park and Abelmann (2004) offer a poignant account of the imagined communities Korean moth-
ers want their children to belong to. Arguing that presently in South Korea there is “a veritable
English language mania” (p. 646) brought on largely by the implementation of English learning in
the elementary school in South Korea, Park and Abelmann investigated the aspirations of English
learning of South Korean women of various economic classes. Regardless of economic class, all of
the mothers yearned for their children to acquire English so that they would become cosmopolitan,
living at home yet part of the world. While many of the upper-class women could afford to help their
children become part of this world by giving them private English lessons or sending them abroad
for their elementary education, this was not the case for less affluent families. The authors describe
how less affluent mothers still imagine their children as part of this cosmopolitan world. As one less
affluent mother put it, she “still dreams that her children might someday live abroad in a ‘bigger
world’—‘even if they have to live abroad as beggars (koij)’” (p. 654). Like many less affluent mothers
around the world, this mother imagines “her children on a broader stage, despite their likely lower
status abroad” (p. 654).

The concept of an imagined community is one that has not gone unnoticed by ELT private
schools. Evidence of this is the establishment of theme villages that depict an imagined environment.
Seargeant (2005), for example, describes British Hill, a leisure language-learning complex that seeks
to simulate an “authentic” English-speaking environment. In fact, the sales slogan “boasts that the
complex is ‘More English than England itself’” (p. 327). The village is staffed by native speakers
recruited from Britain, Canada, Australia and New Zealand.

By hiring only native speakers and promoting native speaker competency, the village promotes a
reality that is far different from the multilingual/multicultural Britain of today. In doing so,

[t]he overall effect is to create an environment which is not necessarily truthful to the original
upon which it is purportedly based but is instead an imagined idea with its own logic and reality.
The authenticity upon which British Hills prides itself is not a representation of Britishness as it
is currently constructed and enacted in mainstream British society. Instead, it is an image drawn
from aspects of the popular imagination in Japan, from a tourist industry template ... and also
from local protocol for foreign language education.

(Seargeant, 2005, p. 341)

In this context, authenticity becomes not the genuine item but a fake representation of a different
reality. As Seargent (2005, p. 341) puts it:

[S]imulation replaces reality, becomes its own reality. A place like British Hills is not merely rep-
resenting Britishness but reconstructing it, thus presenting itself as a detailed realistic image of
something that actually exists only within its own depiction. The use of the concept of authen-
ticity is almost an irony of the process.

The theory underlying such villages is that learning can be enhanced by students actually imagining
themselves in the role of a fluent speaker in an “authentic” environment.

Much has been learned then about how imagined communities can further reinforce Kachru’s
idea of English competency as a kind of Aladdin’s lamp. These imagined communities can also
be a powerful force in commercial aspects of language learning. Linked closely to language learn-
ers’ imagined community of English speakers is the new identity that may potentially come from
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belonging to this community, either as an aspiration or as a reality. Indeed another area in which a
great deal has been learned is the role of identity in language learning.

The Role of Identity in Language Learning

Examining the identity of L2 learners is a relatively recent interest in L2 acquisition research. In the
past, major attention was devoted to interlanguage analysis, with little recognition given to learning
processes, individual variables or the social context in which a second language is learned. However,
recent work, informed by poststructuralist approaches and critical theory (e.g., McKay & Wong,
1996; Peirce, 1995; Rampton, 1995), has begun to examine how educational institutions can position
students in particular ways. Work that is especially relevant to our discussion examines how school
discourses can position English language learners within the educational context, and hence, give
them a particular identity.

One area that allows English learners to assume a new identity, challenging the identity often given
to them as “deficient” learners, is cyber space. In fact recent research is documenting the many ways
in which the Internet opens new opportunities for English learners. Lam’s (2000) study documents
how computer-mediated communication (CMC) allows language learners to assume a new identity,
one that can enhance literacy skills. Lam’s study was a case study of a Chinese immigrant teenager
to the United States, named Almon. When Lam first began studying Almon, he had little confidence
in writing in English, which he contended was always his worst subject. However, after designing
his own home page and joining an electronic community interested in Japanese pop culture, he
gained confidence in his literacy through his on-line exchanges with pen pals. Lam contends that
the community Almon joined on the web allowed him to develop a new identity, one that gave him
self-confidence. She concludes that,

whereas classroom English appeared to contribute to Almon’s sense of exclusion or marginaliza-
tion (his inability to speak like a native), which paradoxically contradicts the school’s mandate
to prepare students for the workplace and civic involvement, the English he controlled on the
Internet enabled him to develop a sense of belongingness and connectedness to a global Eng-
lish-speaking community. Almon was learning not only more English but also more relevant
and appropriate English for the World Wide Web community he sought to become a part of.
(Lam, 2000, p. 476)

Whereas before Almon joined the electronic community on Japanese pop culture he viewed English
as his biggest problem believing that even in 10 years his English wouldn’t be that good, his experi-
ence in the chat room and the friends he made changed his outlook. As he puts it:

I’ve changed a lot in the last 2 months, actually. I have kind of changed my determination. 'm
not as fearful, or afraid of the future, that I won’t have a future. ’'m not as afraid now ... When
I was feeling negative, I felt the world doesn’t belong to me, and it’s hard to survive here. And
I felt not many people understand me, or would. I didn’t feel like I belong to this world ... But
now I feel there’s nothing much to be afraid of. It really depends on how you go about it. It’s
not like the world always has power over you. It was [names of a few chat mates and e-mail pen
pals] who helped me to change and encouraged me. If I hadn’t known them, perhaps I wouldn’t
have changed so much ... Yes maybe the Internet has changed me.

(Interview, October 5, 1997 cited in Lam, 2000, p. 468)

Black (2006) finds similar benefits with the use of fanfiction by L2 learners. Fanfiction “is writing
in which fans use media narratives and pop cultural icons as inspiration for creating their own texts”
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(p. 172). While the majority of the fiction is in English there is a good deal of incorporation of other
languages and culture. Based on a year of focused participant observation of one fanfiction website,
Black (2005) found that many fan authors created linguistically hybrid texts in which they would ask
other participants to help them incorporate aspects of the other participants’ cultures into their texts.
In so doing they often constructed a hybridized identity in their texts. Black also found that there was
a great deal of peer review and proofreading that went on through the participants’ interaction with
one another. This occurred because frequently participants included an author’s note in which they
identified themselves as an English language learner who was trying to improve their composition
skills. In light of the positive effect that pop culture and the World Wide Web can engender in learn-
ers’ identity, confidence and literacy skills, one cannot help but agree with Lam (2000) that “TESOL
in today’s global, multicultural world needs a broad and critical conception of language and lit-
eracy that is responsive to students’ relations to multiple target languages and cultural communities”
(p. 478).

Inequality of Access in English Learning

As was pointed out in the case of the South Korean mothers, often less affluent families cannot afford
special programs to support their children’s English learning. Unfortunately, this economic divide in
access to English is often reinforced by Ministries of Education themselves. China is a case in point.
In 1976 Deng Xiaoping launched a national modernization program in which English education was
seen as a key component: “English was recognized as an important tool for engaging in economic,
commercial, technological and cultural exchange with the rest of the world and hence for facilitating
the modernization process” (Hu, 2005, p. 8).

In 1978 the Ministry of Education issued the first unified primary and secondary curriculum for
the era of modernization. This curriculum introduced foreign language learning at Primary 3. The
directive also mandated that efforts in promoting English language proficiency were to be aimed at
strengthening English language teaching in elite schools, which were expected to produce the Eng-
lish-proficient personnel needed to successfully undertake national modernization. In fact, in 1985
the Ministry of Education exempted poorly resourced schools from providing English instruction.
In addition, the Ministry of Education gave several economically developed provinces and munici-
palities the autonomy to develop their own English curricula, syllabi and textbooks for primary and
secondary education (Hu, 2005). These materials tended to be more innovative, learner-centered
and communicative than earlier classroom texts and materials.

An economic divide in English learning is also evident in the current English education policies
in Hong Kong where, in 1997, the Department of Education in Hong Kong announced a sweeping
change in the medium of instruction in Hong Kong schools so that most schools were asked to adopt
Chinese as the medium of instruction. At the same time, the government made an exemption for a
minority of schools which had been operating successfully in English to continue using English as the
medium of instruction (Choi, 2003). According to Choi (2003, p. 673) the policy that

provided for the selection of the best primary school graduates for monolingual education, was
designed to be a cost-effective way of training in English skills for those who had the economic
and cultural capital to benefit from it. Meanwhile, the majority of students were barred from
sufficient exposure to English, the language of power and wealth.

Choi contends that the policy was basically engineered by business interests right before the change
over in 1997 and that its ultimate effect was to “perpetuate a form of linguistic imperialism” (2003,
p. 673).
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In order to justify the policy, the government extolled the benefits of mother-tongue education;
however, many parents believed that what would be best for their children was for them to go to
English-medium schools and potentially gain the economic capital they believed, rightly or wrongly,
would come from proficiency in English. Many parents strove to get their children into the small
number of English-medium schools, enrolled them in expensive international schools and even
sent their children overseas to Anglophone countries to study, options that were available only
to a small proportion of economically elite families. The Hong Kong language policy then had
everal negative effects brought on by globalization and the spread of English: first it encouraged
an economic divide in the learning of English; second, it minimized the value of using the mother
tongue in education with its implicit suggestion that this option was in some ways less desirable;
and finally, it promoted the idea of the desirability of an English-only classroom in the acquisition
of English.

An economic divide in the teaching of English is also evident in South Korea where Park and
Abelmann (2004, p. 646) argue that

English has long been a class marker in South Korea: namely knowledge of and comfort with
English has been a sign of educational opportunity, and for some of the experience of travel or
study abroad and contact with foreigners in South Korea.

The size of the English language market in South Korea is estimated to be about $3,333 million
dollars a year with another $833 million spent on study abroad programs. The private after-school
education market is also booming, particularly after it was announced in 1995 that English would
become an elementary school subject. Many Korean parents are sending their children to English
language kindergartens, even though such schools are typically three times more expensive than
ordinary kindergartens (Park, 2006). In addition, the number of Korean students studying abroad in
English-speaking countries has increased more than tenfold in the past six years. In fact, the number
of elementary students alone has increased from 212 in 1998 to 6,276 in 2004, marking a thirty-fold
increase (Chung, 2006).

The current state of English education raises two critical issues. The first is how to convince par-
ents and students of the value of having a bilingual/biliterate population. At the present time in many
countries, parents, school administrators and teachers support an English-only agenda in the schools
in the belief that this is best for their children. Often, a child’s first language is viewed as a problem
rather than a resource. The second issue is how to provide less advantaged children in the society
with equal access to English so they can succeed in institutions of higher education.

Future Challenges and Research Agendas

The Question of Standards

A major concern in EILF pedagogy and research is the question of what standards of use and usage
should be promoted in EILF classrooms. The spread of English has brought with it the develop-
ment of many new varieties of English, which has led to much discussion regarding what standards
should be promoted in the teaching of English. Implicit in discussions of variation are the notion
of standards, a standard language and issues of power and identity that are built into such concepts.
Standard language is the term generally used to refer to that variety of a language that is considered
the norm. It is the variety regarded as the ideal for educational purposes, and usually used as a yard-
stick by which to measure other varieties. The related notion of language standards has to do with the
language rules that inform the standard, and that are then taught in the schools.



English as an International Lingua Franca Pedagogy « 133

The challenge that World Englishes present to the Standard English ideology is one of plurality—
that there should be different standards for different contexts of use; that the definition of each Stan-
dard English should be endonormative (determined locally) rather than exonormative (determined
by outside its context of use). However, if there are different forms of Standard English, the concern
of mutual intelligibility emerges. The fact that some speakers of English use a variety of English that is
quite different from a standard variety of English has led some to argue that the use of these varieties
of English will lead to a lack of intelligibility among speakers of English. It is this fear that has led to
a widespread debate over standards in the use of English.

The delineation of key features of ELF interactions has resulted in a good deal of consensus re-
garding what the pragmatics goals of an English as an international language (EIL) curricula should
entail. Among these goals are the following:

1. Explicit attention should be given to introducing and practicing repair strategies, such as ask-
ing for clarification and repetition, rephrasing and allowing wait time.

2. A variety of conversational gambits or routines should be introduced and practiced, includ-
ing such items as expressing agreement and disagreement, managing turn-taking and taking
leave.

3. The curriculum should seek to promote students’ understanding of how pragmatic norms
can differ cross-culturally.

4. Students should be free to express their own pragmatic norms but to recognize that, to the
extent these standards differ from the norms expected by their listener, there may be cross-
cultural misunderstandings (McKay, 2005).

In her discussion on pragmatic competence in ELF, House (2003) argues that since ELF research
suggests that the participants belong to a rather vague but existing community of ELF speakers, in
which negotiation of meaning is paramount, it is inappropriate to teach the pragmatic norms of an
Inner Circle country. Rather the curriculum should “focus on the learners’ need to be flexibly com-
petent in international communication through the medium of the English language in as broad a
spectrum of topics, themes, and purposes as possible” (p. 149).

Whereas the delineation of pragmatic goals for ELF interactions has raised little controversy,
this is not the case in regards to the grammatical goals of an ELF curriculum and to a lesser degree
to phonological goals. Many agree that in terms of phonological emphasis, ELF classrooms should
give primary attention to the Lingua Franca Core delineated by Jenkins. Prodromou (2006), for
example, points out the difficulty of attaining native-like pronunciation, and thus believes it is
reasonable to focus primarily on those phonological features that can impede communication.
Likewise, Prodromou (2006) states that once it is clear which grammatical items do not im-
pede comprehension, some educators may conclude these features need not be addressed in the
English classroom. In terms of Seidlhofer’s (2004) findings on the grammatical features of ELF in-
teractions, this would suggest that ELF classes need not focus on items such as the deletion of the
third person singular -s or the distinction between who and which. It is important to note, however,
that Seidlhofer (2006, p. 44) herself makes no claim as to the pedagogical implications of her work.
As she says:

I should also like to emphasize that I have never made any general pronouncements as to what
should be taught and what shouldn’t be—this is a complex pedagogic matter which will have to
be decided by teachers for their particular contexts and their particular learners. ... When doing
empirical research into ELF I am doing this as a descriptive linguist, and it is not my task, and
indeed impossible, to pre-empt any local pedagogic decisions.
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Nevertheless some have assumed that her findings should be used as basis for deciding what should
be taught in a grammar classroom, with ELF features rather than Standard English as the target.
Some, however, take issue with this stance. Timmis (2002), for example, contends that many learn-
ers want to attain native-like grammatical proficiency and so it would be inappropriate not to teach
the norms of a standard variety of English. He bases this conclusion on a survey he undertook of 400
students and 180 teachers on their pronunciation and grammatical goals. In terms of pronuncia-
tion, both students and teachers tended to want to attain native-like pronunciation. This tendency,
however, was less prevalent among students from South Africa, Pakistan and India, suggesting that
pronunciation goals may be context specific. In reference to grammatical goals, once again students
and teachers preferred attaining native-speaker norms. Based on his survey results, Timmis (2002)
argues that “while it is clearly inappropriate to foist native-speaker norms on students who neither
want nor need them, it is scarcely more appropriate to offer students a target which does not meet
their aspirations” (p. 249).

Kuo (2006) also argues for teaching native-speaker grammatical standards, pointing out that
whereas English serves an important role in functional international interactions, English also is “the
language for international, and in fact intra-national competition” (p. 219). For many learners of
English, English is being learned as an important school subject to attain academic and professional
goals. As such, learners need access to forms that will be used to determine their proficiency in Eng-
lish. Kuo (2006, p. 220) argues that it is

because English is now used extensively for international and intercultural purposes that in
order to ease or smooth the flow of conversation, to reduce the listener’s burden of processing
information, and to satisfy learners’ need that stretch beyond merely international intelligibil-
ity, L2 learners should be allowed, if not encouraged, to follow a native-speaker phonological
or grammatical model.

The debate regarding the teaching of standards continues today with some arguing for the promo-
tion of a monolithic model of English while others support a pluricentric model. Those who argue
for a monolithic model contend that native-speaker models should be promoted because they have
been codified and have a degree of historical authority. The monolithic model is in keeping with
one of the central tenets that Phillipson (1992) argues has traditionally informed English language
teaching, namely, that the ideal teacher of English is a native-speaker. This perspective also lends
support to the notion of the insider and outsider, the Self and the Other, since it is native speakers
who are seen as the guardians of Standard English. On the other hand, those such as Kachru who
support a pluricentric model of English contend that language contact necessarily leads to language
change. They argue that the development of new varieties of English is a natural result of the spread
of English. In many ways the debate reflects a tension between the global and the local brought about
by the new social space of globalization. Whereas global space has brought exposure to English, local
space has taken the language and modified it for the local context. What is important to add to the
pluricentric perspective is that today language use is often not just English but a mix of a variety of
languages that highlights the speaker’s identity and proficiency. In such encounters, the question of
standards needs to be highly contextualized.

A Tendency of Othering in EILF Pedagogy

A second area that presents a challenge for the ELT profession is the tendency toward Othering in
EILF pedagogy. Othering refers to the ways in which the “discourse of a particular group defines
other groups in opposition to itself; an Us and Them view that constructs an identity for the Other
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and, implicitly for the Self” (Palfreyman, 2005, pp. 213-214). In EILF pedagogy this discourse often
positions English learners and bilingual teachers as deficient in comparison to native speakers. This
discourse has led to the idealization of the so-called native speaker, as well as to a lack of recognition
of the benefits of local bilingual teachers. It has also resulted in an unwillingness to recognize the
right of English speakers outside Inner Circle countries to nativize the language for the local cultural
context. Finally, the Self~Other discourse has at times positioned certain groups as incapable of par-
ticipating in “modern” methods of language learning that typically involve group participation and
“critical thinking.”

Such Othering discourse regarding approaches to knowledge and learning styles is evident in a
good deal of the discourse surrounding the implementation of communicative language teaching
(CLT). Flowerdew (1998, p. 323), for example, discusses the use of group work and students’ oral
participation, central components of CLT, in reference to Chinese learners. She begins by asking:

Why is it that when one poses a question to a group of Arab students the whole class is clamour-
ing to answer, while a question addressed to a class of Chinese learners may elicit no response,
followed by a stony silence or, as the Chinese say, “dead air”? Even if one nominates a particular
student to reply in a class of Chinese learners, the question may still be met with a muffled reply
and averted eyes. The answer lies, to some extent, in certain cultural and psychological factors
deriving from Confucian philosophy.

Flowerdew goes on to discuss the use of group work with Chinese learners and argues that group
work can be implemented with Chinese students if the group is viewed as a collective body that
offers suggestions to one another not as individuals but as a group. Underlying her argument are the
assumptions that group work in a classroom is admirable and conducive to language learning and
that a particular group of learners, in this case Chinese students, are not open to group work and oral
participation.

An Othering discourse is also evident in some discussions of critical thinking, a key component of
a particular view of knowledge that is promoted in CLT. Atkinson (1997), for example, argues that
critical thinking, while extremely difficult to define, is clearly a social practice and that some cul-
tures promote such learning while others do not. He then goes on to compare “critical thinking and
nonnative thinkers” (a powerful Othering discourse) arguing that “cross-cultural research into the
early socialization and educational practices of non-European peoples” suggests that there are “three
areas of potential discontinuity between cultural assumptions that may underlie critical thinking
and modes of thought and expression prevalent among non-Western cultural groups” (p. 79). These
involve notions of relations between individuals and society, differing norms of self-expression, and
different perspective on the use of language as a means for learning. Underlying the discussion is a
clear Othering between Westerners who engage in critical thinking and non-Westerners or “nonna-
tive thinkers” whose social practice may not encourage critical thinking. At issue is exactly what is
meant by critical thinking and if it is necessary for “nonnative thinkers” to engage in Western con-
cepts of critical thinking in order to learn English.

One of the major ways in which global-local tensions manifest themselves in pedagogy is in the
choice of the content of classroom materials. In many instances, the teaching of English is promoted
as a way of developing international awareness and of helping the country to become part of a global
economy. With this goal in mind, many texts approved by Ministries of Education promote global
themes and a discussion of other cultures, particularly those of the Inner Circle. The appropriateness
of such themes for the local context is generally not examined. Local teachers, however, aware of the
interests and needs of their learners, may find such materials unsuitable for their students. A second
issue that is evident in a good deal of ELT materials is a discourse of Othering in which those from
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Western Inner Circle cultures are portrayed as having modern and desirable behavior while those
from other cultures, who exhibit other ways of doing things, are seen as backward and lacking. Such
polarization can inform classroom texts dealing with a variety of topics, ranging from gender issues
to family relationships.

While some educational leaders explicitly reject the inclusion of Western culture in English teach-
ing, many textbooks approved by official government bodies do in fact promote Western characters
and values. Japan is a case in point. In an analysis of all 7th grade Ministry-approved texts, Matsuda
(2002) found an Inner Circle emphasis in the textbooks’ representation of users and uses of English.
Of the 74 characters shown in the textbooks, Matsuda’s analysis showed that most characters were
from Japan (34), followed by Inner Circle country speakers (30) and the remaining from Outer and
Expanding Circle countries (10). What was most telling, however, was who talked the most among
these characters. Although there are more Japanese characters than Inner Circle characters, the Japa-
nese speakers produce far fewer words than Inner Circle country speakers. In addition, those from
Outer and Expanding Circle countries hardly speak at all. In a subtle way then these texts suggest that
it is Inner Circle native speakers who have the right to use English.

The context of English uses portrayed in the textbooks is also revealing. According to Matsuda
(2002), in terms of English being used intranationally in the textbooks, the majority of these cases
are among Inner Circle English users. There is only one example of intranational use within an Outer
Circle country, even though English is often used as a lingua franca in Outer Circle countries. In
terms of international uses of English, the overwhelming majority of examples are between native
speakers and nonnative speakers of English with only a few examples of English being used among
nonnative speakers of English, even though L2-L2 interactions represent the majority of current
interactions in English. Learners of English then are provided with few models of the present-day
use of English.

Implications for Pedagogy

In view of the many diverse social and sociolinguistic contexts of EILF use, what principles should
inform a socially sensitive EILF pedagogy? The following are what I believe are key principles.

Foreign and Second Language Curricula Should Be Relevant to the Local Linguistic Ecology

Earlier in the chapter it was noted that in many countries such as Japan the local linguistic ecol-
ogy makes the value of English learning questionable. What is often needed is a knowledge of the
local lingua franca, as well as a valuing of other local languages. Often students’ time in situations
where English has little relevancy and there is another local lingua franca would be better served in a
language awareness class than in traditional English classrooms. In such classes students of all back-
grounds could learn about the diversity of languages spoken today, the attitudes and values associ-
ated with them, and the variety of language use that exists in all languages.

EILF Professionals Should Strive to Alter Language Policies that Serve to Promote
English Learning Only Among the Elite of the Country

In many countries those with privilege are most likely to have access to English learning. It is often
those who have both the economic resources and time for language learning who gain proficiency
in English. To avoid English fluency contributing to a greater economic divide, educational lead-
ers and planners need to establish policies that afford English access to learners of all economic
backgrounds. In contexts in which gaining proficiency in English may threaten mother-tongue use
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and development, English programs should be established in such a way that the local language is
fully supported.

EILF Curricula Should Include Examples of the Diversity of English Varieties Used Today

Recent research has documented the diversity of English use today, illustrating both the regularity of
these varieties and the manner in which they are a source of personal and social identity. In light of
this diversity, a socially sensitive EILF pedagogy needs to first of all afford equal status to all varieties
of English and second, promote an awareness of variation in English use.

EILF Curricula Need to Exemplify L2—L2 Interactions

Given that the majority of English interactions today are among L2 speakers, EILF curricula need
to include far more examples of L2-L2 English interactions. Including examples of actual L2-L2
interactions will hopefully create an awareness that one important value of English is that it allows
individuals to communicate across a great variety of geographical and cultural boundaries and not
merely with speakers from Inner Circle countries.

Full Recognition Needs to Be Given to the Other Languages Spoken by English Speakers

For too long a good deal of ELT pedagogy has been informed by an English-only discourse. Yet
often bilingual speakers of English have a rich linguistic repertoire that they use to signal their per-
sonal identity and social relationships. Code-switching is an important means by which they do this.
Encouraging code-switching in EILF classrooms is beneficial in that it will provide equal status to all
of the languages learners speak and provide a context for students to investigate reasons for code-
switching. And most importantly it allows for a well-planned use of the first language as a means of
developing proficiency in English.

EILF Should Be Taught in a Way that Respects the Local Culture of Learning

In many instances globalization has led to the introduction of materials and methods that are not in
keeping with the local culture of learning. When this occurs, local teachers may be placed in a situ-
ation in which their credibility as competent teachers is challenged because they do not know about
some aspect of Western culture that appears in a textbook or they are encouraged to use group work
when this is not in keeping with typical student roles.

In summary, it is clear that present-day globalization, migration and the spread of English have
resulted in a great diversity of social and educational contexts in which English learning is taking
place. Because English is an international language, effective pedagogical decisions and practices
cannot be made without giving special attention to the many varied social contexts in which English
is taught and learned. An appropriate EILF pedagogy is one that promotes English bilingualism
for learners of all backgrounds, recognizes and validates the variety of Englishes that exists today,
and teaches English in a manner that meets local language needs and respects the local culture of
learning.

Note

An earlier version of this chapter appeared in Hornberger, N. H. & McKay, S. L. (Eds.) (2010) Sociolinguistics and language
education (pp. 89-115). Bristol: Multilingual Matters.
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Teaching English as a Foreign Language in Europe

Vivian Cook

Introduction

This chapter looks at two issues about the teaching of English as a foreign language (TEFL) that have
been become increasingly important in a European context in recent years, namely the Common
European Framework of Reference (CEFR) and English as lingua franca (ELF). Hence what is dis-
cussed does not necessarily apply to the majority of language teaching within any particular country
but reflects broad tendencies. These two issues represent language teaching traditions that have been
developed in Europe over many years and that have had a considerable impact on recent teaching
of English to non-native speakers. Both are in some ways connected to second language acquisition
(SLA) research, in others parallel developments.

Europe itself is not easy to pin down as a concept; the twenty-seven countries and twenty-three
working languages of the European Union—the political association of states—are not the same
as the forty-seven countries and two official languages plus two working languages of the Council
of Europe, a cultural body that promotes the CEFR among other activities. The UK is ambivalent
whether it is part of Europe; a possibly apocryphal English newspaper headline once announced
“Fog in Channel; Continent Isolated”. Language teaching policies and examination are primarily
determined by national ministries, paying more or less heed to the policies of the European Union
or the recommendations of the Council of Europe. Hence educational policies for language teaching
in the UK are seldom fully in step with those in other European countries, for instance the removal
of modern languages as a compulsory school subject after the age of fourteen.

A further preliminary is to tidy up the meaning of “foreign” in EFL. According to Howatt (2004)
the distinction between “foreign” and “second” language teaching started in English language teach-
ing in the 1950s. A typical European definition is provided by Klein (1986, p. 19):

“[F]oreign language” is used to denote a language acquired in a milieu where it is normally not
inuse ... A “second language” on the other hand, is one that becomes another tool of commu-
nication alongside the first language; it is typically acquired in a social environment in which it
is actually spoken.

140
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The distinction then embodies two distinct senses:

1. asocial dimension according to whether a language meets the learner’s current communica-
tive need or not; and
2. alocation dimension according to whether it is used in a native speaker milieu.

De Groot and van Hell (2005, p. 25) insist on a difference between European and North American
use of the terms, where the North American definition does not include sense (2). Stern (1983, p.
10) puts it that ““foreign language’ can be subjectively ‘a language which is not my L1’ or objectively
‘a language which has no legal status within the national boundaries’”; in other words a definition
that shifts between language as a mental individual property and language as a legal entity defined by
law (Cook, in press a). A more neutral term provided by some is English as an additional language,
describing children with a first language other than English.

A classic example of a second language then is Spanish learnt by a Japanese immigrant in Spain
for immediate use in daily life versus Spanish learnt as a foreign language by a Japanese student in
school in Japan with no use outside the classroom. Since the start of communicative language teach-
ing, this distinction became in a sense deferred as all learners were thought to be aiming at eventual
communicative use, hence it was more a matter of communication now in second language (L2)
teaching versus communication deferred in foreign language teaching. Nor are the two European
senses always compatible: waiters in London use Spanish as a lingua franca (Block, 2006), making it
a second language in London in sense (1) despite its absence from the surrounding milieu in sense
(2). A similar situation obtains for Italians in Toronto workplaces (Norton, 2000). To make matters
more complicated, most teaching of foreign languages in Europe is actually referred to as modern
language teaching, as opposed to teaching of the classical languages Greek and Latin. Indeed in the
UK, modern language teaching of say French and foreign/L2 teaching of English have had different
teaching traditions, career structures and teaching qualifications.

Cook (in press a) argues that the second/foreign distinction is past its sell-by date; it is rejected
by probably most current SLA researchers, for example Myles and Mitchell (2004, p. 2); it is mak-
ing a crude division into two types of learners and two types of situations, when a far more complex
analysis of both is needed; it does not address perhaps the most common use of English today—non-
native speakers in countries where it is not an official or indeed minority language using it to other
non-native speakers, say Arabic businessmen communicating with Arabic businessmen in different
countries through emails in English; a native speaker of English is not involved in 74% of tourist
encounters using English (Graddol, 2006).

What is the position of English in Europe? Apart from its geographical definition, the scope of
Europe varies from one context to another—the Eurovision song contest includes countries such as
Israel and Azerbaijan. Europe has never exactly been a cultural, religious or political unity, indeed
having had several internal wars in the twentieth century. Confining discussion to the European
Union, the twenty-seven current member countries have twenty-three official languages, such as
Italian and Latvian, and more than sixty indigenous regional or minority languages, such as Welsh
and Kashubian. In terms of sheer number of languages, this is only the tip of the iceberg; on one set of
calculations 438 languages are spoken in the EU (VALEUR, 2004-2007), on another 300 in London
alone (Baker & Eversley, 2000). In European primary schools, English is the most widely taught sec-
ond language except in Belgium and Luxembourg; in most European countries over 90% of second-
ary school children are taught English (EACE, 2008). To a large extent then second/foreign/modern
language teaching in most of Europe means the teaching of English.
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The CEFR

The crucial area in the applied linguistics of language teaching in the 1970s was undoubtedly sylla-
bus design. Until then specifying what learners were supposed to learn had largely been a matter of
describing the structures of the target language, say the present continuous tense he is driving, and
the situations in which the language was used, say the railway station ticket office—the structuraland
situational syllabuses used in classic coursebooks such as First things first (Alexander, 1967). In the
1970s various alternative proposals were put forward to make the syllabus more relevant to teach-
ing. Some suggested basing teaching on topics that people talked about such as food and jobs (Cook,
1975)—a topic syllabus; some advocated basing it on what the students wanted to do on a week to
week basis (Breen, 1984)—a process syllabus; or on how students interact in conversational structure
such as the sequence requesting/replying/thanking (Cook, 1978, 1980)—an interactional syllabus.

The most convincing alternative, which swept the world during the 1980s, was the notional-
functional syllabus proposed by David Wilkins (1972) in a working paper for the Council of Europe.
This set out the target for learning as a set of notions—ideas that the students could express such
as time—and functions—purposes for using language such as asking directions. Such syllabuses
became more and more elaborate, partly by ever-increasing lists of notions and functions, partly
by tying in the structures and vocabulary, again in long lists (van Ek, 1975). The overall aim of the
Council of Europe proposals was to get students through the threshold level (van Ek, 1975)—the
take-off point for independent use of the second language in a country where it is in use. Language
teaching then had the purpose of deferred L2 use. This view was instantiated in threshold level sylla-
buses for English (van Ek, 1975), French (Coste, Courtillon, Ferenczi, Martins-Baltar & Papo, 1976)
and eventually for a further thirty-four languages. It was found necessary to add a lower level known
as Waystage (Van Ek & Alexander, 1977). For a summary of the types of syllabus see Table 9.1.

Out of this background there emerged the Common European framework of reference for languages,
usually cited in its print version (CEFR, 2001). Its avowed intention is to implement the Recommen-
dation of the Council of Europe “to facilitate communication and interaction among Europeans of
different mother tongues in order to promote European mobility, mutual understanding and co-
operation, and overcome prejudice and discrimination” (p. 2), thoroughly worthy objectives with
which it would be hard to disagree. This leads CEFR to the concept of “plurilingualism”:

Plurilingualism differs from multilingualism, which is the knowledge of a number of languages,
or the co-existence of different languages in a given society. ... the plurilingual approach
emphasises the fact that as an individual person’s experience of language in its cultural contexts
expands, from the language of the home to that of society at large and then to the languages of
other peoples (whether learnt at school or college, or by direct experience), he or she does not

Table 9.1 Types of Syllabus

Syllabus type Description Examples

Grammatical Structural or phonological description and rules The present perfect—have + past
participle -en; the /p~b/ contrast

Situational The context of situation in which language is used Going to the dentist’s, the station

Topical The topics that people talk about in the language The weather, football

Process Whatever students request Subject to students’ requests

Interactional The structured moves of conversation Requesting/replying/thanking

Notional The concepts that people express through language Past time, possession

Functional The reasons for which people use language Complaining, stating
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keep these languages and cultures in strictly separated mental compartments, but rather builds
up a communicative competence to which all knowledge and experience of language contrib-
utes and in which languages interrelate and interact.

(CEFR, 2001, p. 4)

The CEFR is then the response to the recommendations of the Committee of Ministers of the Coun-
cil of Europe: “To ensure, as far as possible, that all sections of their populations have access to effec-
tive means of acquiring a knowledge of the languages of other member states” (Council of Europe,
1982).

So the CEFR is not concerned with the many languages found within a single national border,
whether indigenous say Finnish and Swedish in Finland or in local minority communities, say
the different languages spoken in the communities of Berlin or Lisbon. It is concerned solely with

Table 9.2 Common Reference Levels: Global Scale

Description Level Specification

Proficient user C2 Can understand with ease virtually everything heard or read. Can summarise
information from different spoken and written sources, reconstructing arguments
and accounts in a coherent presentation. Can express him/herself spontaneously,
very fluently and precisely, differentiating finer shades of meaning even in more
complex situations.

C1 Can understand a wide range of demanding, longer texts, and recognise implicit
meaning. Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneously without much
obvious searching for expressions. Can use language flexibly and effectively for
social, academic and professional purposes. Can produce clear, well-structured,
detailed text on complex subjects, showing controlled use of organisational
patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.

Independent user B2 Can understand the main ideas of complex text on both concrete and abstract
topics, including technical discussions in his/her field of specialisation. Can
interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes regular interaction
with native speakers quite possible without strain for either party. Can produce
clear, detailed text on a wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint on a topical
issue giving the advantages disadvantages of various options.

Bl Can understand the main points of clear standard input on familiar matters
regularly encountered in work, school, leisure, etc. Can deal with most situations
likely to arise whilst travelling in an area where the language is spoken. Can
produce simple connected text on topics which are familiar or of personal interest.
Can describe experiences and events, dreams, hopes and ambitions and briefly
give reasons and explanations for opinions and plans.

Basic user A2 Can understand sentences and frequently used expressions related to areas of most
immediate relevance (e.g. very basic personal and family information, shopping,
local geography, employment). Can communicate in simple and routine tasks
requiring a simple and direct exchange of information on familiar and routine
matters. Can describe in simple terms aspects of his/her background, immediate
environment and matters in areas of immediate need.

Al Can understand and use familiar everyday expressions and very basic phrases
aimed at the satisfaction of needs of a concrete type. Can introduce him/herself
and others and can ask and answer questions about personal details such as where
he/she lives, people he/she knows and things he/she has. Can interact in a simple
way provided the other person talks slowly and clearly and is prepared to help.
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languages across borders—the chance for citizens of one European country to communicate with the
citizens of another, say Germans with Portuguese. Plurilingualism is the ability of an individual to
function effectively in more than one European language. The emphasis is on being able to do things
with the language: “It describes in a comprehensive way what language learners have to learn to do
in order to use a language for communication and what knowledge and skills they have to develop
so as to be able to act effectively” (CEFR, 2001, p. 1). It is not concerned with traditional educational
advantages for learning another language, whether based on the improved cognition of the learners
or on understanding the literature of a foreign language.

The bulk of the CEFR therefore describes what it means to be able to communicate in a second
language. It is concerned with “communicative language competences” “which empower a person
to act using specifically linguistic means” (2001, p. 9), made up of linguistic, sociolinguistic and
pragmatic competences. In principle the CEFR applies to any of the languages of its member nations;
various adaptations have been provided for different countries over the years. It establishes a series of
levels, arising out of the earlier threshold level. Table 9.2 illustrates the levels at a global level.

The overall labels in Table 9.2 are basic user, independent user and proficient user, with two sub-
divisions at each level. These broad descriptions are split into understanding (listening and reading),
speaking (spoken interaction and spoken production) and writing, and presented in various ways,
such as in a self-assessment grid of “can-do” statements. For instance level A1 listening becomes: “I
can understand familiar words and very basic phrases concerning myself, my family and immediate
concrete surroundings when people speak slowly and clearly.”

The specification of levels is in itself hardly novel—at Ealing Technical College in London in the
1960s like most people we used a five-way division: Beginners, Elementary, Intermediate, Cambridge
Lower Certificate (now First Certificate) and Cambridge Proficiency. In the 1970s at North East
London Polytechnic we used the FSI (Foreign Service Institute) levels of proficiency, now known as
the ILR (Interagency Language Roundtable, 2009), which has four main levels 0, 1, 2, 3, with subdivi-
sions of “+” at each level. Similarly the widely used IELTS (International English Language Testing
System) Test has seven bands going from 3 to 9 (IELTS, 2009). What has distinguished the CEFR is
its aim of specifying levels across different languages rather than for English alone.

The main achievement of the CEFR is probably the detail with which the different proficiency
levels are spelled out through fifty-four sets of descriptors. For example the “domain” of “personal”
has a subdivision of location:

+ home: house, rooms, garden;
© own;

— of family;
— of friends;
— of strangers;

+ own space in hostel, hotel;
+ the countryside, seaside.

While “Free time and entertainment” is subcategorised into:

4.1 leisure;

4.2 hobbies and interests;

4.3 radio and TV;

4.4 cinema, theatre, concert, etc.;
4.5 exhibitions, museums, etc.;
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4.6 intellectual and artistic pursuits;
4.7 sports;
4.8 press.

In some ways the CEFR aims at a whole description of human existence, rather like Roget’s Thesau-
rus; any situation, subject matter, social relationship, use of language, interaction strategy or what-
ever has to be enumerated somewhere within its framework.

The CEFR is now widely used within the educational systems of European countries (EACE,
2008). The Council of Europe (2008) recommends: “all tests, examinations and assessment proce-
dures leading to officially recognised language qualifications take full account of the relevant aspects
of language use and language competences as set out in the CEFR”. It is directly linked to the national
syllabuses in over half the countries of Europe, ranging from Greece to Finland, Slovenia to Spain.
The UK national syllabus for primary schools claims “By age 11, they [i.e. children] should have the
opportunity to reach a recognised level of competence on the Common European Framework and
for that achievement to be recognised through a national scheme” (QCA, 2009). The languages lad-
der scheme in the UK relates its Breakthrough stage to CEFR Al and its Mastery level to CEFR C2
(CILT, 2007):

Syllabus designers, coursebook publishers and language test providers worldwide, including
Cambridge ESOL, seek to align their exams to the CEFR for reasons of transparency and coher-
ence; claims of alignment can also assist in marketing communications to try and gain a com-
petitive edge.

(Taylor & Jones, 2006)

Examinations are cross-referenced against the CEFR, though Figueras, North, Takala,Verhelst,
and Van Avernaet (2005) caution that this is no simple matter. Hence Cambridge Proficiency is
equated to CEFR C2 and First Certificate to B2 (Cambridge ESOL, 2009). From personal experience
as a teacher of English at both levels, this considerably overstates the Proficiency level and leaves no
room for improvement at university; many Newcastle MA students with first degrees in English are
undoubtedly unable to “produce clear, well-structured detailed text on complex subjects, show-
ing controlled use of organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices” (CEFR, 2001), as
required for the C1 level.

It is now common for British-based EFL (English as a foreign language) coursebooks to state their
aims in CEFR equivalents: Just Right (Harmer, 2004) claims to be CEFR B1, Move (Bowler & Par-
minter, 2007) to be A1-A2. Publisher’s catalogues sell books on their CEFR levels inter alia: the Long-
man Pearson English catalogue shows a CEFR tag for each book (Pearson, 2009), even if sometimes
this stretches from Al to Cl, as in the confidently titled Total English (Bygrave, Foley, Hall, Acklam,
Crace, Clare & Wilson, n.d.), though indeed most Longman courses claim similar coverage.

The CEFR has spun off the European Language Portfolio (ELP) (Council of Europe, 2009), which
allows people to present their language record to prospective employers etc. through a set of down-
loadable documents (CILT, 2007) and also to evaluate their own progress in learning a second
language; the adult UK version is some forty pages long. The crucial component is the Europass
Language Passport (http://www.coe.int/T/DG4/Portfolio/documents/Pass_2spr.pdf) on which the
person assesses their own performance for each language they speak in terms of “can-do” statements
related to the six CEFR levels under the broad headings understanding, speaking and writing. The
scales are presented in the usual grid, of which Table 9.1 is the simple version. A number of ELPs
have been developed in different countries using the CEFR descriptors “validated” by the Council of
Europe. It is hard to know to what extent the ELP is at present used by students and employers; in
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2008 1.6 million people downloaded the ELP documents (Europass, 2009), 20% of whom were Por-
tuguese, 15% Italian, 10% Spanish and 7% Finnish. The Europass is compulsory in higher education
in Poland (Ministry of National Education, Warsaw, 2007). However, some students find, compared
to other ways of doing curricula vitae (CVs), the Europass is “too rigidly bureaucratic and ‘like a
form™ and “time-consuming in the self-assessment of language skills” (Gattoni, 2005).

The CEFR has exerted considerable and growing influence over the teaching of English in Europe,
primarily at official governmental levels and in testing of students, seeping through to coursebooks
and classroom teaching. It is, however, a strange beast. It appears almost anonymously as a quasi-
governmental publication, written in a dense style all of its own, compounded of European bureau-
cratese, academic jargon and invented terms, in the tradition of minutely numbered taxonomic
lists such as Mackey (1965) or van Ek (1975), almost unreadable but giving an appearance of great
organisation. To take some examples, the CEFR term orthoepic competence meaning “the study of
the relationship between pronunciation and a system of writing or spelling” (OED, 2009) is certainly
neither the preferred term in current writing systems research nor one used in everyday English
speech; the CEFR’s list of intropunitive/extrapunitive/impunitive personality are hardly current terms
in applied linguistics; plurilingual and multilingual are given as synonyms in the OED rather than the
opposing terms of the CEFR seen above.

The CEFR (2001) claims to be “developed through a process of scientific research and wide con-
sultation”. The sources it cites are usually itself, i.e. the work of the Council of Europe; Figueras et al.
(2005, p. 265) claim that “the foundation of this quantification is empirical: the basic observations
were the judgements of teachers”. In other words it is not based on research in SLA, L2 teaching,
linguistics, psychology or other academic discipline, even if it draws indirectly on concepts in these
areas; its conceptual basis is unreferenced through academic sources. Due to its lack of academic
references, it appears like Topsy to have sprung into being full-formed from the minds of its crea-
tors. Its research base is the checking of descriptors by a group of teachers, equivalent to the claim
by advertisers of a washing powder that ten million housewives can’t be wrong. In language teaching
methodology it relates to traditional communicative language teaching, rather than to more recent
developments. It rests on the authority of a group of experts recruited from prominent language
teaching administrators. The simplicity of its basic approach with the six-level grid in Table 9.1 has
been overlaid by a vast mass of publications, reports and manuals from the Council of Europe and
national organisations, which have made it difficult to weave a way through the maze of mostly inter-
net resources, as the references below soon show.

To some extent you have to take it on its own terms or leave it alone. As a checklist for teaching, it
seems a reasonable way of designing a description of target language communicative competence; it
is however curiously sanitised—no mention of toilets, police stations or politics, crucial as these may
be to everyday living in another country. For practical purposes, because of the high regard given
to it by official authorities in different countries, it can no longer be ignored, whatever one thinks
of it. Traditionally language education has aimed at cultivating internal goals related to the social
and cognitive development of the students as well as external goals related to their ability to com-
municate with other people though a second language (Cook, 2007a). The CEFR often refers to the
other benefits that L2 learning brings: “it is a central objective of language education to promote the
favourable development of the learner’s whole personality and sense of identity in response to the
enriching experience of otherness in language and culture” (2001, p. 1). Yet it is hard to see which
parts of the reference scales in Table 9.1 refer to personal development. Intercultural awareness is
spelled out in one brief paragraph (5.1.1.3), with no checklist of descriptors: intercultural skills have
a brief paragraph (5.1.2.2) mostly concerned with the learner acting as a communicative intermedi-
ary. The CEFR comes across as utilitarian communicativism. What is needed, in the words of Mike
Byram (2009, p. 212), is “a way of thinking about the purposes of foreign language education which
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is more than a simple focus on utility and gain together with the image of tourists speaking English
wherever they go”.

In particular its key opposition of plurilingualism with multilingualism is at odds with other recent
trends, such as the lingua franca concept to be discussed in the next section. Languages are treated as
discrete objective entities; plurilingualism is an additive language A + language B model rather than
an integrative model where A + B yields a new possibility C made up of both languages interacting in
the same mind, i.e. multi-competence (Cook, 2007b). The aim is to create citizens of country X who
can speak the language of country Y, not a multilingual who combines citizenship of both in a way
different from either; the idea of nation states and their national languages is paramount. It serves
existing communities rather than creating a new community. Its concentration on the native speaker
as the goal of language teaching is out of step with goals based on the successful L2 user, such as the
Japanese national syllabus that aims at “Japanese with English abilities” (MEXT, 2003) or the Israeli
curriculum that “does not take on the goal of producing near-native speakers of English, but rather
speakers of Hebrew, Arabic or other languages who can function comfortably in English whenever it
is appropriate” (English Curriculum for Israel, 2002). While there are hints of this in the CEFR, the
overall impression is given that the successful learner speaks like a native speaker.

English as Lingua Franca

The other pan-European trend concerns the target and value of L2 learning. Is the goal to speak like
a monolingual native speaker of that language or is it to become a successful L2 user who uses it in
distinctive ways from native speakers? Inevitably this comes back to questions of politics: “That all
education is imbued with social, political and moral values ought to be self-evident, even though
contemporary terminology of ‘skills’ and ‘competences’ tries to hide this” (Byram, 2002). Some have
argued that the native speakers’ claims to be the only true speakers of the language gives them unjus-
tifiable power over non-native speakers so that the best the learners can do is to become successful
imitations of monolingual native speakers, perpetually doomed to an inferior position. Many or
indeed most L2 students struggle with a feeling of inferiority; at worst none of them will meet the goal
of passing for natives, at best a bare handful.

If you support a native speaker goal, you still have to decide which native speaker. In spoken lan-
guage, many accents of English are spoken by native speakers both in the UK and round the world.
English vocabulary varies from one place to another, what a Geordie calls a bairn, a Londoner calls
a child; what a New Yorker calls a cellphone, an English person calls a mobile. In English grammar,
there is still variation even if not so extreme; a black American speaker may leave out the copula He
great; a Dublin speaker may distinguish singular you from plural yiz. Only in the written language
and particularly in spelling is there a global consensus with limited variation according to British or
American style in a few words like color/colour and aluminum/aluminium. The status of these differ-
ent varieties has been a constant battle over the years, both for speakers of the non-prestige dialects
in the UK and for speakers of mostly ex-Commonwealth countries against the prestige varieties in
England. The discussion also skates over the issue that many speakers of English in England know
more than one language or dialect; it is possible to talk of British Indian English, British Chinese
English or London Jamaican English. Concentration on the dwindling monolingual section of the
population obscures the multilingualism of people not only in England but also in virtually all the
other countries of Europe.

It is virtually taken for granted that there is no question of teaching anything but the standard
prestige version, labelled variously Oxford English, BBC English or standard English, accompanied
by received pronunciation (RP). Yet the RP accent is spoken by about 3% of the population of Eng-
land (Trudgill, 2001). RP-based English language teaching is open to the complaint EFL students
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often made to me in London: “Why does nobody speak like this outside the classroom?” Within
Europe, unlike other areas of the world such as Sri Lanka (Canagarajah, 2005), the choice of which
native speaker of English to aim at is hardly discussed, certainly not within the CEFR; a national
standard language speaker is assumed to be the model for English students, usually from England,
sometimes from the United States, even if the students are seldom likely to encounter one. The vari-
ety that is taught reflects the perceived structure of English society and now seems fairly dated in that
RP accents, apart from media presenters, are rarely used in the modern spheres of business, celebrity
culture or indeed politics.

Setting aside the debate about which kind of English to adopt as a teaching target, what about
the peculiar status of English as a second language? According to De Swaan (2001), languages form
a hierarchy. At the bottom come peripheral languages such as Welsh and Finnish, which are used
by native speakers in fairly circumscribed localities for the full range of language functions—the
term Jlocal may be preferred as it sounds less discriminatory. Next come central languages such as
German in Germany used not only by native speakers but also by members of communities with
other languages living in Germany such as Turkish or Sorbian; these languages are used for a range
of function both for contacts between minority groups and the majority community and for contact
between members of different minority communities. Next come supercentral languages such as
Arabic and Japanese used across national boundaries for a limited range of functions, say Arabic for
religion or Japanese for karate. Finally come hypercentrallanguages, which are used everywhere for a
broad range of functions, of which there is currently only one example, English. Within Europe other
languages have been used in supercentral ways, such as German in the Austro-Hungarian Empire or
Russian in the old Soviet Union; Latin in the Middle Ages had a similar role across Europe for the
functions of religion and scholarship. This hierarchy is discussed more fully in Cook (2009).

Virtually all L2 teaching in Europe ascends the hierarchy by teaching a language of a higher group
than that of the students; hypercentral English is the most taught language in Europe, followed by
the central languages German in northern and eastern Europe, French in southern Europe, and Rus-
sian in the Baltic states and Bulgaria (Eurydice, 2005). In conventional terms, the English language as
spoken in, say, England or Canada is the goal, the language described in A grammar of contemporary
English (Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech & Svartvik, 1972), the Oxford English Dictionary (OED, 2009)
and An Introduction to the Pronunciation of English (Gimson, 1962). One goal of teaching English is
indeed to teach this idealised abstract entity—the English language. In this case the matter of lan-
guage target needs no further discussion. What the students end up with is a subset of native English,
appropriate for their needs but in principle identical to whatever the native speaker possesses in that
area. The target is no different from before, a national standard version of the language, even if it is
described more comprehensively, say by the CEFR, and is taught by novel methods.

But is hypercentral English actually the same as this standard English language spoken by natives?
For some years people have been claiming that English has escaped from the confines of English-
speaking countries so that it is used primarily by those who do not have English as a native language
and who do not need to converse with native speakers so much as with fellow non-native speakers;
“World English (WE) belongs to everyone who speaks it, but it is nobody’s mother tongue” (Rajag-
opalan, 2004, p. 111). Several varieties of English have been devised for particular international roles.
One is for non-native speakers accessing English-speaking media. The Voice of America uses Simple
English (VOA, 2009) and Wikipedia has a special section called Simple English Wikipedia (Wikipe-
dia, 2009), both of which are partly based on the Basic English list of 850 words devised by Ogden
(1937). Another is officially standardised forms of English used for jobs that stretch around the globe,
whether Standard Marine Communication Phrases (IMO, 2001) or the “Simplified English” used in
airplane maintenance manuals (Sarmento, 2005). These types of English are specific to international
professions regardless of whether the users are native speakers of English or not. Indeed it has been
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claimed that some native speaker pilots do not speak aviation English as well as non-natives (Alder-
son, 2009). Crucially these simplified Englishes are constructed and maintained by one person or by
an interested group; rather than emerging from the users, they are dictated by an authority, whether
right or wrong, rather like the CEFR. Simplified Englishes are not the same as hypercentral English;
they resemble supercentral languages in having a highly restricted set of speakers and a limited range
of functions rather than the unlimited sets of hypercentral speakers and functions.

This international English over the years this has been variously called Global English, English
as a world language, English as an international language and English as a medium of intercultural
communication, with various overtones—sometimes these are confusingly used by those who
deny the existence of a non-native-based variety to refer to the national native standard rather
than to the hypercentral non-native variety. The term “lingua franca” implies a particular atti-
tude to this variety as being both a non-native variety and one used for active communication:
“a ‘contact language’ between persons who share neither a common native tongue nor a com-
mon (national) culture, and for whom English is the chosen foreign language of communication”
(Firth, 1996). Approaches to ELF have explored both aspects of this definition: ELF as a variety
of English and ELF as a form of communication, which can be called the product and the process
approaches. To quote Cook (in press b): “Put in a nutshell, does an ELF learner acquire a specific
form like “When you will start practicing?” or do they acquire word order strategies that will yield
this sentence among many others?”

To start with ELF as product; what are ELF’s characteristics as a variety of English? As virtually all
description of English varieties or of L2 acquisition of English has been based on native speakers, the
nature of ELF has only recently started to emerge. Pioneer work by Jenkins (2007) looked at when
EFL students had problems with pronunciation. She claimed on this basis that teachers could teach
a “Lingua Franca Core” that concentrated on problems that non-natives had with comprehending
each other rather than those that natives had with non-native speakers. This would imply inter alia
concentrating on where to put the nuclear tone in the tone group rather than the choice of tone, i.e.
the difference between I love spinach, I love spinach and I love spinach, emphasising extra vowel length
before voiced consonants, say the different /1/s in bit and bid, and not bothering with the voiced/
voiceless “th” distinction /A~T/ as in them/theme. The phonology of ELF is different from that of
native English, or at least is potentially so if teaching allows it.

The description of the syntactic characteristics of ELF is starting to emerge from projects such as
the Vienna—Oxford International Corpus of English (VOICE, 2009) at the University of Vienna. This
is based on a corpus of about one million words of spoken ELF interactions from 1,250 ELF speakers
with approximately fifty different first languages collected from meetings, interviews etc., perhaps
the first attempt to analyse this variety from a large set of data. It is of course early days in that the
size is small, equivalent to the early Brown Corpus of English of the 1960s (Kucera & Francis, 1967)
rather than the 100 million of the British National Corpus (2009) or the two billion words of English
of the Oxford English Corpus (2009) derived from the web. The world-wide nature of ELF and its
diversity demands even bigger corpora than native English; there may indeed be multiple ELFs, not
just a single variety (Meirkord, 2004). VOICE is nevertheless a promising start, though one has to be
cautious about extrapolating from it too far.

Box 9.1 shows some of the characteristics of the ELF of VOICE, based on Seidlhofer (2004). Some
are already familiar to any EFL teacher in classroom use such as the omission of third person -s, he go,
and highly erratic use of articles: a research. Others seem equally obvious as soon as they are pointed
out, such as over-explicitness and redundant prepositions. But this is not of course a fair compari-
son. The VOICE data are collected from ordinary L2 use rather than the classroom. The classroom
is for learning the language not for using it. While it would be surprising if some aspects did not
carry over to the “real” world, the interesting thing is what ELF users do in their everyday functional
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Box 9.1
Features of ELF Grammar

+ “dropping” the third person -s;

+ confusing the relative pronouns who and which;

+ omitting definite a/an and indefinite the articles where they are obligatory in native
speech, and inserting them where they do not occur in native speech;

+ failing to use “correct” forms in tag questions, say using isn’t it? or no? instead of shouldn’t
they?;

+ inserting redundant prepositions, as in We have to study about ...;

+ overusing certain verbs of high semantic generality, such as do, have, make, put, take;

+ replacing infinitive to constructions with that-clauses, as in I want that ...;

+ being over-explicit, as in black colour rather than just black.

communication where the communication matters to them rather than in the classroom where a
mistake is a potential learning opportunity, not a failed deal.

The process ELF approach is exemplified by the extract shown in Box 9.2, taken from Firth (1991).
Two businessmen are negotiating in English about a consignment of cheese, one an Egyptian, one
a Dane. The recording is transcribed using conversational analysis conventions, e.g. capital letters
mean extra loud as in YES; pauses are given in seconds in brackets (1.5), colons mean extra length
ha:d.

Box9.2
Sample of ELF

((ring))
1. B:allo
2. H:yes hello Michael Hansen melko dairies Denmark “calling (-) can I please speak to mis-
ter Akkad
3.()
4. B: “hello mister Michael
5. H:is it Barat?
6. B:ye: (h)s, how are you (-) siz:r
7. H:well ’'m OK, but you ha:d tu- have some uh problems with the: cheese
8. B: uuuuuuhhhhh ((one-second sound stretch))
9. H: the bad cheese (-) in the “customs
10. (0.5)
11. B: “one minute (0.4) mister Akkad will talk (-) w[ith (-) you
12. H: [ok “yes
13. (1.5)
14. A: YES () mister Hansen#
15. H: hello: mister Akkad (-).hh we haf some informations for you about the cheese (-)
16. with the “blowing
17. A: “yes mister Hansen
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The pronunciation and grammar are clearly not those of native speech, as in haf (have) and infor-
mations (uncountable). Yet they understand each other well enough for the purposes of the con-
versation. The aim of the research is to look at how the interaction takes place between the partici-
pants. Partly this consists of learning on the wing, so to speak; the term blowing applied to cheese
was unknown to A in a previous conversation but is now used fluently. Partly it is reformulating;
problems with the cheese becomes bad cheese in the customs and then with the blowing. If there is a
communication problem, the participants solve it between themselves with nobody explicitly dis-
cussing language or acting as the controlling expert. This is far from the teaching situations mostly
described in ELF product research such as Jenkins (2007) or from the arbitrary abstract “tasks”
of task-based learning with no point in the outside-world; according to Firth and Wagner (2007),
it is “learning-in-action” in which community of practice is created “before our very eyes”, “LFE
[lingua franca English] is not a product located in the mind of the speaker; it is a form of social
action” (Canagarajah, 2007). Note that these businessmen are already highly proficient at English
and trusted to conduct such transactions by their companies. The English of the Danes comes from
college or university courses, doubtless on conventional lines. Thus a fair proportion of their English
skill comes from prior learning; the learning-in-action that takes place during business conversations
is presumably either the interactional skills of, say, reformulating or job- or task-specific vocabulary
such as blowing, probably unknown in this sense to all but cheesemongers. Indeed one assumes that
native speaker businessmen to have to acquire these skills on the job.

We can then contrast the CEFR with the product view of ELF with regard to language teach-
ing. The basis of the CEFR is the straightforward description of native speaker competence, albeit
executed in a highly idiosyncratic doctrinaire fashion; the basis of ELF is the description of a new
variety of English unrelated to native speakers. The aim of CEFR is to create plurilinguals who can
adopt the language and culture of another European country; the aim of ELF qua product is to create
speakers of a specific non-native variety who exist in a third space in between two cultures (Kramsch,
2009). Proposals for teaching and assessing the CEFR involve teaching this native variety and assess-
ing how well the students do compared to this native standard, parallel to the UK Adult ESOL Core
Curriculum (DfES, 2001) measuring success in terms of the standards for native speaker literacy
(DfEE, 2001).

The process version of ELF denies the assumption of both CEFR and the product ELF view that
a language description in whatever terms is appropriate for establishing the nature of non-native
speech or as the foundation of teaching and assessment materials. If ELF consists of a set of proc-
esses that the user can employ in real-world tasks, the goal is effective use of these tasks measured by
their real-world success—rather like the early uses of communication strategies research in language
teaching (Tarone, 1981). The three present very different, probably incompatible, solutions to the
issue of TEFL teaching: is Europe big enough to contain all of them?

Conclusions: Using Multi-Competence in Language Teaching

Much of the preceding discussion has been relying concepts drawn from the multi-competence per-
spective on SLA. This has developed over twenty years as a particular way of interpreting SLA that
can be applied to issues of acquisition, use and teaching of second languages, for example in Ortega
(2008) and Scott (2009).

Multi-competence is defined as “the knowledge of two languages in one mind”. This knowledge
is not the same as that of a monolingual native speaker, perhaps obviously in the second language as
generations of research into transfer and ultimate attainment have demonstrated (Jarvis & Pavlenko,
2007), but also less obviously in the first language, as detailed in the various papers in Cook (2003).
Indeed much current research has shown in addition that they do not “think” in the same ways
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as monolinguals (Cook & Bassetti, in press), affecting perception and categorisation among other
aspects.

The starting point for SLA is then the recognition that people who know second languages are
different from monolinguals. It is not that they know another language imperfectly; it is that they
have a complex language knowledge of their own. Hence multi-competence research started to use
the term L2 user, rather than L2 learner, as a recognition that they are achieving a state of their own
rather than perpetually trying to achieve an unattainable native speaker goal. There may indeed be
L2 learners who are not using the language apart from learning contexts in the classroom, say learn-
ers of English in China, but there are also vast numbers of L2 users who use it in their everyday lives
whether as a central language, a language for the tourist industry or a language for flying (and indeed
servicing) planes. The native speaker concept is a distraction from the reality of the distinctive nature
of L2 users, as maintained by Grosjean (2008) among others.

From the point of view of multi-competence, both the CEFR and ELF miss the point. Learning
another language is not just adding a new extension to your house but moving all the internal walls
about. The CEFR pays no attention to the transformation that L2 learning makes to the learner,
hence its overall utilitarianism compared to traditional humanistic language teaching. Product ELF
similarly sees the learner as acquiring another language system, not developing a new whole system
in which ELF plays its part in interaction with the other language systems in the mind. Process ELF
shows how the learners interact using a set of strategies but it does not describe learning as such
(partly because it denies any distinction between using and acquiring a language). Indeed if Danish
businessmen can do as well as they seem to on the basis of conventional language teaching, there
can’t be very much wrong with it as a launching pad for ELF use.

We need then to develop the programmes incorporated in the CEFR and ELF towards this view of
the independent L2 user. The target is not just someone who can go to another country and speak the
language like a native, it is someone who can successfully use the second language for the purposes of
their life and who has reaped the mental benefits of learning another language as well as its utilitar-
ian use. The CEFR and ELF represent some steps towards this goal but there is still far to go to see
language teaching that genuinely teaches second language for real-world L2 use.
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World Englishes

Contexts and Relevance for Language Education™

Yamuna Kachru

Introduction

The global spread of English has affected all domains of human activity from language in education
to international relations. As a result, it is crucial to understand the role that English plays, the status
that it has and the purposes it serves in different contexts—contexts that are different from where
the language originated and assumed its present form or where the language spread and became the
primary language of the majority population.

In order to study what English means and does, it may be useful to look at a particular construct
suggested in B. Kachru (1985) according to which the English-using world can be divided into three
concentric circles. This conceptualization is based not only on the historical context of English but also
on the status of the language and its functions in the different regions of the world. The Inner Circle
represents the traditional historical and sociolinguistic bases of English in the regions where it origi-
nated (e.g., England) and later spread and became the primary language of the majority population
(including Ireland, Scotland and Wales in the UK, the USA, Australia, Canada and New Zealand).

The Outer Circle comprises the former colonies or spheres of influence of the UK and the USA,
e.g., India, Kenya, Nigeria, the Philippines, Singapore, among others. There was no large-scale move-
ment of English-speaking populations to the Outer Circle, instead, a small number of administrators,
educators and missionaries were responsible for language spread among the indigenous population
in these countries. Now, the nativized varieties of English in these countries have achieved the status
of either an official language, or of an additional language widely used in education, administration,
legal system, etc., though the indigenous languages continue to be used in many domains of activity.
This change occurred over the past several centuries due to various sociocultural factors.

The Expanding Circle consists of countries that, though not directly colonized, gradually came
under Western influence and where English is fast becoming a dominant additional language in aca-
demia, business and commerce, higher education, media and science and technology. Examples are
the countries of the Arab world, Europe, Latin America and the Pacific, and China, Indonesia, Japan,
Korea, Malaysia and Thailand. In these areas, English does not have an official status, but is widely
taught and used for international communication.

The varieties of English used in all these Circles are referred to as world Englishes (WEs), the justi-
fication being that Englishes in the three Circles display variation in form, function, literary creativity
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and acculturation in the new contexts. The acculturation of the language is at all levels—phonology,
lexicon, syntax, discourse and literary creativity.!

The aim of this chapter is to present a brief survey of the state of research on WEs from the point
of view of teaching and learning of English in various regions of the world. The teaching of English
across languages and cultures has serious implications for institutions involved in four domains
of activity: (1) teacher training programs such as the Masters in Teaching English to Speakers of
Other Languages (MATESOL) and teacher certification in TESOL; (2) professional organizations
dedicated to the theoretical, methodological and pedagogical concerns of English language teaching
(ELT) professionals; (3) journals dedicated to the same concerns; and (4) the vast English language
textbook, reference book and language testing industry. I mention these in particular as they have the
most significant impact on ELT practices across all the Circles.

The chapter begins with some background observations. It may be helpful to the readers to outline
explicitly the perspective of researchers studying varieties of English around the world. That English
has acquired both a range and a depth unparalleled in human history is uncontroversial. By range is
meant the functional allocation of the language in intimate, social and professional domains by its
users, and by depth is meant the penetration of the language in various strata of society across cul-
tures and languages (B. Kachru, 1986a; B. Kachru & Nelson, 1996).

That English has developed a number of varieties in its diaspora is also beyond debate. Though
there is still vigorous debate on the status of Outer and Expanding Circle varieties and how to char-
acterize what is meant by “standard” in relation to varieties used in all the Circles, there is by now
a healthy tradition of research in them (see, e.g., Bolton & B. Kachru, 2006, 2007; B. Kachru, 2005;
Y. Kachru & Nelson, 2006; World Englishes journal issues 24(2) (2005) for profiles of eight lesser
known world Englishes, 24(4) (2005) for Russian Englishes, and 26(2) for Europe).? This research
is motivated by the fact that these varieties are increasingly being employed to various degrees in
educational and other domains in their respective regions.

There is, of course, debate on whether these varieties are on par with more established variet-
ies such as American English or not. The debate on standards and varieties, as researchers in WEs
believe, has just as much to do with attitudinal and ideological positions with regard to status of the
varieties as to an unwillingness to face the linguistic and acquisitional realities (Sridhar, 1994). One
clear evidence of attitudinal bias is provided by the instruments of testing proficiency in English
developed in the UK and the USA and used around the world (see Davidson, 1994; Lowenberg,
1992,1993,2001) and the research paradigms of second language acquisition (SLA) of the last several
decades prior to the end of the twentieth century.’

Following the background discussion, the research tradition is discussed in some detail. The rel-
evance of research in WEs to linguistics in general and educational linguistics in particular in the
context of teaching and learning of English across the world is considered. This relates to the debates
that have been generated by researchers in sub-fields of English studies such as English as a lingua
franca or global English(es) (see Seidlhofer, 2001, 2004, 2009; Jenkins, 2006, 2009; Murata & Jenkins,
2009), therefore, the relationship of WEs research to research within these approaches is explored.
The educational status of English in various regions is reviewed and the interesting question of the
future of English (Graddol, 1997) as a world language is examined. The chapter concludes with what
all these developments entail for the teaching and learning of Englishes in the coming decades.

Emergence of Varieties in Diaspora

The diaspora of English, as B. Kachru suggests (1992c), is of two types. The first arose as a conse-
quence of the migration of the English-speaking people and comprises Australia, North America and
New Zealand. The second resulted from the diffusion of English among speakers of diverse groups
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of languages in Asia, Africa, the Caribbean and other parts of the world. These two diasporas have
distinct historical, linguistic, sociological, pedagogical and ideological contexts.

The English language has undergone a number of linguistic processes—some similar, some quite
different—in both types of diaspora. These processes were set in motion as a result of the physical
context and patterns of settlement, for example, in the Inner Circle in North America and Australia.
Populations from various parts of Europe, and later from other regions of the world, arrived and
settled down next to each other in these countries of the Inner Circle. A composite language and
culture grew out of this various population that gave the varieties of the first diaspora their charac-
teristic structure. The evidence for this can be found, for instance, in the many features of African,
Native American and Hispanic idioms, metaphors and discourse strategies that have become a part
of American English. It is clear that varieties of Inner Circle English, such as American, Australian,
Canadian and New Zealand, emerged because of the processes set in motion by language contact.
The same factors are responsible for what occurred in the Outer Circle varieties such as Indian,
Nigerian and Singaporean.

In the early twentieth century, American English gave rise to the same attitudinal prejudices that
are now directed against the Outer Circle varieties, as is clear from the following quote from New
Statesman (June 25, 1927) in Mencken (1936, p. 33):*

[T]hat their [America’s] huge hybrid population of which only a small minority are even
racially Anglo-Saxons should use English as their chief medium of intercommunication is our
misfortune, not our fault. They certainly threaten our language, but the only way in which we
can effectively meet that threat is by assuming—in the words of the authors of “The King’s
English” [by H. W. and F. G. Fowler, Oxford, 1908] that “Americanisms are foreign words and
should be so treated.”

The only difference in the emergence of the two types of diaspora varieties is that in the case of the
first, the language was brought in by a significant number of immigrants from the Mother country
and adopted by other immigrants, initially mainly from Europe. In case of the second diaspora, the
language was brought in, one might say, by a handful of users of English, not all of them English-
speakers,® and transplanted in Africa, East, South and Southeast Asia and other so-called Anglo-
phone regions of the world. This one difference, however, leads to very different historical, sociocul-
tural and canonical contexts of development of varieties and their literatures in the second diaspora.
Thus the claim that the three Circles model is a geographic model (Yano, 2009b) is simplistic and
overlooks the details that crucially characterize the Circles.

Aims and Focus of Research

Researchers in WEs are interested in all aspects of the emergence, grammars, sociolinguistics, ideo-
logical issues, creative literatures and teaching and learning of WEs (see the collected papers in Bolton
& B. Kachru, 2006; B. Kachru, 1986a, 1992a; B. Kachru, Y. Kachru & C. Nelson, 2006; Schneider,
1997; Smith, 1987; Smith & Forman, 1997; Thumboo, 2001). They have worked on the historical
background of the dissemination of English in the world (e.g., Bamgbose, Banjo & Thomas, 1995;
Bautista, 1997; B. Kachru 1983 and ff.; Pakir, 1991a, 1991b, 1992, 2001; K. Sridhar, 1989, among oth-
ers). They are involved in studying the linguistic processes that are responsible for variety-specific
characteristics as well as common features among varieties of the language in different regions of
the world. These include phonological, lexical and grammatical processes, discourse strategies and
textual properties (see, e.g., Bokamba, 1992; B. Kachru, 1983, 1986a, 2005; Y. Kachru & Nelson,
2006; Y, Kachru & Smith, 2008; Lowenberg, 1986, 1991; Mesthrie & Bhatt, 2008; Smith, 1987; Smith
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& Forman, 1997; Thumboo, 2001). In addition, they are interested in investigating the sociocul-
tural contexts of use of English, particularly in the second diaspora (see B. Kachru, 1986a, 1992a; Y.
Kachru, 1993, 1995a, 1995b, 1997a; Nelson, 1992, K. Sridhar, 1991; Tawake, 1990, 1993; Valentine,
1988, 1991, 1995, 2001, 2006, among others). A great deal of attention is being paid to genres and
styles in WEs (V. Bhatia, 2006) and the uses of English in the media, advertising, and commerce (see,
e.g., Martin, 2006; T. Bhatia, 2006; Van Horn, 2006).

In view of the differing conventions of use and usage, intelligibility among the varieties is another
topic that has been explored to some extent. Several studies have been conducted to determine if the
claim regarding superior intelligibility of Inner Circle varieties can be sustained on the basis of empiri-
cal investigations (Frenck & Min, 2001; Smith, 1992; Smith & Christopher, 2001; Smith & Nelson,
1985; Smith & Rafiqzad, 1979). Another aspect of the intelligibility issue is that of the intelligibility of
indigenized varieties in their native settings (see B. Kachru, 1992b; Sridhar, 1994; and Sridhar & Srid-
har, 1986, 1992). As Sridhar (1994, p. 802) observes, accent, transfer from substratum languages, code-
mixing and switching, etc. are enriching resources in stable multilingual communities with shared
verbal repertoires. They are not an impediment to intelligibility; instead, they are as natural as style
or register switching in monolingual communities. Researchers in English as lingua franca and global
English(es) are also concerned with issues of intelligibility, but there the concern seems to be more
with establishing norms for educational goals than with exploring the nature of the phenomenon and
developing appropriate methodologies to study it (see Berns, 2008, for a critique of this approach).

Language contact and convergence in these regions have not only affected English, they have also
had an impact on the local languages. Therefore, researchers in WEs are interested in looking at the
two-way interaction between English and local languages to understand the effects of contact and
convergence. The interface of contact and convergence has been termed “nativization” (of English)
and “Englishization” (of local languages). Englishization of local languages has been discussed in
studies such as Baik (2001), Hsu (1994a, 1994b, 2001), B. Kachru (1979) and Shim (1994).

Most users of English in these regions (i.e., Africa, Asia) are bilinguals, or even multilinguals (I
will subsume “bilingual” under “multilingual” and will use “multilingual” to indicate both categories
henceforth). A great deal of WE research focuses on the language use of multilinguals. For example,
considerable work has been done on code repertoire of multilinguals and the phenomena of code-
mixing and switching (Bautista, 1990, 1991; T. Bhatia & Ritchie, 1989, 1996; Bhatt, 1996; B. Kachru,
1978; Kamwangamalu, 1989; Kamwangamalu & Li, 1991; Pandey, 2001, among others).

It has been demonstrated beyond controversy that all Outer Circle varieties have a standard, or
“acrolectal,” form, which is mutually intelligible among all English-using populations. The characteris-
tic features of the acrolectal forms within regions/national boundaries—whether they have been codi-
fied or not—are widely attested in highly literate domains of use, e.g., the domains of academia, creative
literature, diplomacy, higher administration, media, etc., and have been looked at (e.g., Baumgardner,
1993; Bautista, 1997; B. Kachru, 1983; Llamazon, 1969; Pakir, 1991b and 2001; Rahman, 1990).

The teaching and learning of English in the Outer and Expanding circles is one sub-topic within
the range of topics that WE research focuses on (Brown, 1993, 2001; Brown & Peterson, 1997; B.
Kachru, 1995¢, 1997b;Y. Kachru, 1985a, 1985b, 1997b). This research is informed by the findings of
the fields of first and second language acquisition (FLA and SLA), ethnography of communication,
literacy, psycholinguistic, multilingualism, neurolinguistics and other relevant fields. A large body
of research is devoted to how fluent, proficient users of the varieties use them in administration,
business, diplomacy, education, law, literary creativity, politics, religion and other spheres of human
activity (see, e.g., papers in Baumgardner, 1996b; V. Bhatia, 1997; B. Kachru, 1992a; Pandharipande,
2001; Smith, 1987; Smith & Forman, 1997; Thumboo, 2001).

All institutionalized varieties have a body of literature that is useful for teaching language as well
as the culture of the region. For readers across languages and cultures one resource for gaining
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familiarity with the varieties of English in the second diaspora is the literature created in them.
Appreciation of literary creativity in WEs makes it hard to maintain prejudicial attitudes toward
what is perceived as “non-standard” because it is unfamiliar. Some research has been devoted to
classroom utilization of WE literatures for raising consciousness about the multicultural identity of
WEs (see, e.g., Courtright, 2001; B. Kachru, 1986b, 1995a, 1995b, 2001, 2005; Nelson, 1992; Smith,
1992; Tawake, 1990, 1993; Thumboo, 1985, 1986, 1988, 1991, 1992; Thumbo & Says, 2007).

There is, of course, variation within regional varieties, such as South Asian English or West African
English, and national varieties, such as Singaporean English, just as there is dialectal and diatypic
variation within the English-speaking populations of Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the UK and
the USA (McArthur, 1992). The basilectal, or pidgin-like forms, and the mesolectal, or colloquial
forms, which may or may not be mixed with substratum language forms, are used for various pur-
poses in the Outer and Expanding Circles, just as various speaker and speech types are used by Inner
Circle speakers and writers. The focus of research, however, is not on just this variation and relating
it to theories of acquisitional deficiency. Rather, the interest is in the functional allocation of the
varieties within the English-using communities (see, e.g., Bamiro, 1991; B. Kachru, 1986a; Taiwo,
1976; Tay, 1993).

A great deal of attention is directed toward the communicative needs of the users that underlie the
observed linguistic differences between the Outer and Expanding Circle varieties as compared to the
Inner Circle ones (see, e.g., research in corpus linguistics; also the discussions in the sphere of literary
creativity in Bolton & Kachru, 2006; Dissanayake, 1985, 1990; B. Kachru, 1992b, 1995a, 1995b; Y.
Kachru, 1998b; Thumboo, 1985, 1986, 1992).

It is obvious from the research areas described above that the WEs paradigm is inclusive, in terms
of topics that are investigated, and the subdisciplines of linguistics that have been found to be rel-
evant to investigate the varieties and their properties.

The Relevance of WE as a Field of Research

The relevance and implications of WEs for linguistic theory are many as has been discussed since the
1960s. First, ways have to be found to build in variation instead of idealization of a linguistic system.
Related to this, the whole idea of “native speaker” has to undergo drastic revision—linguists have
to be able to think not in terms of native and non-native speakers of English, but of native users of
different WEs. The notion of one standard language—the Queen’s English, or American English—
has to change; there are now multiple standard Englishes (Australian, Canadian, Caribbean, New
Zealand, Indian, Nigerian, Philippine, Singaporean and others). Some of these have grammars and
dictionaries; others are developing them. It is worth remembering that language is not dependent
on grammars and dictionaries; “English” English existed long before it was codified in a dictionary
or a grammar.

Another fascinating area of research for English studies is how the spread and use of English
world-wide is changing the meaning potential of the language.® Just as once borrowing and adapta-
tions from European (especially, first French, following the Norman conquest, and subsequently, the
classical languages such as Greek and Latin) expanded the meaning potential of English, borrowings
and adaptations from Asian and African languages, and languages of the Pacific (e.g., Maori) are
changing the semantic range of English (Halliday, 2006).

To give one example, the English lexical item religion to capture the notion of dharma (Sanskrit)
and din (Arabic), or God to translate Brahman (Sanskrit) and Allah (Arabic) has extended the mean-
ing potential of these lexical items. The wide use of karma, avatar(a) and the phonologically adapted
from juggernaut (from jagannaath “Lord of the universe,” all from Sanskrit) have extended the mean-
ing potential of English as they bring in new conceptual entities. A very interesting example of this
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phenomenon is the use of the Sanskrit greeting namaste “I bow to you” in some African American
churches in the USA.” It is not only at the lexical level, but also at the level of total range of making
meaning that English is expanding its meaning potential as it is used world-wide in contexts that are
new to the language, e.g., in political, diplomatic, economic and commercial negotiations among
speakers from the three Circles and in cultural exchanges, illustrated by the popularity of hip-hop
world wide (Lee, 2006).

Research in SLA could benefit from reevaluating the usefulness of the concepts of native speaker,
linguistic competence, transfer, interlanguage and fossilization in the context of acquisition of addi-
tional languages. The pronounced monolingual bias in SLA research has so far excluded a large
population of multilingual speakers of languages from playing any role in such research in the mul-
tilingual contexts in which most people live. Current paradigms of research are hardly conducive to
producing scientific knowledge of SLA constrained as they are by the “language myths of Europe.”
They inhibit generation of alternative perspectives on SLA that multilingual contexts provide
(Y. Kachru, 1994). To take just one example, many languages of wider communication (LWC),
including English (in the Outer Circle), modern standard Hindi (in India) and Swahili (in East
Africa) are used essentially by populations who are almost exclusively multilinguals. They speak
one language in their communities and another in educational, administrative, professional and
other wider contexts where many communities may interact." SLA theories at this point have hardly
anything relevant to say about the acquisition of these LWCs (Y. Kachru, 1996), since they have a
large number of speakers but no well-defined body of “ideal native speakers.” The question naturally
arises as to how we can afford to ignore such a wide-spread phenomenon and still claim to formulate
“universal” theories.

Claims of universalism in linguistic and SLA theories at this point are meaningless. It is a greater
pity since a wealth of data is available in Outer and Expanding Circle Englishes for the unbiased
researcher to formulate adequate theories of human linguistic capacity in general and additional
language acquisition in particular. As Sridhar (1994, p. 803) observes:

What we need is a more functionally oriented and culturally authentic theory, one that is true
to the ecology of multilingualism and views the multilingual’s linguistic repertoire as a unified,
complex, coherent, interconnected, interdependent, organic ecosystem, not unlike a tropical
rain forest.

As B. Kachru (1990) points out, WEs provide the most extensive “laboratory” to date for applied lin-
guistic and sociolinguistic research. Observation and analyses in this laboratory could bring impor-
tant SLA concepts and claims into focus, and also bring serious gaps to light.

Lingua Franca and Global Englishes

It is useful at this point to consider the terminological debates regarding English as lingua franca,
global English(es) and WEs. The term lingua franca has been used to characterize the global func-
tions of the English language (e.g., James, 2000; McArthur, 2001; Seidlhofer, 2001) and there are
attempts to define the core (e.g., Jenkins, 2000 is an attempt to do so in the area of the sound system)
of this lingua franca English. There is also a characterization of lingua franca English as the language
used by speakers of other languages when they get together to negotiate diplomatic or political issues
in contexts such as those of the business of European Union. This definition excludes some users and
uses of English. Besides, the label, lingua franca, does not capture the phenomenon of WEs for several
reasons, as has been explained in many papers on this topic (e.g., B. Kachru, 1996, 2005; Phillipson,
2008; see also, Kahane & Kahane, 1979, 1986). Consider the case of English as used in the member
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states of the European Union. Euro-English (Cenoz & Jessner, 2000, p. viii; Modiano, 1996) is not
just a language used for utilitarian purposes of business, commerce and tourism; it also serves as a
medium of academic, cultural, diplomatic, legal, political and scientific-technological discourses. In
view of its mathetic function (i.e., functions related to knowledge creation and dissemination), Euro-
English is no more a lingua franca in the term’s original sense than are South Asian, Singaporean or
West African Englishes. In fact, all these Englishes, including Euro-English, exhibit internal variation
as well, based on geographical and ethnic factors.

Recently, it has been claimed that lingua franca English or Englishes is a sub-field of research
within the framework of WE research that concentrates exclusively on the communicative needs
of people of different backgrounds coming together for conducting the business of the European
Union, such as resolving issues between members of European Union, or negotiating wording of
regulations, etc. (see Berns, 2009; Seidlhofer, 2009). The notion of a lingua franca English in Europe
is thus analogous to lingua franca Englishes in Asia, Africa, Middle East, Latin America and other
parts of the world (Yano, 2009a). These are all legitimate fields of sociolinguistic research, but trying
to codify lingua franca Englishes for educational purposes seems to be of doubtful value in the long
run, as Phillipson (2008) observes. These Englishes will continue to evolve as the membership of
these regional groupings shift and reconfigure and the future of lingua franca Englishes will depend
on the continuing usefulness of such regional groupings.

What has attracted researchers to the WEs perspective is that it strongly suggests, to quote McAr-
thur (1993), “the democratization of attitudes to English everywhere on the globe” and “dissolves the
trinity of ENL, ESL , EFL nations.” Bolton (2006, p. 240) continues, in the same vein:

[The WE perspective] has been characterized by an underlying philosophy that has argued for
the importance of inclusivity and pluricentricity in approaches to the linguistics of English
worldwide, and involves not merely the description of national and regional varieties, but many
other related topics as well, including contact linguistics, creative writing, critical linguistics,
discourse analysis, corpus linguistics, lexicography, pedagogy, pidgin and creole studies, and
the sociology of language.

Global English(es) has been used in many different ways by many different experts in computers,
media, sociology, politics, economics and other fields. Global Englishes in the plural has been used in
the same way as WEs to indicate the global use of English in many recent publications. Global English
in the singular, however, has come to designate the use of the language in the process of globaliza-
tion, e.g., restricted to the economic domain (Halliday, 2006).

Future of WEs

The spread and functions of WEs are expanding; simultaneously, the domains of use of other contend-
ers or languages of wider communication seem at this point to be shrinking (Phillipson, 2003, 2008).
This is especially true of erstwhile European languages of wider communication such as French and
Spanish in Africa and Southeast Asia, if we look at the favored language choice for a range of domains
in these regions. The same is true of other languages, such as the Scandinavian languages and German,
in certain domains in Europe (Phillipson, 2006). As far as various other LWCs are concerned (e.g.,
Arabic, Chinese and Hindi-Urdu), they are as yet providing no serious challenge to WEs.

We will look here at one candidate out of the three mentioned above, that is Chinese. Chinese is
a dominant language in East and Southeast Asia for cultural and political, and increasingly, for eco-
nomic reasons. China is making a concerted effort to encourage the teaching of Chinese (Mandarin)
in its sphere of influence in Asia and increasingly, in Europe and the USA. Graddol estimates that the



162 « Yamuna Kachru

number of students of Mandarin world-wide will be 30 million within a decade or so (2006, p. 63),
whereas the Office of Chinese Language Council International estimates that there are more than 40
million people learning Chinese world-wide now and the projection by the Ministry of Education of
the Peoples’ Republic is that by the year 2010, there will be approximately 100 million non-Chinese
worldwide learning Chinese as a foreign language.’ These figures do not come even close to the pro-
jected estimate of learners of English in the next decade or two (two billion; Graddol, 2006, p. 100).
This number includes children who will start learning English in primary school, if the policies being
instituted in almost all the nations of the world take effect as planned. It is worth noting that as China
attempts to foster the teaching of Chinese in Asia and the West, more Chinese children and adults
are learning English as well.

This means WEs will remain a highly valued medium of wider communication for the next few
decades to come. There will be more blending and fusion of different Englishes in many domains.
They will include the influence of African-American English in hip-hop and other genres of popu-
lar music (see, e.g., Lee, 2006; Moody, 2001; Moody & Matsumoto, 2003; Thompson, 2002; World
Englishes, 25(2), 2006), and that of American English in several domains, including those of academia,
business, commerce and finance. The influence of American English now is felt in Britain and other
nations of Europe as well as South and Southeast Asia, China, Japan, Korea and Latin America (B.
Kachru, Y. Kachru & C. Nelson, 2006; Hilgendorf, 1996; Matia, 2007; and Modiano, 1996 on Europe).

In view of these facts, a reasonable projection is to suggest that the depth and range of use of WEs
will continue to grow at least for the foreseeable future with serious challenges to our current ideas
in several domains of life, including those of national and cultural identity, and practices in English
language teaching.

WEs and the Language Classroom

In any context of language learning and teaching, the issue of what to learn or to teach is bound to
arise. In the case of ELT, the debate in recent decades has been about which English to aim for. For a
majority of ELT experts in the Inner Circle as well as some members of Outer and Expanding Circle
the competing standards are still British or American English. Other members of the Outer Circle,
however, have started challenging the exocentric norms and rethinking the question of standards
influenced by the WEs perspective (see Bamgbose, 1992; Gill & Pakir, 1999; B. Kachru, 1985, 1991;
Pakir, 1991b, 1997; Sakai, 2005).

It is understandable as it is no longer believed that people in China or India or Japan or Nigeria
learn English to interact with users of English from the Inner Circle, English is basically used by
people of Outer and Expanding Circle interacting with each other within or outside their respective
Circle. In an overwhelming majority of contexts, no one from the Inner Circle is either involved or
even relevant.

The fear that development of multiple endocentric norms would result in a Tower of Babel is also
losing credence. The American, Australian, British, Canadian and New Zealand norms differ signifi-
cantly in some respects, yet the observed and documented differences present no barrier to mutual
interaction. Moreover, as numerous English experts have documented, varieties within a small com-
munity of speakers such as England are not always mutually intelligible to each other.

In recent years the trend in intellectual fields related to language study has been toward a shift
from communicator to message to receiver to context (Dissanayake, 1997; Pakir, 1997). Pluricentric
languages such as Chinese, English, French and Spanish are likely to give rise to different norms in
different geographical regions (Clyne, 1992). The sociolinguistic profile of WEs suggests that just as
the Inner Circle shows a range of variation in its regional and social dialects, so do the Outer and
Expanding Circles. And these varieties have functions within their sociocultural contexts. Therefore,
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it is neither possible nor desirable to impose any rigid linguistic norm on the entire world. Pakir
(1997) describes the situation in Singapore; similar phenomena can be and have been documented
for South Asia, Africa and other parts of the English using world (e.g., Bamiro, 1991; B. Kachru,
1986a; Owolabi, 1995).

The question naturally arises: if each region using English for its purposes develops its own variety
of English, how can there be any mutual intelligibility among them? Research has shown that no
particular variety is in a privileged position as far as mutual intelligibility is concerned. The more
varieties one is exposed to, the more one learns how to accommodate the differences in accent, lexi-
cogrammar and discoursal strategies (Smith, 1992). And it is becoming easier to get acquainted with
more and more varieties of English through the media as the new century advances. The resources of
internet and cable news are examples of two channels through which one can get exposure to almost
all varieties of English.

Research studies in the fields of grammatical description (e.g., Baumgardner, 1993, 1996b; Bau-
tista, 1997; Cheshire, 1991, B. Kachru, 1983; Lowenberg, 1984; Platt & Weber, 1979; Rahman, 1990;
Simo-Bobda, 1994, among others) are documenting the phonological, lexical and grammatical
features of WEs. Dictionary making has woken up to the usefulness of documenting the immense
impact of language contact on the lexicon of English and there are several attempts at incorporat-
ing items from different regional Englishes into the mainstream dictionaries of Inner Circle variet-
ies (Encarta World English Dictionary, 1999 had consultants for East Africa, Hong Kong, Hawaii,
Malaysia-Singapore, South Africa, South Asia, UK Black English and US African-American English;
The Macquarie Dictionary, 1997 has lexical items from South-East Asian Englishes, e.g., Malaysia,
Singapore and the Philippines). Dictionaries and partial lexicons of different WEs are also being
compiled and published for wider dissemination (e.g., Allison, 1996; Baumgardner, 1996a; Butler,
1997; Hawkins, 1984; B. Kachru, 1973, 1975; Lewis, 1991; Muthiah, 1991; Pakir, 1992; Rao, 1954,
among others).

The international corpus of English (ICE) project, initiated in late 1980s (Greenbaum, 1990, 1991;
Greenbaum & Nelson, 1996) will, it is projected, result in several descriptive studies of WEs on the
basis of corpora gathered in 15 different countries from the three Circles (Nelson, 2004).

Studies on discourse conventions—spoken as well as written—are yielding valuable insights
into how English is used as a medium of communicating different sociocultural practices
(T. Bhatia, 1992; D’souza, 1988; Gumperz, 1982; Y. Kachru, 1987, 1991, 1993, 1995a, 1995b, 1996,
1997a, 1997b, 1998a, 1999, 2001a, 2001b, 2001c, 2003; Y. Kachru & Smith, 2008; Nwoye, 1992;
Valentine, 1988, 1991).

Finally, English teachers are looking at literary works created in African, Indian, Singaporean and
other varieties for making participants in their classes aware of the cultural meanings of WEs (Cour-
tright, 2001; B. Kachru, 1986b; Tawake, 1990, 1993).

The survey above and studies such as B. Kachru (1997b) suggest that there are enough resources
for imaginative use in the teaching or learning of WEs. For instance, Hannam University and Open
Cyber University in Korea have introduced and are developing internet as a resource for teaching
WEs to Korean learners of English (Jung & Min, 2002; Shim, 2002). Both sets of teachers are collect-
ing materials from the websites of all the three Circles of English and preparing appropriate units for
language teaching based on these materials.

There is, however, a great deal of work to be done before all those involved in ELT world-wide feel
comfortable with the paradigm shift that teaching and learning WEs signals. Applied linguistics and
ELT professionals have yet to take a principled stand and prepare themselves to incorporate the WEs
perspective into their academic practices. These then will have an effect on the education policy mak-
ers and educational authorities will then be able to adopt an appropriate stance toward the teaching
and learning of English.
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One of the key areas to bring about a change in the current practices of ELT profession is that
of EL teacher training. Almost no teacher training program in the Inner Circle at this point
has a component of making trainees aware of world varieties of English (B. Kachru, 1997a; Vavrus,
1991). A pilot project started at Portland State University throws interesting light on what the
consequences are when a serious component of world Englishes is introduced in a certificate or
masters program of training teachers in English as a second language or TESOL (Brown & Peter-
son, 1997). The aim of the project was to see how the prior knowledge structures of trainees in such
programs undergo modification as a result of their introduction to the key areas of research on
WEs.

The findings of the project made it obvious that before and after the four-hour exposure to WEs
concepts, the students had a very simplistic conceptual structure of the phenomenon. After the
quarter long three-credit course, however, the trainees showed awareness of the three Circles of
English and their three different historical and sociocultural contexts of development.

Many of the trainees come to the TESOL programs from language and literature departments
as TESOL is not generally an undergraduate program. More language and literature departments,
therefore, have to incorporate WE literatures (or, various Spanish, French, Portuguese or Chinese
literatures, as the case may be) in their undergraduate curricula to sensitize students to the issues
raised by LWCs. Universities in India have started including WE literatures in their undergradu-
ate English literature curricula and several universities in the USA have made options available in
“ethnic” literatures (e.g., African-American, African, Asian-American, Indian or South Asian).
Awareness of differences resolves many issues of prejudice and resistance to variety and myths about
standards and “ownership” of the language (Widdowson, 1994).

Conclusion

In conclusion, the WE research community is anticipating a paradigm shift in the teaching and
learning of English in the Inner, Outer and Expanding Circles that will bridge the gap between
sociolinguistic reality and prevailing myths about English, and the “native” speakers and “other”
users of English. The emphasis is on inclusiveness of the global fellowship of the English-using
populations.

It is encouraging to see the awareness of the complex issues of contexts, cultures, identities, etc.
involved in the development of WEs in some recent work (Hinkel, 1999, 2005). This awareness is
reflected in studies that deal with descriptions of English as an international language (e.g., Jenkins,
2000) and those that emphasize the communicative language teaching methodologies based on the
relationship between context and communicative competence in particular social and cultural set-
tings (e.g., Berns, 1990; Savignon, 2002).

Researchers in WEs are striving for adopting the perspective identified in the following quote
(Davis, 2010):

Philosophical inclusivity in linguistic description is not the only way in which the history of
world Englishes may influence our present practice as linguists. It may be that inclusivity exists
in language use at a more fundamental level, when pragmatic needs outweigh ideology suf-
ficiently to give speakers the courage to take trans-lingual and trans-varietal communicational
risks and the compassion to hear and create understanding from these attempts.

As language educators, we have to hope this will not be true of linguists only; language teachers and
learners will also recognize the essential soundness of this perspective.
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Notes

* This is a substantially revised and updated version, introducing several new topics, of my chapter in the first volume of

this handbook. I am grateful to Larry E. Smith and Stanley Van Horn for their comments on an earlier version of this
chapter.

1. For a succinct description of the conceptualization of WEs, see B. Kachru (1997b). See also B. Kachru and Nelson (1996).
For acculturation of English in Asia and Africa, see the references cited in appropriate sections of this chapter, Bolton and
Kachru (2006, 2007); B. Kachru (2005); and Y. Kachru and Nelson (2006).

2. World Englishes journal 24(2) contains profiles of Englishes in Costa Rica, Kenya, Macedonia, Mongolia, Poland, Puerto
Rico, Russia and Turkey; 24(4) contains papers on various aspects of the nature, functions and teaching of English in Rus-
sia; and 26(2) contains papers on English in Norway, Macedonia, Germany , Finland, “Frenglish” in France, the Nether-
lands and Sweden. The topics covered range from English in media to youth culture and code-switching to cultural contexts
of specific regions.

3. These issues have already been addressed in a number of studies and also briefly discussed in an earlier chapter in the first
edition of the present volume (Y. Kachru, 2005). The relationship of research in WEs to research in SLA has also been dis-
cussed in Y. Kachru (2005) in some detail and hence need not be repeated here.

4. New Statesman was reacting to an International Conference in English that was held in London, but the call for it had come
from the American side of the Atlantic.

5. Many of the agents of the spread of English in the former colonies came from various parts of the British Isles and Western
Europe. Many English medium schools were and are still run by Belgian, Dutch and other missionary organizations all over
the world. As Mesthrie (1992, p. 29) observes, the SAIE (South African Indian English) developed as a distinct variety as a
result of several factors, including “the teaching of English by a French-speaking missionary to Tamil-speaking children via
the medium of a Zulu-based pidgin.”

6. In Halliday’s framework, the central notion is “meaning potential” defined in terms of culture: what people can mean and
can do. Biologically, all humans are alike in their capacity for language acquisition. However, we learn our first language(s)
“in the context of behavioural settings where the norms of the culture are acted out and enunciated” (Halliday, 1978, p. 23).
Language is thus the primary means of cultural transmission whereby social groups are integrated and the individual finds
a personal and, subsequently, a social identity (Halliday, 1973). The context of culture defines the potential, or the range of
possibilities, and the context of situation determines the actual, or the choice that takes place (Halliday, 1973). This is true
of linguistic structure as well as rhetorical patterns. Language is not a set of isolated sentences, it is an interrelated set of texts
in which meaning potential is actualized: people express meanings to realize some social goal.

7. Watch the sermon by Pastor Eddie D. Smith Sr where he explains the meaning of namaste as “The divinity in me bows
to the divinity in you” and points out that if the African Americans use this greeting, they will not be able to commit acts
of violence against each other easily: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=izzNFCtFyyY &feature=related (accessed July 21,
2010).

8. In the Indian tradition, there was a distinction made between sanskrit (cultured, refined) and prakrit (natural, unsophis-
ticated) forms of language beginning in the pre-Buddhist times (i.e., prior to 500 BC). In the Greek and Roman tradition
(McArthur, 1998), Greek spoken by the upper class in Attica, including Athens, was the language of oratory and thus the
focus of teaching oratory, the common dialects of the non-Attic populations was not highly valued. Cicero made a distinc-
tion between city usage, country usage and foreign usage, where the first had the most quality and prestige, the second less
s0, and the last one was “to be deplored” (McArthur, 1998, p. 163). In many parts of the Chinese-speaking world, a majority
of the population speaks one of the dialects (e.g. Cantonese, Hokkien, Taiwanese) but learns and functions in Mandarin
Chinese. In the Hindi belt of India, people speak one of the dialects of the Hindi region, e.g., Awadhi, Bhojpuri, Braj, Gar-
hwali, Kumauni, Magahi, etc., at home and in their intimate domains, but are educated and function in the larger context
in modern standard Hindi. Some of these so-called dialects of the Hindi area are mutually unintelligible and have very
different grammars from each other and from Standard Hindi, and have developed hybrid varieties in their border regions
where they are constantly in contact.

9. The source for the figure of 100 million learners of Chinese by 2010 is the following website: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Confucius_Institute (accessed October 31, 2009)
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Approaches and Methods in Recent
Qualitative Research

Linda Harklau

This chapter profiles trends in qualitative research on second language teaching and learning since
2003. It includes research studies in peer reviewed journals indexed in Linguistics and Language
Behavior Abstracts that were characterized primarily or solely as qualitative. The review focuses on
studies using naturalistic language data sources, often deemed a fundamental property of qualitative
research (see, e.g., Belcher & Hirvela, 2005). It thus excludes studies characterized as experimental
or quasi-experimental that featured control and treatment conditions, and that elicited data through
questionnaires, language tests, or other instruments. Also excluded are studies that featured both
quantitative and qualitative analysis of naturalistic linguistic data from corpuses since contextualiza-
tion is often deemed an inherent characteristic of qualitative research (see, e.g., Belcher & Hirvela,
2005). It must be acknowledged, however, that such distinctions are not always clearcut.

Profile of Recent Research

With over 230 research reports in major publications over the past six years, qualitative work in sec-
ond language acquisition (SLA) is clearly robust. It routinely appears in major international journals
including Applied Linguistics, Language Learning, Modern Language Journal, and TESOL Quarterly.
English remains by far the most studied target language in this work with over 110 studies identified.
Other target languages included Spanish (10 studies identified), French (seven studies), German
(seven studies), Japanese (five studies), Italian (three studies), Hebrew (two studies), Irish (two stud-
ies), Swedish (two studies), Bengali (one study), Chinese (one study), Danish (one study), Korean
(one study), and Portuguese (one study). Studies in contexts involving multiple native and target
languages (see, e.g., Masso & Tender, 2008; McDonough, 2006; Orsini-Jones, 2004; Stracke, 2007;
Watzke, 2007) have been rare.

Second language learners at the college level have been the most studied group by far, with over
70 studies identified. Teachers of language learners and teacher education programs have also been
a frequent focus of study in recent work (28 studies identified). Secondary schools, once relatively
underexplored, were the subject of 21 studies in recent years. Less researched contexts include ele-
mentary or primary schools (14 studies); adult education (13 studies); preschools (three studies);
and language programs and institutions as a whole (six studies). While the vast majority of qualita-
tive research in the field has focused on school settings, other foci have included language contact
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and policy (four studies); family and home language learning and use (three studies); medical clin-
ics (one study); personal conversations (two studies); academic and professional publishing (three
studies); study abroad programs (one study); community language use (one study) and resources
(one study); and chat rooms (one study). Recent qualitative research has rarely bridged multiple
domains such as home and school or workplace and community (but see, e.g., Bongartz & Schneider,
2003; Gordon, 2004; Hawkins, 2005; Stroud & Wee, 2007).

The US has been overwhelmingly the most studied national context for this work, with over 70
studies identified. Other predominantly Anglophone nations are also well represented including
Canada (13 studies); the UK (14 studies); Australia (seven studies); and New Zealand (four studies).
Other qualitative studies have taken place in European countries including Germany (five studies),
Spain (three studies), Sweden (three studies), France (two studies), Ireland (two studies), Turkey
(two studies), Austria (one study), Denmark (one study), Estonia (one study), Italy (one study), and
Switzerland (one study). A number of studies have also taken place in Pacific Rim nations including
China (eight studies), Japan (seven studies), Singapore (three studies), Taiwan (two studies), Indo-
nesia (one study), Korea (one study), Malaysia (one study), Thailand (one study), and Vietnam (one
study). Research from other Asian countries, the Middle East, Africa, and South America remain
rare, with only 10 studies identified. Research spanning multiple national contexts has likewise been
rare (10 studies identified).

The overwhelming Anglophone and US-centric nature of recent qualitative research on SLA may
be attributed in part to “nondiscursive” resources available to periphery scholars (Canagarajah,
1996), their relative unfamiliarity with qualitative research (see, e.g., Duong & Nguyen, 2006), and
the overwhelming predominance of English in international academic publishing (Montgomery,
2004) combined with the heavy linguistic demands associated with qualitative analysis and writing
(Belcher & Hirvela, 2005).

Methods of Data Collection

The most frequently used methods or techniques for gathering data in qualitative studies of SLA
have included interviews, observations, audio- and videorecordings of interaction, and collection of
print artifacts.

Interviews

Interviews have been by far the most commonly employed research method. Most research has
referred to interviews generically without further specification (38 studies) or described interviews
as “semi-structured” (39 studies). Other terms that have been used to describe interviewing tech-
niques have included “structured,” “unstructured,” “open-ended,” “in-depth,” “long,” “formal,”
“informal,” “open format schedule,” “text-based,” “discourse-based,” “literacy history,” “reflective,”
and “intraview.” Interviews have sometimes been repeated over time. Interviews have almost always
been conducted face to face with researchers and participants, with surprisingly few studies making
use of email interviews (five studies), phone interviews (four studies), or email follow-ups to face to
face interviews (two studies). Focus groups and group interviews have also been used relatively rarely
(17 studies). It has become standard in contemporary peer reviewed research to audiorecord and
transcribe interviews. Transcription conventions, however, are rarely made explicit (but see Farrell
& Kun, 2007; Kobayashi, 2003; Stroud & Wee, 2007). It can be surmised that most have followed
what Stroud and Wee (2007, citing Johnstone, 2000), call “play script” style, omitting some linguistic
detail such as overlaps and hesitation phenomena. Nevertheless, more explicitness might be useful
since, as Ochs (1979) famously observed, transcription is theory. Frequently cited authorities on
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qualitative interview methods have included Holstein and Gubrium (1995), Mishler (1986), Rubin
and Rubin (2005), and Seidman (2006).

Observations

A great number of recent qualitative studies on SLA have also used observations and fieldnotes.
These have most often taken place in classrooms and other school locales and consisted of sustained
engagement characterized as participant observation (31 studies). In 18 of these studies the partici-
pant-observer was also the instructor. Very few studies have explicitly been identified as longitudinal
(see, e.g., Curry & Lillis, 2004; James, 2006; Lamb, 2007), even though “prolonged engagement”
(Iddings, 2005) has long been considered one means of enhancing participant observation and quali-
tative research validity more generally. In other studies, observations have taken the form of briefer
and more concentrated “site visits” (see, e.g., Gebhard, 2004; Pawan & Thomalla, 2005) or selective
non-participatory observations of classes and other school environs (17 studies). Very few studies
have used preset observation protocols or rubrics (but see Hawkins, 2005; Hickey, 2007). Participant
observation conducted outside of school contexts has been rare. It has been used in settings including
workplaces (Curry & Lillis, 2004; Gordon, 2004; Lear, 2005), homes (Bongartz & Schneider, 2003;
Gordon, 2004; Hawkins, 2005), and communities (Gordon, 2004; Kramsch & Whiteside, 2008).

Recordings

Audiorecordings (24 studies) and videorecordings (32 studies) of classroom events have also been
widely used in recent qualitative research on SLA. These have often focused on specific portions or
sequences of classroom proceedings or on selected participants. One study of an online course used
a video archive of web-based classroom interaction (Jauregi & Banados, 2008). Only a handful of
studies have featured videorecordings of interactions in contexts outside the classroom. These have
included diverse settings including personal conversations, conversation partner sessions, foreign
language “conversation tables,” writing conferences, and police interrogations (see, e.g., Kang, 2005;
Kramsch & Whiteside, 2008; Mori & Hayashi, 2006; Pavlenko, 2008; Young & Miller, 2004). Audio-
recordings have likewise rarely been collected outside classrooms. Examples include peer tutoring
sessions, audio journals by students, and conversations in learners’ homes and communities (see,
e.g., Bell, 2005; Bongartz & Schneider, 2003; Caldas, 2007; Kobayashi, 2003; Waring, 2005).

Written Artifacts

A number of qualitative researchers have also collected and analyzed textual data. Most commonly
this has consisted of learner-produced texts documenting their subjective experience and perspec-
tives such as diaries, journals, logs, blogs, essays, and opinion/reaction pieces, either on paper or
online (21 studies). Other written artifacts have taken diverse forms including language learning
autobiographies; teacher diaries and journals; student evaluations of classroom activities; email
correspondence between learners and researchers and instructors; and records of learner interac-
tions in public and course-based chat sessions and discussion groups (see, e.g., Belz & Miiller-Hart-
mann, 2003; Chu, 2008; Coffey & Street, 2008; Fang & Warshauer, 2004; Fuchs, 2006; Li, 2007;
McDonough, 2006; McDonough & Chaikitmongkol, 2007; Orsini-Jones, 2004; Pavlenko, 2008; Shin
& Crookes, 2005; Tsui, 2007). Many studies included samples of student writing and other course-
work both in classrooms (17 studies) and online (see, e.g., Fuchs, 2006; Jauregi & Banados, 2008;
Orsini-Jones, 2004). Other diverse textual data have included environmental print such as posters
on walls; textbooks; samples of academic published writing; drafts of and correspondence about



178 .« Linda Harklau

professional texts; and model and source texts (Curry & Lillis, 2004; Flowerdew & Li, 2007; Gibbons,
2003; Li, 2007; Schleppegrell, Achugar, & Oteiza, 2004). Finally, 22 studies collected online or print
texts documenting the broad context of SLA including language policies, second language learner
demographic profiles, and learning standards at the local or national level.

Supplementary Methods

Researchers have often supplemented primary methods of qualitative data collection with supple-
mentary methods used to augment or bolster analysis. Surveys and questionnaires of learners, for
example, were featured as supplementary method in 21 studies, while nine studies featured sur-
veys of teachers and other study participants besides learners. Another supplementary method has
included think aloud protocols or participants’ elicited comments on their own or others’ texts,
recorded conversations, videorecorded classroom behavior, and other interactions (e.g., Bell, 2005;
Gu, 2003; T.-h. He & Wang, 2009; Jenkins & Parra, 2003; Lazaraton & Ishihara, 2005). These were
sometimes specifically referred to as stimulated recall protocols (e.g., de Courcy, 2003; Kang, 2005;
Mullock, 2006). Other supplementary methods have taken diverse forms. Basturkmen, Loewen, and
Ellis (2004), for example, elicited teacher comments on how they would react in particular class-
room scenarios. Hawkins (2005) used sociograms in an elementary classroom. Payne (2006) used
an index card sorting task to gauge participants’ attitudes towards languages taught in one program.
Several studies collected learner standardized test scores, pre- and post-test scores, or learner school
transcripts (Ketchum, 2006; Kinginger, 2008; Pavlenko, 2008). A growing number of researchers in
recent years have employed qualitative data archiving and analysis software (see Séror, 2005), includ-
ing NUD*IST and Nvivo, HyperResearch, Atlas.ti, “textanalyzer,” Filemaker Pro, and the CHILDES
online database and analysis system (e.g., Chu, 2008; Edwards, Ran, & Li, 2007; Hickey, 2007; James,
2006; Kol & Scheolnik, 2008; Lear, 2005; Masso & Tender, 2008; Orsini-Jones, 2004; Simon-Maeda,
2004; Stracke, 2007; Taylor, 2006).

Methodological Frameworks

In the practice of qualitative research, discrete methods or techniques of qualitative data collection
are expected to embedded in a broader methodology—a conceptual framework for investigation that
entails underlying notions of knowledge (or ontology) and how one obtains knowledge (or episternol-
ogy). Recent qualitative research in SLA has tapped a broad array of such methodological frame-
works. For the most part, these have fallen roughly into two groups. One has focused on the broad
sociocultural and ecological contexts of language learning and teaching as captured in methods such
as participant observation and interviews. The other group has emphasized the construction of social
realities through discourse, relying primarily on audio- or videorecordings and texts.

Analyses of Sociocultural Context

Methodologies: Some SLA researchers have described their research simply as “qualitative” in the
generic sense of “not quantitative” or appear to equate “qualitative” with preliminary or exploratory
research (e.g., Mullock, 2006; Shin & Crookes, 2005). Many others have associated their method-
ology with a canon of qualitative methods texts including Merriam (1998), Miles and Huberman
(1994), Denzin and Lincoln (2000), Lincoln and Guba (1985), Bogdan and Biklen (2007), Patton
(2002), Creswell (2007), Marshall and Rossman (2006), and Spradley (1979, 1980). While such
texts may be presented as neutral or generic presentation of qualitative methods, nonetheless it is
important to note that they inevitably carry intellectual histories and particular philosophical and
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methodological leanings (Roberts, 2006). For example, Lincoln and Guba (1985) have identified an
implicit “subtle realist” stance in many methods texts. Likewise, Miles and Huberman (1994) have
been associated a with “transcendental realist” stance. Second language researchers following texts
such as these have thus implicitly—and sometimes perhaps even unknowingly—adopt particular
ontological and epistemological stances in their work. Also of concern is the frequent invocation of
20- or 30-year-old methods texts that seldom reflect seismic shifts in qualitative inquiry since the
“crisis of representation” of the mid-1980s (see, e.g., Clifford, 1986; Marcus & Fischer, 1986).

Like the term qualitative, case study has often been used generically by second language research-
ers with little further explanation (27 studies). Widely cited authorities for this methodology have
included Merriam (1998), Stake (1995, 2000), Yin (2009), Duff (2008), Patton (2002), and Creswell
(2007). Other recent research has identified itself more specifically with terms such as “multiple case
study,” “embedded case study model,” “sociopolitically-oriented qualitative case study,” “self-reflec-
tive case study,” “ethnographic case study,” “exploratory case study,” “interpretive case study,” and
“case history” (Belz & Miiller-Hartmann, 2003; Casanave, 2003; Fang & Warshauer, 2004; Kingin-
ger, 2008; Menard-Warwick, 2009; Morita, 2004; Payne, 2006; Wiltse, 2006). A few recent studies
have followed a long tradition of longitudinal case studies (see Duff, 2008; Hakuta, 1986; Harklau,
2008) by documenting their own or their children’s second language learning (Bongartz & Sch-
neider, 2003; Caldas, 2007; Churchill, 2007). In an approach related to case study, 12 studies used
“focal” participants within a broader study.

Grounded theory (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Glaser & Strauss, 1967) has also been a popular method-
ological framework in recent qualitative research. It was cited explicitly in 10 studies, and identified
implicitly in seven others by the use of terminology such as “open coding” or “constant comparative
method” that are associated with grounded theory. Second language researchers invoking grounded
theory have seldom explicitly indicated whether they their work is aligned philosophically with the
social realist or social constructivist stances typically associated with this methodology (see Charmaz,
2006; Motha, 2006).

Ethnographic or participant observation methodology (17 studies) is another paradigm that has
also been frequently invoked in recent qualitative studies in SLA. Typically studies have used the
terms generically and have not followed the anthropological tradition of sustained engagement at
a site (Roberts, 2006). Instead, they have borrowed methods—particularly observation and inter-
views—in a more circumscribed approach. Methodological touchstones most frequently invoked
for this approach include Watson-Gegeo (1988), Holliday (2007), Miles and Huberman (1994),
Spradley (1980), Merriam (2009), Wolcott (1999, 2005), Le Compte, Preissle, and Tesch (1993),
Ramanathan and Atkinson (1999), Green and Bloome (1997), Agar (1996), and Cohen, Manion,
and Morrison (2007).

A smaller number of researchers have identified a particular school or style of ethnography.
For example, seven studies used the term “thick description,” although it was sometimes not clear
whether they aligned their approach philosophically with Geertz (1983, following Gilbert Ryles)
and the interpretivist stance associated with the term. Likewise, it was not always apparent whether
researchers citing Spradley (1980) subscribe to the methodological and theoretical premises of eth-
noscience and cognitive anthropology with which he was affiliated (see, e.g., de Courcy, 2003; Wiltse,
2006). Other specific schools of ethnographic inquiry identified by SLA researchers include critical
and critical feminist ethnography (see Carspecken & Walford, 2001; May, 1997; Thomas, 1993), and
Holland’s (1998) work on cultural models and construct of “figured worlds” (Coffey & Street, 2008;
Menard-Warwick, 2008; Motha, 2006; Talmy, 2008).

Several researchers identified their work methodologically with forms of practitioner inquiry. These
were variously called “teacher research,” “action research,” “practitioner research,” or “practitio-
ner study” (see, e.g., Allwright, 2005; Hruska, 2004; McDonough, 2006; Orsini-Jones, 2004; Taylor,
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2006). Frequently cited methodological precedents for practitioner inquiry included Cochran-
Smith and Lytle (2009), Carr and Kemmis (1986), Crookes (1993), Bailey and Nunan (1996), and
Burns (1999). A handful of studies explored the dynamics of researcher—teacher collaborations (e.g.,
Hawkins & Legler, 2004; Stewart, 2006).

Less commonly invoked methodologies in recent research have included phenomenology (Andrew
& Kearney, 2007; Churchill, 2007; de Courcy, 2003; Moustakas, 1994; Payne, 2006; Shedivy, 2004;
Stracke, 2007; Van Manen, 1990; Willis, 1991), hermeneutics (Gadamer, 1982; Orland-Barak &
Yinon, 2005), and content analysis (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Chu, 2008; Gebhard, 2004; Miles &
Huberman, 1994).

While relatively few qualitative researchers in recent SLA scholarship have specifically identi-
fied an epistermological or ontological stance in their work, those who do vary widely in their stances,
from “social realism” to “constructivism” and “social constructivism” to “social constructionism”
to “Interpretivism” to “poststructuralism” (see Andrew & Kearney, 2007; Belz & Miiller-Hartmann,
2003; Burley & Pomphrey, 2003; de Courcy, 2003; Dooly, 2007; Fuchs, 2006; Golombek & Jordan,
2005; Gordon, 2004; Hruska, 2004; Jauregi & Bafiados, 2008; Morita, 2006).

Characteristics of good research: A number of researchers using methodologies focusing broadly
on sociocultural context have associated good qualitative research with the development of an “in-
depth” and “complex” understanding of a phenomenon and a focus on second language learning
as occurring in and through sociocultural context (e.g., Abrams, 2008; Fuchs, 2006; Hawkins, 2005;
James, 2006; Kobayashi, 2003; Lamb, 2007; Lear, 2005; Morita, 2004). Some have pointed to the
recursive and inductive nature of qualitative analysis as methodological strengths (see, e.g., James,
2006; Li, 2007; McDonough, 2006). Seventeen studies cited “member checks” (Lincoln & Guba,
1985) or participant verification of research findings as a means of enhancing research validity and
credibility. Several indicators of research quality frequently cited in recent work are implicitly associ-
ated with post-positivist and realist stances. For example, several studies have asserted that themes
“emerged” from the data (e.g., Edwards et al., 2007; McDonough, 2006). Others have claimed the
goal of portraying “emic” or participants’ own insider perspectives (see e.g., Churchill, 2007; Davis,
2005; Headland, Pike, & Harris, 1990; Kobayashi, 2003; Morita, 2004). Both the notion of emer-
gent themes and emic perspectives are associated with realist orientations to research since they
are difficult to reconcile with a postmodern stance on researcher subjectivities (Markee & Kasper,
2004). Likewise, “triangulation” (Denzin, 1978), the comparing of multiple sources in data analysis,
is another technique frequently identified with enhancing research quality, and one that Holliday
(2004) places in “a positivist tradition.”

For the most part, recent scholarship indicates that the field seems to have accepted that differ-
ent criteria apply to reliability and generalizability in qualitative research (Lazaraton, 2003). While
a handful of researchers note measures taken to ensure reliability—primarily through coding with
multiple raters (see, e.g., Andrew & Kearney, 2007; Basturkmen et al., 2004; Farrell & Kun, 2007;
Gu, 2003; James, 2006; Mullock, 2006)—few address the issue explicitly. A number of evaluative
criteria not typically addressed in quantitative approaches have been offered by qualitative research-
ers, including “trustworthiness,” “verisimilitude,” intersubjective validation, analytic generalization
to a broader theory, transferability to other settings, aesthetic merit, and sociopolitical impact (see,
e.g., Belcher & Hirvela, 2005; Casanave, 2003; Churchill, 2007; Iddings, 2005; Lazaraton, 2003; E. Lee
& Maeda-Simon, 2006; Payne, 2006; Roberts, 2006; Simon-Maeda, 2004; Thorne, 2005; Watson-
Gegeo, 2004; Yin, 2009).

Just as notable as the characteristics of good research that are addressed in recent work are the
ones that are not. Few studies, for example, explicitly discuss the selection of sites and participants.
Among those that do, approaches have been characterized variously as “purposive” or “purpose-
ful” sampling, “maximum variation sampling,” “criterion sampling,” “opportunistic,” “strategic,”
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“convenience sampling,” and “snowball” or “chaining” sampling (e.g., Davis, 2005; Flowerdew &
Li, 2007; Iddings, 2005; Jia, Eslami, & Burlbaw, 2006; Masso & Tender, 2008; Pawan & Thomalla,
2005; Shedivy, 2004). Considering the implicit realist orientation of many recent qualitative studies,
surprisingly few researchers explicitly note searches for discrepant or disconfirming data (but see,
e.g., Kang, 2005; McDonough & Chaikitmongkol, 2007).

There has also been surprisingly little discussion of researcher conduct, particularly the effects
of the presence of researchers and recording equipment on the nature of the data collected (but
see, e.g., Kol & Schcolnik, 2008). Also absent in most studies is discussion of researcher role on
the continuum from observer to full participant (but see, e.g., Kobayashi, 2003; Morita, 2004). The
particular ethical demands of qualitative research have likewise rarely been addressed (but see All-
wright, 2005; Kubanyiova, 2008; Ortega, 2005; Thorne, 2005). Finally, only a handful of studies have
explicitly addressed how the researcher’s background and perspective potentially influences research
questions, methods, and findings (see, e.g., Davis, 2005; Iddings, 2005; E. Lee & Maeda-Simon, 2006;
Morita, 2004; Motha, 2006), even though post-structuralist challenges to researchers’ authority have
rendered such reflexivity routine in the social sciences (Clifford, 1986; Rosaldo, 1989).

Analyses of Discourse and Interaction

Research traditions: By far the most frequently invoked methodology for the analysis of discourse and
interaction in recent SLA studies has been conversation analysis and related traditions of ethnometh-
odology, interactional sociolinguistics, and microethnography or microanalysis (see Atkinson & Heri-
tage, 1984; Erickson, 2004; Garfinkel, 1967; Garfinkel & Rawls, 2002; Gumperz, 1982a, 1982b; ten
Have, 2007; Heller, 2001; Hruska, 2004; Jenkins & Parra, 2003; Markee, 2000; Maynard & Clayman,
2003; Menard-Warwick, 2008; Olson, 2007; Psathas, 1995; Richards & Seedhouse, 2007). Another
methodology usually associated with a language socialization framework combines close analysis of
discourse with broader ethnographic data (see Bayley & Schecter, 2003; Bongartz & Schneider, 2003;
Duff & Hornberger, 2008; A. W. He, 2004; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986; Talmy, 2008; Watson-Gegeo,
2004; Zuengler & Cole, 2005).

Another discourse analytic tradition frequently claimed by SLA researchers is narrative analysis and
life history research. This methodology is particularly associated with learner autobiographical narra-
tives (see Brockmeier & Carbaugh, 2001; Clandinin, 2007; Langellier & Peterson, 2004; Lyons & LaBos-
key, 2002; Pavlenko, 2007; Polkinghorne, 1988). Work in this tradition has analyzed both the structure
and content of participants’ stories (see Burley & Pomphrey, 2003; Coffey & Street, 2008; Golombek
& Jordan, 2005; Orland-Barak & Yinon, 2005; Simon-Maeda, 2004; Spradley, 1980; Tsui, 2007). Other
researchers have identified a methodology associated with systemic functional linguistics or a “genre-
based” methodology for analyzing the syntactic and lexical structure of texts (see Eggins, 2000; Flow-
erdew & Li, 2007; Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004; Haneda, 2004; Schleppegrell et al., 2004; Swales, 2004).
Still others identify their methodolody as critical discourse analysis (see Dijk, 2008; Fairclough, 1995;
Gebhard, 2004; Heller, 2001; Hruska, 2004; Menard-Warwick, 2008; Wodak & Meyer, 2001)

Characteristics of good research: Researchers working with conversation analysis and other discourse
analytic methodologies typically cast the collection and analysis of naturalistic interactional data as
paramount to the quality of research. In fact, some adherents argue that its absence in other forms of
inquiry constitutes a major methodological weakness and threat to validity (see, e.g, Y.-A. Lee, 2006).
Considerable recent discussion among scholars has focused on whether conversation analysis (CA)
in SLA (“CA for SLA” as it is also known) should rely on the epistemological and methodological
premises of its “pure” sociological variants and rely exclusively on the local context of interaction, or
draw on broader sociocultural and ecological contexts as a supplementary interpretive frame (see A.
W. He, 2004; Kramsch & Whiteside, 2008; Markee & Kasper, 2004; Seedhouse, 2007).
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Some advocates of conversation analysis note similarities with other qualitative research method-
ologies. These include an interpretive and empirical orientation, an inductive and recursive analytic
process, and emic characterization of socially situated interaction and learning (A. W. He, 2004;
Markee & Kasper, 2004; Mori, 2004; Rampton, Roberts, Leung, & Harris, 2002). However, oth-
ers distinguish between the notion of “emic” analysis in ethnography and other broad qualitative
traditions—where it refers to discerning participants’ subjective understandings of experience and
the broader sociocultural structures and forces shaping those understandings—and CA’s “radically
emic” approach, where the focus is solely on observable talk and behavior in order to discern norma-
tive, intersubjective understandings of interaction.

Finally, it must be noted that methodologies do not always map neatly onto existing categories or
names. For example, some recent qualitative studies have combined diverse research methodolo-
gies such as case study and practitioner inquiry (e.g. Abrams, 2008), ethnography and close analysis
of discourse (e.g. Cekaite & Aronsson, 2005), or narrative analysis and ethnography (e.g. Coffey &
Street, 2008). On the one hand, the resulting combinations can be felicitous and generative. On the
other hand, they can also result in philosophical and methodological incompatibilities that are left
unrecognized or unaddressed by researchers. Theories of SLA often do not map neatly onto particu-
lar research methodologies either. This may be most evident in the case of sociocultural and cultural
historical activity theory and related constructs of community of practice and legitimate peripheral
participation, where researchers have used widely diverse methodologies spanning discourse and
sociocultural contextually-based traditions (see, e.g., Andrew & Kearney, 2007; Bongartz & Sch-
neider, 2003; Dooly, 2007; A. G. Gutiérrez, 2008; X. Gutiérrez, 2008; Haneda, 2004; Kinginger, 2008;
Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Olson, 2007; Wenger, 1998; Wertsch,
Rio, & Alvarez, 1995).

Future Directions

This and other recent reviews (e.g. Benson, Chik, Gao, Huang, & Wang, 2009) make it clear that
qualitative approaches are well-represented in recent SLA research. However, this review also indi-
cates that their use remains heavily concentrated in studies of English acquisition in university set-
tings in Western nations. Qualitative research has yet to be widely applied in the study of other target
languages and contexts.

SLA research includes an increasingly sophisticated and generative repertoire of qualitative meth-
odologies, leading some to optimistically proclaim a new era in SLA that is more accepting of qualita-
tive approaches and the diverse visions of knowledge and research underlying them (e.g. Holliday,
2004; Thorne, 2005; Watson-Gegeo, 2004). Yet there are cross-currents with considerable political
and economic force behind them. These include government initiatives demanding greater research
“rigor,” typically interpreted as quantitative studies. Becker (2009), for example, notes that the US
National Science Foundation’s Sociology Section has routinely made statements and policies over the
past decade disfavoring qualitative studies and promoting hypothesis-driven quantitative projects.
Similarly in the UK, Roberts (2006) and Hammersley (2001) note the predominance of large-scale
quantitative and experimental studies in government-funded research and policy. These currents
may very well continue to undercut the status and influence—if not the quantity—of qualitative
research on SLA.

This review has also shown countervailing centripetal and centrifugal trends in current qualitative
research in the field. Qualitative methodologies continue to diversify, proliferate, and change. Not
only are there major differences in approach and outlook between broad socioculturally-focused
approaches such as ethnography and discourse-focused analyses such as conversation analysis, but
also as much or more diversity within them. There is also considerable diversity in perspectives
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regarding the purposes and ends of qualitative research. For example, the creation and reception of
TESOL Quarterly’s Research Guidelines (Chapelle, Duff, Atkinson, Brown, Canagarajah, & Davis,
2003) illustrates the diversity of the field as well as fears that defining qualitative research approaches
too finely might lead to prescriptive notions and stifle innovation (Shohamy, 2004). Researchers also
vary in their opinions of whether qualitative research can or should be in dialog with quantitatively-
oriented work. For example, scholars disagree over the extent to which conversation analysis can
or should reflect an interpretivist stance privileging emic perspectives of participants versus a more
positivistically and etically oriented “basic science” stance (see, e.g., Hall, 2007; A. W. He, 2004; Seed-
house, 2007). This debate is mirrored in the field more broadly, where some argue that differences
between qualitative and quantitative research have been exaggerated on both sides (e.g. Belcher &
Hirvela, 2005), while others see incommensurate worldviews that cannot, and perhaps should not,
be bridged (Roberts, 2006; Zuengler & Miller, 2006). Instead these scholars advocate for tolerance
for diversity of research perspectives.

Nevertheless, while methodologists and researchers continue to push at the boundaries of innova-
tion and diversity in qualitative SLA research, at the same time there are centripetal forces promoting
homogeneous, but largely implicit, understandings of qualitative research in our field. The default
in current work tends toward constructionist or even objectivist stances regarding researcher subjec-
tivities and research reporting. These stances are supported by the often unexamined and unelabo-
rated endorsement of practices such as triangulation for analytic rigor. They are also supported by a
canon of qualitative methods texts that have a homogenizing influence and may not elaborate fully
on the range of contemporary qualitative research traditions available or the philosophical premises
underlying them. Granted, as Scollon (2003) noted, it is not uncommon for research practitioners in
the social sciences to “be rather vague” about the ontological and epistemological premises of their
work and its intellectual history. Nevertheless, when examined as a whole, recent qualitative research
in SLA suggests a need for the field to become more attuned to the multiplicity of qualitative research
traditions and their underlying premises.
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Quantitative Research in Second Language Studies

James Dean Brown

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to examine where quantitative research in the field of second language
studies (SLS) has come from, where it is today, and where it is likely to head in the future. To those ends,
I will explore what research is, how quantitative research fits into that broad definition of research, and
then zero in on SLS quantitative research by looking at what it is, what books have been written about it,
and what guidelines are available for quantitative researchers in our field. I will then turn to what I call
research on research in terms of what it is, how comparative reviews of quantitative research methods
books can serve as research on research, and then turn to research on quantitative research methods in
SLS. I will conclude by considering what the future may hold for quantitative research in SLS and by
suggesting issues that future research on SLS research might profitably investigate.

What is Research?

Brown (1992a) reported the results of a survey of the TESOL (Teaching English to Speakers of Other
Languages) membership. When asked to define research, the respondents produced a wide range of
answers from brief, idealistic responses such as “the search for the truth” to longer, cynical responses
like “something that profs at universities that grant advanced degrees do because they don’t teach and
need to publish.” Generally, the respondents gave four types of definitions that (1) listed the types of
research; (2) listed the topics of research; (3) covered the purpose of research; or (4) listed the steps
in the research process.

Given this variety of definitions for research, it may be quixotic to even attempt to find a single
definition specific enough to be clear, yet general enough to include all options. Years ago, I discussed
this topic with Donald Freeman; he defined research very eloquently as “any principled inquiry.” I
have since modified that definition somewhat to fit my views of SLS research. My definition is any
systematic and principled inquiry in second language studies. I added systematic to Donald’s definition
because, to me, research is not only principled, but must also be well-organized, methodical, and
precise (Brown, 2004a).

Where Does Quantitative Research Fit into this Broad Definition of Research?

Such a broad definition of research allows for the many types of investigations in SLS, but it could
lead to substantial confusion if the differences among the many types of SLS research are not sorted

190



Quantitative Research in Second Language Studies « 191

out. I will briefly attempt to do so here, while gradually zeroing in on quantitative research. One
major distinction is between primary research and secondary research (see Figure 12.1). Primary
research is based on original, primary data, and secondary research is based on the writings of other
researchers (the present chapter is an example of secondary research). Thus, primary and secondary
research studies are largely distinguished by the strategies used to gather the information.

Primary research includes research that I have classified elsewhere (Brown, 2001a, 2004a) as quali-
tative, survey, and quantitative (as shown in Figure 12.1). This three-way distinction can be seen as
a continuum with qualitative research on one end and quantitative research on the other. Survey
research is situated in between because it typically draws on both the qualitative and quantitative
research methods.

The qualitative—quantitative distinction has been widely discussed in SLS (see e.g., Grotjahn,
1987; Van Lier, 1988; Seliger & Shohamy, 1989; Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991; Johnson, 1992;
Nunan, 1992; McDonough & McDonough, 1997; Brown & Rodgers, 2002; and Brown, 2004a). In
Figure 12.2, I have placed case studies, introspection, discourse analysis, interactional analysis, and
classroom observations under qualitative research. Survey research includes both interviews and
questionnaires. And quantitative research includes at least four categories: descriptive, exploratory,
quasi-experimental, and experimental.

In Brown (2004a), I made much of this continuum by describing 12 research characteristics on
which qualitative and quantitative research vary. These 12 characteristics essentially define the differ-
ences between qualitative and quantitative research in continua with the strictest versions of qualita-
tive and quantitative research on the ends:

Data type: qualitative vs. quantitative.

Data collection methods: non-experimental vs. experimental.

Data analysis procedures: interpretive vs. statistical.

Degree of intrusiveness: non-intervention vs. high intervention.

Degree of selectivity: non-selective vs. highly selective.

Variable description: variable definition vs. variable operationalization.
Theory generation: hypothesis forming vs. hypothesis testing.
Reasoning: inductive vs. deductive.

NP

RESEARCH
|
|
| |
Secondary Primary

_ 1 |
| | | | |
Library Literature Qualitative Survey Quantitative
Research Reviews Research Research Research

Figure 12.1 General research types

PRIMARY RESEARCH
|
| | |
ualitative Surve, uantitative
y
Research Research Research

Case Introspection Discourse Interactional Classroom Interviews Questionnaires Descriptive Exploratory Quasi-Expermental Experimental
Studies analysis  analysis observations

Figure 12.2 Primary research types
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9. Context: natural vs. controlled.
10. Time orientation: longitudinal vs. cross-sectional.
11. Participants: small sample size vs. large sample size.
12. Perspective: emic vs. etic.

Similarly, I identified four differences in the standards against which qualitative and quantitative
studies are compared in deciding if they are systematic and principled (for more details, see Brown,
2004a):

Consistency: dependability vs. reliability.

Fidelity: credibility vs. validity.

Verifiability: confirmability vs. replicability.
Meaningfulness of results: transferability vs. generalizability.

RN =

Quantitative Research

What is Quantitative Research?

I suppose in the simplest sense any study that counts things could be considered quantitative. So,
quantitative research can be defined as any research that focuses on counting things and on under-
standing the patterns that emerge from those counts. In Figure 12.3, I have divided quantitative
research into descriptive, exploratory, quasi-experimental, and experimental studies. These are not
mutually exclusive categories, though some research papers will fall into only one, two, or three
categories.

Descriptive studies are those that describe behaviors, outcomes, scores, etc. using statistics such as
frequencies, percentages, descriptive statistics (including the mean, mode, median, midpoint, low,
high, range, standard deviation, etc.). All quantitative studies should be at least descriptive, that
is, researchers must think about and report descriptive statistics in any quantitative study because
descriptive statistics provide the basis for understanding any other analyses that may follow.

Exploratory studies are those that examine relationships and correlations in the data. I list seven
examples in Figure 12.3 of typical statistical analyses used in such studies, each of which can and has
been given chapter and book length treatments elsewhere.

Quasi-experimental studies primarily differ from true experimental studies in that the latter are
based on random samples from a population, while the former are not. Given that very little SLS
research can be said to be based on random samples from a population (unless that population is
defined very narrowly), most SLS research of this general type is quasi-experimental. Such studies
are typically designed to understand differences in means or medians within and between groups
with great concern for accurate p values (values that indicate the probability that the findings in the

Quantitative
Research
|
| | | I

Descriptive Exploratory Analyses Quasi-Expermental Experimental
Descriptives Correlation t-test, z statistic, chi-square t-test, z-statistic, chi-square
Frequencies Regression & Multiple-regression ANOVA ANOVA
Cross-tabs Discriminant function analysis & Logistic regression MANOVA MANOVA
Factor analysis/Confirmatory factor analysis Covariate versions of the above Covariate versions of the above

Structural equation modeling
Canonical correlation analysis
Implicational scaling & Cluster analysis

Figure 12.3 Quantitative research types
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particular study are due to chance alone). I give four examples in Figure 12.3, the t-test, z statistic,
analysis of variance (ANOVA), and multivariate analysis of covariance (MANOVA), but ANOVA
can come in many forms (e.g., one-way, two-way, and n-way designs) and include a number of
important follow-up statistics (e.g., planned comparisons and post-hoc comparisons like Scheffé,
Tukey, etc., eta squared or omega squared analyses, power analysis, and confidence intervals), with
other features that must be dealt with differently such as repeated-measures designs and the use of
covariates. Similarly, MANOVA can come in many forms (e.g., two-group Hotelling T, one-way,
two-way, and n-way designs) and include all of the follow-up statistics and other features listed above
for ANOVA. Clearly, the analyses in quasi-experimental studies are very complex, and probably
because researchers have insufficient training, these are the studies that seem to most often be ana-
lyzed incorrectly by researchers in SLS. These statistical analyses typically require multiple-chapter
or book length treatments.

What Books Cover Research Methods in SLS?

A number of books on research are available for language teachers to choose from (see Table 12.1).
Some cover classroom research (Chaudron, 1988; Allwright & Bailey, 1991; Bailey & Nunan, 1997;
Griffee & Nunan, 1997; Freeman, 1998), while others discuss research and second language acquisi-
tion (SLA) in more general terms (Cook, 1986; Kasper & Dahl, 1991; Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991;
Tarone, Gass, & Cohen, 1994; Schachter & Gass, 1996; Bachman & Cohen, 1998). Still other books
explore the various research options for SLS researchers (Johnson, 1992; Nunan, 1992; McDonough &
McDonough, 1997), and two cover action research (Wallace, 1998; Burns, 1999). Some books cover
qualitative research pure and simple (Richards, 2003; Heigham & Croker, 2009), and four books
focus more narrowly on single types of research: van Lier (1988) on ethnography; Gass, Sorace, and
Selinker (1999) on SLA data analysis; Gass and Mackey (2000) on stimulated recall; and Duff (2008)
on case study research. In addition, one book (Chalhoub-Deville, Chapelle, & Duff, 2006) focuses
on the research issues of dependability and generalizability from a variety of perspectives. While it is
true that a number of the books listed in this paragraph touch on quantitative research in one way or
another, they are not designed specifically to teach quantitative research methods.

Books that do focus on teaching how to do quantitative SLS research are shown in Table 12.1.
These include: Anshen (1978), Hatch and Farhady (1982), Butler (1985), Woods, Fletcher, and
Hughes (1986), Seliger and Shohamy (1989), Hatch and Lazaraton (1991), Rietveld and van Hout
(1993), Scholfield (1995), Wray, Trott, and Bloomer (1998), and Baayen (2008). For overviews of
some of these books, see Hamp-Lyons (1989), Silver (1995), Brown (2004b), and Lazaraton (2005).
In addition, Brown (1988) and Porte (2002) focus on quantitative research, but they do so in terms
of critically reading that research rather than doing it. Brown (2001a) and Dornyei (2003) also cover
quantitative methods, but focus exclusively on questionnaire-based research. Still other books sys-
tematically present both qualitative and quantitative research methods (Brown & Rodgers, 2002;
Mackey & Gass, 2005; Dornyei, 2007). And, Norris and Ortega (2006a) is the only book to date in
SLS on research synthesis and meta-analysis.

Are There Guidelines for Quantitative Researchers?

From the 1992 TESOL Quarterly 26(4) to the 2002 TESOL Quarterly 36(4), Statistical Guidelines
were published in the Information for Contributors section at the back of each issue. Beginning in
the 1994 TESOL Quarterly 28(4), Qualitative Research Guidelines were added. In the first issue of the
2003 TESOL Quarterly, TESOL presented revised guidelines for quantitative and qualitative research
in TESOL. The quantitative portion of the revised guidelines appears in TESOL (2003). About one
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year later, three articles appeared under the title “Research guidelines in TESOL: Alternative perspec-
tives.” Two of these articles (Bachman, 2004; and Shohamy, 2004) reflect in interesting ways on the
revised research guidelines with particular reference to quantitative research.

Quantitative researchers in SLS have also leaned on guidelines from psychology (American Psy-
chological Association, 1994, 2001) and articles responding to those guidelines (e.g., Vacha-Haase,
Nilsson, Reetz, Lance, & Thompson, 2000; Wilkinson & Task Force on Statistical Inference, 1999).

Research on Research

What is Research on Research?

One sub-area of SLS examines how we do research in the field. I think of this as research on research.
For example, there have been a number of published papers focused on qualitative research methods
(e.g., Davis, 1992, 1995; Lazaraton, 1995; Brown, 2001a, 2005; Richards, 2009; and the multiple-
book review in Tafaghodtari, 2009). A steady stream of papers has also been published over the years
on quantitative research. Some articles promote critically reading statistical research (e.g., Brown,
1991a, 1992b, 1995). Still other articles explain and promote quantitative survey research methods
(e.g., Baker, 1997, and Brown, 1997b, 1997¢, 2000, 2009a). More focused articles take on specific
issues in quantitative research such as designing statistical studies (Brown, 1997a), experimental
research (Verhoeven, 1997), Likert scales (Busch, 1993; Turner, 1993; Brown, 2000), the general-
izability of research results (Brown, 2006), correlation (Brown, 2001c, 2003), factor analysis and
principle components analysis (Brown, 2001b, 2009b, 2009¢), multiple #-tests and the Bonferroni
adjustment (Siegel, 1990; Brown, 1990, 2008a), Cronbach alpha reliability (Brown, 2002), chi square
and Yates’ correction (Brown, 2004c), skewness and kurtosis (Brown, 1997c¢), as well as the cluster of
issues surrounding sample size, power, statistical precision, effect size, and eta squared (Lazaraton,
1991; Crookes, 1991; Ellis, 2000; Brown, 2007a, 2007b, 2008b).

Comparative Reviews of Quantitative Methods Books

One fairly large category of articles that offers research on research is the group of articles that review
books on quantitative research methods including at least: Hamp-Lyons (1989, 1990), Silver (1995),
Brown (2004b), and Lazaraton (2005). Since these reviews compare a number of the quantitative
research books in SLS, they provide a type of research on SLS research, so I will discuss each in a bit
more depth.

In Part I of a two-part review, Hamp-Lyons (1989) describes and compares three quantitative
research books by Brown (1988), Butler (1985), Woods, Fletcher, and Hughes (1986), and one lan-
guage testing book. She describes each of the books in some detail, pointing out that Brown (1988)
is designed for consumers of statistical studies, while the other two aim at “productive competence”
(p. 128) in statistics. She briefly compares the books in terms of the common ground covered and
ways they diverge.

Silver (1995) is more comprehensive in that she reviews five such books (Brown, 1988; Hatch &
Lazaraton, 1991; Johnson, 1992; Nunan, 1992; Seliger & Shohamy, 1989). Her review “evaluates each
text in terms of its stated purpose and audience, evaluates the strengths and weaknesses of each text
for individual study, and discusses each book as a resource and reference for teachers” (pp. 263-264).
She also provides a comparison of these five books in terms of their intended audience, their goals,
their clarity and ease of access, their perspectives on research approaches, their scope of coverage,
their comprehensiveness, as well as their usefulness for evaluating research and for preparing to do
research (pp. 270-275).



196 . James Dean Brown

Brown (2004b) is also relatively comprehensive, providing a comparative review of nine such
books (Anshen, 1978; Hatch & Farhady, 1982; Butler, 1985; Woods, Fletcher, & Hughes, 1986; Seli-
ger & Shohamy, 1989; Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991; Rietveld & van Hout, 1993; Brown, 2001a; Brown &
Rodgers, 2002). This review concludes that 20 conceptual topics in quantitative research appear to be
most essential for researchers in SLS and lists those conceptual topics (pp. 378-379, 382, 389-390).
The review also concludes that certain statistical topics are apparently most important and lists those
statistical topics as well (pp. 380-382, 390).

Lazaraton (2005) provides an historical review of some of the key books that cover quantitative
research. Her literature review and Appendix A provide useful comparisons of 12 research books
(Hatch & Farhady, 1982; Butler, 1985; Woods, Fletcher, & Hughes, 1986; Brown, 1988; Seliger & Sho-
hamy, 1989; Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991; Johnson, 1992; Nunan, 1992; Scholfield, 1995; McDonough
& McDonough, 1997; Wray et al., 1998; and Porte, 2002). She compares them in terms of eight
features: their organizing principles; the degree to which they address research design issues; the sta-
tistics they cover; the amount of computer guidance; the existence of reader activities and an answer
key; the degree to which they show how to format a research report; and other features. Her paper
also reports on a study of the trends in research methods and statistics in four prominent journals,
but that is discussed in the next section.

Research on Quantitative Research

I classify six articles that have appeared in the last 23 years as papers that explicitly present research
on quantitative research. In one way or another, these papers are all examining trends and important
issues in the quantitative research in SLS.

Henning (1986) reviews articles in TESOL Quarterly and Language Learning between 1970 and
1985 and tallies in five-year increments from 1970 to 1985 those articles that were quantitative,
experimental, hypothesis testing, inferential, and multivariate and discusses the trends over that
period. He also discusses what he called “promising quantitative research paradigms” (p. 701),
including correlation, ANOVA, chi-square, path-analytic, latent-trait, factor analytic, and confir-
matory factor analytic methods. He ends by arguing for the importance of using appropriate and
valid data elicitation methods and by listing available resources for novice quantitative researchers
(interestingly, all of these resources came from other fields except for Hatch & Farhady, 1982; see
Table 12.1 to understand why).

Lazaraton, Riggenbach, and Ediger (1987) surveys 121 applied linguistics professionals about their
knowledge of and attitudes toward quantitative research. The respondents indicate considerable dis-
satisfaction with their training in statistics and wide variation in their knowledge of the procedures
and concepts of quantitative research. They also vary in their attitudes toward the usefulness of
statistical research as well as the degree to which they feel they need to be informed about statistical
procedures. The authors capture the value of their study when they write that it is “useful as a ‘gauge’
of literacy in research methodology and statistics in our field and as evidence that a need for such
literacy exists” (p. 263).

Brown (1991a, reprinted in 1995) is Part I of a two-part series. While ostensibly offering strategies
for reading statistical studies, Part I addresses important issues that readers (and researchers) should
pay attention to: using the abstract to show the value of the study; organizing a research paper along
conventional lines; using appropriate forms of statistical reasoning; relating the research to profes-
sional experience; and constantly expanding the reader’s (researcher’s) knowledge of statistics and
research design. All of this is discussed with examples drawn from the next article (Brown, 1991b) in
the same issue of TESOL Quarterly. Part Il (Brown, 1992b) addresses other important issues in quan-
titative research: carefully thinking about the variables in a study and their relative roles; making sure



Quantitative Research in Second Language Studies « 197

the correct statistical tests are selected; checking all of the assumptions underlying each statistical
analysis; thinking carefully about why each of the statistical analyses have been used; and using sta-
tistical tables effectively. Examples are drawn from contemporary volumes of TESOL Quarterly.

Lazaraton (2000) carefully examines data-based articles in four applied linguistics journals (Lan-
guage Learning, Modern Language Journal, Studies in Second Language Learning, and TESOL Quar-
terly) over the seven-year period from 1991 to 1997. A total of 332 articles are analyzed, of which 88%
were quantitative, 10% qualitative, and 2% partially qualitative.

Lazaraton concludes that “parametric statistical procedures still reign supreme” (p. 180) but
stresses the importance of appropriately applying statistics by checking the underlying assumptions
of each statistical test. She ends by writing that she hopes “to see more studies that combine qualita-
tive and quantitative research methods” (p. 180).

Lazaraton (2005) appears to be a considerably expanded version of her 2000 article. This version
provides a review of some of the key books and articles in the history of quantitative research (as
discussed in the previous section). She then reports the results of a study of 524 empirical research
articles that appeared in the same four journals covered in Lazaraton (2000), but for the years 1991 to
2001. She finds that 86% of the articles were quantitative, 13% qualitative, and 1% mixed methods.
She also presents a table with side-by-side results for all four journals in each of the 11 years, as well as
a table comparing all four journals in all 11 years, for different types of statistical analyses (descriptive,
ANOVA, Pearson, t-test, regression, and chi-square). As in her 2000 article, she concludes by hoping
that “more care would be taken in applying all statistical procedures appropriately as per their under-
lying assumptions” and that “we would see more studies that combine qualitative and quantitative
research methods, since each highlights ‘reality’ in a different, yet complementary, way” (p. 219).

Loewen and Gass (2009) provide an annotated list of many of the articles and books on quantita-
tive research methods. This article focuses on quantitative research methods as they relate to SLA
research. Hence, the annotations provide an interesting view of quantitative research as seen from
the SLA perspective. Because the annotated references are arranged chronologically, reading through
them gives the reader a sense of how these books and articles are related historically, as well as how
they became progressively more sophisticated over time.

Conclusion

What Does the Future Hold for Quantitative Research?

A number of quantitative researchers have argued in various places for careful evaluation of the
assumptions underlying all statistical procedures (e.g., Brown, 1992b; Lazaraton, 2000, 2005; TESOL,
2003), for adequate maintenance of experiment-wise alpha (e.g., Brown, 1990; TESOL, 2003), and
for the importance of reliable measurement to quantitative research (e.g., TESOL, 2003; Brown,
2004a). Since many quantitative researchers in SLS continue to ignore these issues, I hope the impor-
tance of checking assumptions, maintaining experiment-wise alpha, and reliable measurement will
continue to be mentioned, argued for, and perhaps attended to by most SLS researchers in the years
to come.

However, here, I am more interested in trying to determine new directions that quantitative
research might head in the coming years. Glimmerings in the current literature on research and
statistics in SLS as well as more pronounced trends in other fields may foreshadow things to come. I
am no soothsayer, but based on what I am reading in SLS and in allied fields such as education and
psychology, I can predict with a certain degree of confidence that the following issues will play a big
part in the future of quantitative research in SLS: ethics; the inadequacy of alpha; power, effect size,
and confidence intervals; mixed methods research; replication; and meta-analysis.
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Ethics

First, ethical considerations in research have periodically surfaced in the literature (e.g., TESOL
Research Committee, 1980; Dufon, 1993; Brown, 2004a). However, with the relatively recent and
pervasive formation of human subjects committees at universities across the United States, most
researchers at the tertiary level in the US are suddenly more concerned than ever about the ethics of
quantitative research, and I predict that these trends will continue well into the future. For an early
overview on this issue outside of our field, see Kimmel (1988). For the ethical guidelines provide in
the field of psychology, see American Psychological Association (1953, 1982, 1992, 2002).

The Inadequacy of Alpha

Second, I believe that alpha will lose its luster in our field as it has in other disciplines. What this
means is that the days of chasing a significant p value (what one colleague in psychology called “p-
value envy”) may soon be over, and with it the tendency in SLS to conduct small-sample studies that
make it necessary to torture the data until they finally confess a significant ¢-value, chi-square, etc. I
am not predicting that alpha and the resulting p values will disappear, but rather that researchers will
come to understand that finding a significant p value is not enough; that is, p values are not an end,
but just the beginning of further analyses that can help researchers better understand their “signifi-
cant” results (as explained in the next sub-section).

Power, Effect Size, and Confidence Intervals

Third, as far back as I can remember, follow-up power, effect size, and confidence interval analyses
have been available to help researchers understand and clarify the results of their studies. However,
by and large, few researchers in