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Preface
Eli Hinkel

Overview

Around the world — and in most world regions — a great deal of resources, time, and work are dedi-
cated to second language (L2) and foreign language (FL) learning. According to some counts, there
are approximately 1.4 billion English language users around the world. They include a vast majority
of nonnative speakers who are learning or have learned English for communication in a myriad of
contexts and for a vast range of purposes in all manner of human endeavors. For this reason, the
number of language teachers and learners in practically any location where English is taught and
learned is predicted to continue to grow for the foreseeable future. The types of L2/FL populations
who are English teachers and learners have also become increasingly diverse, thus adding to what
was already a very broad field of language instruction, preparation, teaching, education, pedagogy,
schooling, tutoring, guiding, coaching, mentoring, and directing. In this light, no handbook, no
matter how large, can thoroughly cover the vast expanse of the contemporary language teaching and
learning territories.

The contents of this book reflect the importance of practical considerations in language teaching
and learning. The practical aspects of research discussed throughout deal directly with the applica-
tions of these findings to the needs of teachers and learners. It is a widely recognized fact, however,
that a large body of studies on how language is taught and learned presents an incomplete picture,
and there is much left to explore. The chapter coverage strives to remain as thorough as possible
within the scope of one volume, but the main objective of the book is to shine the light on the
practical matters entailed in working with language teaching and learning.

To this end, the book provides a broad-based discussion of language teaching and learning essentials,
as well as the types of language learners that populate the language learning universe, such as young
and adult learners, K-12 students, academic learners, and professionals in the disciplines. The develop-
ment of foundational language skills is required for any type of communication. This volume includes
all the classical areas in L2/FL pedagogy and applied linguistics, in addition to language curriculum
design, digital literacies, computer assisted language learning, and teachers’ professional development.

The practical aspects of language teaching and learning are directly concerned with how instruc-
tion is carried out, what types of skills and knowledge need to be addressed, and how the language
systems and variations are communicated to the learners. One of the key considerations is identi-
fying the ways in which instruction can be adapted to meet learning needs in local contexts. An
important goal of this book is to bridge the divide between the large body of research findings and
the needs of teachers and learners to make instruction as effective and as efficient as possible.

In light of the increasing importance of L2/FL usage around the world, the chapters examine
in some depth the core areas without which no communication can take place: speaking, listening,
reading, vocabulary, grammar, and writing. In each of the skill areas, the contents take a look at
traditions, innovations, and new directions in the practical aspects of instruction.

ELTshop.ir
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Methodology for Content Design

To identify areas and topics of relevance, importance, and usefulness, it was necessary to examine
the topics of interest among professional and teaching associations around the world. The following
approach was adopted:

(1) To focus on currency and relevance, the themes and shifts highlighted at professional con-
ferences, meetings, gatherings, academies, presentations, and in-progress workshops were
collected.

(2) The divisions, affiliates, special interest groups, as well as the topic areas in various professional
associations and organizations in many countries and across continents were compiled to ensure
the currency and breadth of research topics, content areas, and values.

(3) A thorough and extensive review of the L2/FL research on teaching and learning published in
the past several years played a key role. Regrettably, the number of pedagogical research publica-
tions has been in decline in the past couple of decades.

(4) The new and additional teaching areas that complement established instructional areas are
driven by the indelible effects of technology and real-world events on how languages are taught
and learned at the present time.

This book includes six parts, each divided into several chapters, depending on the topics and con-
tents. In general terms, the inclusion or exclusion of a particular theme or topic in this already huge
compendium of overviews reflects its prominence in L2/FL research literature, and professional
gatherings.

The structure of the book seeks to acknowledge the enormous complexity of teaching and learn-
ing the essential language skills. Most teachers, methodologists, and curriculum designers typically
accept it as given that L2/FL teaching and learning is such a vast and complex area of study that it
might be simply impossible to grasp it in its entirety.

One outcome of this complexity is that multiple perspectives, learning priorities, and instruc-
tional techniques can be found in most aspects of linguistic analysis and pedagogy. The diversity
of perspectives reflects the rising professionalization of the field. The studies of language, as well
as language learners, fundamentally hinge on indirect and interpreted evidence, and in almost all
cases, more than one perspective and interpretation are possible. It may come as little surprise that
in practical terms, views on key principles in language teaching and learning can differ to a great
extent. Multiple and different perspectives on most aspects of L2/FL teaching and learning are prob-
ably inevitable.

The audience for the book is envisioned to be language practitioners of all sorts. These can
include, for example, novice and experienced classroom teachers, advanced and not-so-advanced
undergraduate and post-graduate students, the teaching faculty in teacher training institutes, teacher
education, and applied linguistics programs, teacher trainers, curriculum designers, and material
developers, or others who are still merely considering joining the profession.

The Organization of the Book

The societal contexts of L2/FL learning and users who undertake to learn a language (most com-
monly, English) are the top priority of the book. Thus, the book begins with language learning
people, and the examination of the many populations of learners and their learning needs in a range
of social and educational systems.

The book opens with Part I, Learning Contexts and Language Teaching. As is typical
of many populations, language learners everywhere have broad-ranging objectives for achieving
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different L2/FL proficiencies in order to accomplish their educational, vocational, personal, aca-
demic, professional, and communicative goals.

Part II, Curriculum and Instruction, discusses curriculum and material design and deals
with a few prominent exemplars of instructional approaches in language teaching. These approaches
were selected for a closer look because they are widely adopted in various geographic locations and
social contexts around the world. The same can be said about the growing prominence of corpus
analyses and their findings in all manner of language pedagogy. The proliferation of technology in
language learning and instruction in and out of school (not to mention the ubiquity of technology
anywhere and everywhere world-wide) has dramatically changed how learners go about their daily
language-related activities.

The focus on specific language skills begins in Part III, Listening and Speaking. These chap-
ters address the current and divergent perspectives on listening pedagogy and the development of
speaking skills, as well as the role of pronunciation.

The chapters in Part IV, Reading and Writing, treat a number of broad domains of research
such as orthography and spelling, the practical matters in learning to write in another language and
teaching writing, L2/FL reading as an essential language skill, and the increasing prominence of
extensive reading. Reading and writing are foundational first and second language skills. However,
how teachers and learners go about teaching and learning to read and write is likely to vary greatly in
a broad range of instructional contexts. For instance, pen-and-paper skills can find themselves in the
company of digital technology that, by definition, requires advanced reading and writing abilities.

The six chapters in Part V, Vocabulary and Grammar, focus on various aspects of learning
L2/FL lexicon and its nearest relative, grammar. In recent decades, dramatic shifts in theoretical
foundations, teacher beliefs, and the practice of teaching have had enormous influence on the place
of vocabulary, grammar, and their contributions to language pedagogy and uses. Although typically
whole books are written on L2/FL vocabulary, grammar, or vocabulary combined with grammar,
the chapters in this part only touch the tip of the iceberg. How, when, and in what contexts vocabu-
lary and grammar are learned are the topics without which no handbook can do without.

The topics of Intercultural Communication and Pragmatics are considered in Part VI.
The connections between language learning and communication across cultural, social, and regional
divides has long remained one of the pivotal areas of study. More recently, intercultural and interna-
tional communication have attracted further attention due to the increasing effects of globalization.
Studies in L2/FL pragmatics are bound up with cross-cultural and cross-national language usage in
an enormous array of socio-cultural frameworks.

The Structure of the Chapters

In this Handbook, as in any other large book that consists of dozens of chapters written by three
or four dozen authors and co-authors, the contributions are likely to differ in character. To a large
extent, the chapters reflect the diversity of the language teaching profession, the contexts in which
language is taught and learned, and the individuals who teach and learn. However, each of the chap-
ters seeks to present reader-friendly, accessible, and teacher-oriented overviews of the key areas in
L2 teaching and learning.

In light of 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 coverage. For this
purpose, all contributors were requested to construct their chapters along a similar outline:

e An explanation of how the topic discussed in the chapter fits into a larger picture of the practical
aspects of language teaching

Xi
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* Important developments, trends, and traditions in the specific area of instruction, as well as cur-
rent controversies and the reasons that they have arisen

e A detailed explanation of the perspective expressed in the chapter and a review of current prac-
tices and innovations that supports this perspective

* A section on conclusions and/or future research directions

* A substantial list of references that can assist interested readers in backtracking seminal and rel-

evant works

Each chapter represents a stand-alone examination of a specific area in language teaching and learn-
ing. However, the book as a whole seeks to reflect the major trends in the current state of profes-
sional affairs, as well as the people and the contexts where second and foreign languages are taught

and learned.
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1

The changing landscape
of English language
teaching and learning

David Nunan

Introduction

When Eli Hinkel invited me to write the opening chapter of the Handbook, she told me that the
audience and focus would differ from previous handbooks to which I had contributed. The principal
audience would be pre-service, in-service, and early-career teachers of English working in a diverse
range of global contexts. The chapter had to be reader-friendly, accessible, and teacher-oriented.
She wanted a state-of-the art overview of current and future trends and developments in second
language teaching and learning focusing on the people and contexts that constitute language teach-
ing and learning in different parts of the world. The topic was daunting. Numbers alone speak to
this. For example, estimates of the number of students engaged in learning English range from 1.5
to 2 billion.

Opver the last 50 or more years, there has been substantial diversification and fragmentation in the
field, driven partly, but not exclusively, by globalization and technology. When I started teaching in the
early 1970s, several binary distinctions circumscribed the field: EFL vs ESL, native speakers vs non-
native speakers, general vs specific purpose English, children vs adults, and private vs public sectors.

These days, binary distinctions are far too crude. In terms of ‘language people’, we have stu-
dents, teachers, program administrators, researchers, academics, curriculum designers, policy mak-
ers, materials developers, publishers, leaders of professional and academic organizations, owners of
private language schools, volunteers working with immigrants, refugees, and asylum seekers — the
list goes on. Any one of these groups could be further broken down. Learners, for instance, can be
classified in terms of age (from early childhood to seniors), level of education (no formal educa-
tion to Ph.D.), level of proficiency (beginner to advanced), legal/political status (foreign overseas
students, immigrants, refugees), and in reasons for learning English (very general to very specific).

Contexts are as variable as people. Andy Curtis makes the point that every context is a unique
mix of lesson, location, students, and teacher (Curtis, 2015). Years ago, context referred to whether
teaching occurred in countries where English is the dominant language (ESL) and contexts in which
it is a foreign language (EFL). This distinction has long been seen as inadequate, lumping together
countries as diverse as Poland, Brazil, and Japan. In the 1980s, Braj Kachru proposed a three-circles
model of English. The Inner Circle consists of countries in which English is a first language for
most of the population. The Outer Circle includes those former colonies of England such as India,
Pakistan, and Singapore where English is the second (and in some cases the first) language of large

DOI: 10.4324/9781003106609-2 3
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numbers of citizens. The Expanding Circle consists of countries in which English is learned and
used as a foreign language (Kachru, 1990). Although influential at the time it was proposed, Kachru’s
model was increasingly criticized. His characterization of Inner Circle countries underplayed the
multilingual reality of their populations. For example, a quarter of all children in the United States
are born to mothers who use a language other than English in the home (Garcia & Freede, 2010).
Additionally, as noted earlier, the Expanding Circle category failed to capture significant contextual
differences between the countries falling into this category. (For a detailed critique of the Kachru
model, see Jenkins, 2014.)

One core contextual variable is purpose. There are various reasons for learning English. Young
learners in non-English-speaking countries have no particular purpose other than that it is on the
school timetable or because parents insist on it. These programs are known as General Purpose
English (sometimes facetiously called TENOR courses — Teaching English for No Obvious
Reason). For older learners, the major purposes are for education and employment: Vocational
English; English for Specific Purposes (ESP); English for Academic Purposes (EAP), and so on. In
1960, Michael West proposed another contextual variable: the availability of educational resources,
drawing a distinction between resource-rich countries and those that are under-resourced. Interest
in this variable has been revived with the publication of books and articles, and conferences devoted
to the subject (Coleman, 2018; Curtis, 2021; Christian & Bailey, 2021; Kuchar & Smith, 2018).
Later in the chapter, I will discuss the issue of equity. The existence of resources is one thing, access
to those resources is another.

Although the chapter is populated with people and contexts, they are woven into the fabric of the
chapter, rather than appearing in separate sections. My purpose is to tell the story of the changing land-
scape of English language teaching and learning. Selecting a broad topic enabled me to focus on the
people and contexts that shaped my own evolution as a teacher, teacher educator, researcher, curriculum
developer, and writer. In writing the chapter, I was mindful of the intended audience, and attempted to
present complex concepts, themes, and perspectives in an accessible yet non-trivial manner.

I embark on the chapter with the premise that language teaching is part of education, that we are
educators first and language teachers second. I therefore begin by addressing a fundamental philo-
sophical and political question: What is education for? How we answer the question will determine
how we go about dealing with practical issues: what content should be covered, what learning expe-
riences should be provided for the learners, and how we will know what worked and what didn’t
(Nunan, 2017).

I synthesize what past philosophers of educators have had to say on the question before describing
how globalization and the inevitable instability it brings, the knowledge explosion, and the impact
of technology have forced present-day educators to look for different answers from those that were
appropriate for former generations. I also look at resistance to change and point out that in educa-
tion a significant innovation can take up to 30 years to take root.

The sheer pace of change in all areas of life, social, political, and economic, has created a dilemma
for educators who are charged with preparing the present generation for an unknown future. One
response to the dilemma has been an attempt to redefine education in terms of skills/competencies
rather than the mastery of content, much of which will be obsolete by the time learners graduate
from school. I describe the 21% century competencies movement and argue that language education
has an important place within that movement. I'm not wedded to the phrase 21 century compe-
tencies’, particularly as we are almost a quarter of the way though the century. However, I agree with
key principles such as a shift of focus from teachers and input to learners and output. I address these
principles in greater detail in the body of the chapter.

I then turn back to the 1970s, when the nature of language was being reconceptualized as a
resource that enables us to communicate rather than as a body of content to be mastered. Those
who advanced this view argued that, for language educators, the question should no longer be ‘what
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language content do my students need to learn?’, but ‘what resources and skills do my learners need
in order to communicate competently?” Although it would take years for this view to have an impact
in many educational systems, the shift in focus from knowledge acquisition to skills development
was more-or-less what the 21% century competency movement would argue for 30 years later. I'm
not arguing that content is irrelevant, although, over time, some becomes redundant and has to be
updated or replaced. It’s a matter of balance, as I pointed out some years ago in a piece on the need
for an integrated approach to syllabus design (Nunan, 2017).

Having surveyed past and present shifts in the educational landscape, I look to the future. This
is a tricky business. As I have said, we don’t know what the world will be like five years from now,
let alone in 30 years. Epidemiologists apart, who could have predicted the pandemic that would
sweep the world in 2020 and change all our lives? In looking forward, I draw on an important sum-
mit meeting that took place in Athens, Greece, in 2017 which addressed the future of TESOL as a
profession.

Throughout the chapter, the word ‘profession’ and its offspring, ‘professional’ and ‘professional-
ism’, occur over 20 times. In the penultimate section of the chapter, I revisit a question I posed two
decades ago: Is language teaching a profession? In interrogating the question, I pull together the key
themes running through the chapter.

What is education for?

I begin the substantive part of the chapter with what might seem a lofty question. If you are a pre-
service or early-career teacher, you may think that the question isn’t one for you, it’s one for higher-
ups such as university professors and boards of education. I would encourage you to think otherwise.
It’s a relevant question for anyone with a stake in education, which means anyone who pays taxes.
Parents with school-age children are, or should be, vitally interested. Politicians, who spend vast
amounts of our tax dollars on education, certainly are, as are the media

The question is particularly relevant for those of us who are actively engaged in education. It
will shape subsidiary questions relating to syllabus design (what content should I provide for learners
and how should I sequence it?), methodology (what learning experiences should I provide for my
learners?), assessment (how will I know how well my learners have done?), and evaluation (how will
I know how well the elements that constitute courses, including me the teacher, have served the
learners, and what can be improved?).

The ‘lofty’ question has been approached in different ways. One set of arguments focuses on
society, and societal needs. These include the notion that the purpose of education is to produce
workers with the knowledge and skills to contribute to the growth of the economy; to preserve and
pass on the cultural values of society; and to induct learners into domains of knowledge. Another set
focuses on the individual, arguing that the purpose is to foster personal growth and development,
that learning is an end in itself and should be pursued for its own sake, and that the end of education
is to equip citizens to lead fulfilling lives (Myhill, 2016). This might be called the ‘personal eman-
cipatory’ perspective.

Those who argue that the purpose of education is to turn out productive workers do so on the
grounds that educational institutions are funded by the broader society and should serve the needs
of that society. The principal proponents of this argument are politicians, and business and industry
leaders. We could label this perspective the ‘utilitarian’ argument. On the surface, it might seem a
reasonable view. However, as I point out in the next section, it begs the question of what knowledge
and skills will be relevant in a rapidly changing world.

The argument that the purpose of education is to preserve and pass on cultural and societal values
is a conservative one. It assumes that these values are relatively stable and agreed upon by most of
the population. However, few modern societies are so consensus oriented. Even in past eras, it is the
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values of the dominant culture that are embedded in the educational system. ‘Dominant’ does not
mean the largest cultural group. In many contexts, it refers to a cultural elite that, through economic
superiority and entrenched power, is able to impose its cultural norms on less privileged groups.

The knowledge domain view is closely allied to the cultural preservation position. Proponents
of this view see the primary purpose of education as the development of the intellect through
a liberal education founded on knowledge-based subjects such as mathematics, the physical sci-
ences, the human sciences, history, morals, religion, fine arts, literature, and philosophy. Each of
these knowledge domains has its own particular way of looking at the world. Each has its own
body of knowledge generated through unique principles of inquiry or ‘rules of the game’. The
rules for generating scientific knowledge differ from the rules for generating historical knowledge.
These knowledge domains have their own intrinsic value and should be studied for their own sake
(Dearden et al., 1972). R.S. Peters, a principal proponent of the knowledge domain school, drew a
distinction between education (acquisition of abstract knowledge and higher-order reasoning abili-
ties) and vocational training (knowing how to drive a truck or plumb a house). School curricula
consist of disciplinary domains such as “science, mathematics and history ... not bingo, bridge and
billiards. Presumably there must be some reason for this apart from their utilitarian or vocational
value” (Peters, 1966, p. 144). Fifty years before Peters, John Dewey argued that the purpose of edu-
cation was not to inculcate subject knowledge but to develop critical thinking skills that would equip
students for lifelong learning; a view that was generations ahead of its time (Dewey, 1916). More
recently, the cultural preservation and knowledge-domain positions have been attacked for their
outmoded 19" century concepts of knowledge and their exclusive focus on Western civilization and
traditions (Oance & Bridges, 2009).

Dewey’s views on education were complex and multifaceted, and much of his writing is as
relevant today as it was 100 years ago. His progressive and liberal views put him firmly in the ‘per-
sonal emancipatory’ camp, although they were controversial in his native America. In Britain, two
philosophers of education, John White and Richard Pring, are worth mentioning. White, a former
student and later colleague of Peters, is broadly sympathetic to the notion of knowledge acquisition
for its own sake, although he also argues that the purpose of education is to equip people to lead
happy flourishing lives, meet basic needs such as health and food, find interesting work, and form
lasting relationships (White, 2010). White’s stance incorporates elements of the vocational and lib-
eral traditions. He points out that they are not mutually exclusive, and that the curriculum can, and
should, incorporate both utilitarian and non-utilitarian ends.

His perspective is shared by Richard Pring, whose work I first encountered in the 1970s at the
University of Exeter, where I was a graduate student and Pring was Professor of Education. In an
article entitled What is education for? he says, “One needs to argue for the kind of personal develop-
ment and fulfillment which we believe to be worthwhile, and for the kind of society which, through
educating young people, we think worth creating” (Pring, 2010, p. 98). This statement mirrors and
reinforces White’s position. Pring also reiterates the need for educational systems to be renewed to
reflect the changing needs of society and emerging concepts of what it means to be educated:

... not any kind of learning is thought of as ‘educational’, but only that kind of learning which
is considered to be valuable — which leads to improved and more intelligent understanding
of the physical, social and economic world in which we live. Therefore, just as those worlds
change (society and the economic conditions have changed considerably in the last twenty
years) so we need constantly to review our view of the ‘educated person’.

(Ibid)

In this section, I have provided a brief and admittedly subjective response to the ‘lofty question’ that
heads it. In the next, I take as my point of departure Pring’s comment on the need for education to
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keep pace with societal and economic change and examine the phenomena that forced a shift in the
educational landscape in general, and language education in particular.

Forces for change

Education is inherently conservative. When responding to the ebb and flow of economic times,
the demands of industry, the pace of social change, and the disruptive power of technology, it is
anything but nimble. In the 1970s, Lawrence Stenhouse pointed to this conservatism as one reason
why it took approximately 30 years for innovations to take root (Stenhouse, 1975, 1978). Many years
later, in some respects not much has changed. Over 30 years ago, I published a book proposing that
tasks be a central organizing principle for language programs (Nunan, 1989). The idea continues to
bemuse many new to language teaching.

At the beginning of the 21 century, this conservatism was increasingly criticized by business and
government leaders who argued that education systems were failing to produce graduates with the
skills, knowledge, and dispositions corporations and industry required to survive and thrive in an
increasingly globalized world (Soland et al., 2013). These criticisms and calls for curriculum renewal
prompted educational bureaucracies to reconsider the purposes for education and the knowledge
and skills required of citizens in the 21* century (see, for example, Ministry of Education, Singapore,
2014). At the same time, academics were formulating their own proposals for change. As long ago
as 1966, Jerome Bruner argued that it should be “... self-evident that each generation must define
afresh the nature, direction, and aims of education to assure such freedom and rationality as can be
attained for a future generation” (Bruner, 1966, p. 23). He identified several phenomena that made
change crucial. Fundamental was the information explosion which had led to a revolution in our
understanding of human physical, cognitive, and social development, as well as on the nature of
the learning process. He argued that the role of the teacher was not to transmit facts, which would
soon become redundant, but to scaffold the learning process through guided, inductive procedures.
Focus in the classroom should be on the learner, not the teacher, there should be more learning, less
teaching (Bruner, 2006). Bruner’s work influenced my own thinking on the centrality of the learner
to the learning process (Nunan, 1988, 2013a) and experiential task- and project-based language
learning (Nunan, 1989, 2004). His notion of scaffolded learning has been developed and applied to
language learning and teaching by educators such as Pauline Gibbons (2014).

Given Bruner’s astonishment at the pace of change in the 1960s, what would he have made, 50
years on, of the baffling rate at which it comes at us, and the dilemma it presents educators? Ken
Robinson explained the dilemma as follows:

We all have a huge, vested interest in education, partly because it’s education that’s meant to
take us into this future that we can’t grasp. If you think of it, children starting school this year
will be retiring in 2065. Nobody has a clue ... what the world will look like in five years’ time,
and yet we’re meant to be educating them for it. ... So, the unpredictability is extraordinary.
(Robinson, 2006)

In his talk, Robinson criticized the hierarchical nature of school curricula, which place mathematics
and science at the top, and the creative arts such as music and dance at the bottom. In his view, the
hierarchy, which had evolved and been perpetuated over centuries, should be reversed, with creativ-
ity at the top.

Educators working in a range of contexts in different parts of the world have proposed responses
to the dilemma. These responses have emerged in various guises and with differing labels: 21* cen-
tury Competencies/Skills, New Learning/Literacies, ‘SMART learning’, and so on. Despite differ-
ences of emphasis, they share several principles (principles which Bruner took to be “self-evident”
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50 years ago!). Fundamentally, the curriculum had to move beyond the transmission of information
and the mastery of content. The focus had to shift from teachers and input to learners and outcomes.
These outcomes should be specified as competencies; that is, things learners should be able to do at
the end of the instructional process. Cope and Kalantzis, 2015; Kalantzis and Cope, 2012; Soland,
Hamilton, and Stecher, 2013; Ministry of Education, Singapore, 2014; Ackoff and Greenberg, 2008
all agree that the measure of success must be learner outcomes, not teacher input. In the next sec-
tion, I will sketch out what this shift in focus from teacher input to learner output might look like.

Competency-based education

A competency is a statement of the attitudes, dispositions, and behaviors that an individual should
display at the end of a course of instruction. I say, ‘at the end of a course of instruction’ rather than
‘as a result of instruction’, because the latter implies a direct causal relationship between instruction
and learning. There must be some sort of a relationship. If not, what would be the point of teaching?
However, the relationship is complex and indirect, and mastery is a developmental, not an all-or-noth-
ing, process. This is true of all subjects, none more so than language. Memorizing and regurgitating
grammar rules and identifying violations of a rule in a grammar test is called declarative knowledge.
Gradually acquiring the ability to use a grammatical feature to communicate effectively and appro-
priately in a range of different contexts and content domains requires procedural knowledge, a very
different matter from declarative knowledge, involving speech processing and production. For a dis-
cussion of this complexity, and the multiple factors involved in procedural mastery, see Goldschneider
and DeKeyser (2001). Elsewhere, I have described language acquisition as an organic rather than a
linear process: in metaphorical terms, it is more akin to growing a garden than building a wall.

There is nothing new in the idea that the curriculum should be specified in terms of learning
outcomes. According to Eisner (1967, pp. 250-51) “a belief in the usefulness of clear and specific
educational objectives emerged around the turn of the (19") century with the birth of the scien-
tific movement in education.” Midway through the century, Ralph Tyler developed his self-styled
‘Rational Curriculum Model’. It was a clever label because a person objecting to the model ran the
risk of being accused of irrationality. The model has four basic steps. The first of these is the speci-
fication of behavioral objectives. Next comes the creation and sequencing of learning experiences.
The final steps involve evaluating the curriculum and revising those parts that fail to achieve the
prespecified objectives (Tyler, 1949).

The model had a significant impact on curriculum development. In 1972, Valette and Disick
developed an approach to the teaching of modern languages based on performance objectives. They
used the term ‘performance’ rather than ‘bahavioral’, as the latter was associated with behaviorist
psychology, which was largely discredited by the 1970s.

‘Performance’ also captured another essential feature of the approach. Learner outcomes had to
be visible, students having to demonstrate through observable performance that learning had taken
place. Verbs such as ‘appreciate’ and ‘understand’ were unacceptable because they couldn’t be seen in
learner performance, and therefore presented a major challenge when it came to assessment.

Formal performance objectives [were] meant to include three elements: (a) a performance or task
statement, (b) a conditions statement, and (c) a standards or criterion statement. The task element
specifies what learners are to do, the conditions statement specifies the circumstances and con-
ditions under which learners are to perform the task, and the standards statement specifies how
well the task is to be performed. The following statement illustrates a three-part objective. In an
authentic interaction (condition), the student will request prices of shopping items (task). Utterances will
be comprehensible to a sympathetic native speaker (standard).

(Nunan, 2007, p. 423)
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The objectives movement had its critics as well as its champions. There is no space here to review the
debate in detail. I have done this in several publications, including my 2007 paper. (Comprehensive
critiques can also be found in classic rebuttals such as Eisner, 1967, and Popham, 1972.) Here, I will
mention only two criticisms, because they are pertinent to the 21 century competency movement.
Providing a list of formal, three-part objectives of the type illustrated earlier for an entire curriculum
is unrealistic, although sample objectives in the early stages of instruction can be useful for sensitizing
learners to intended learning outcomes. An exhaustive list would spawn hundreds, if not thousands,
of objectives, and could lead to sterile, mechanistic instruction. Second, it can, and has been argued,
that education is successful to the extent that it leads to outcomes that can’t be predicted in advance,
a point Eisner made in his critique over 50 years ago:

... the outcomes of instruction are far more numerous and complex for educational objec-
tives to encompass. The amount, type, and quality of learning that occurs in a classroom,
especially when there is interaction among students, are only in small part predictable. The
changes in pace, tempo, and goals that experienced teachers employ when necessary and
appropriate for maintaining classroom organization are dynamic rather than mechanistic in
character.

(Eisner, 1967, p. 254)

Eisner goes on to state that his critique is pertinent to some subject areas but not to others. In his
opinion, it is perfectly possible to prespecify precise learning outcomes for mathematics, languages,
and the sciences, but not for subjects such as the arts that require creative, and therefore non-pre-
dictable, responses. I agree with most of what Eisner has to say but would argue that the previous
quote is applicable to all subjects including mathematics, languages, and the sciences. Years ago,
Henry Widdowson (1983) persuasively pointed out that, as language educators, we need to develop
in our learners not only communicative competence (Hymes, 1971, 1972) but also communicative
capacity, which requires creativity, resourcefulness, and the ability to produce novel utterances and
texts (Jones, 2020).

While the 21 century competencies movement and the objectives approach in its various
guises and iterations take as their point of departure learning outcomes, that’s about all they share.
Competencies can encompass dispositions that are not directly observable. The movement also
accepts diversity of outcomes. “Diversity, not uniformity of learners and their responses to instruc-
tion, is not only desirable, it is inevitable and ... must feature at the core of our thinking about
education” (Kalantzis & Cope, 2012, p. 9).

I will illustrate competencies with reference to Soland et al. (2013). Their model is comprehen-
sive and comprehensible. The authors identify three broad categories of competency: cognitive,
intrapersonal, and interpersonal. Cognitive competencies include mastery of core academic content
such as mathematics, science, language arts, foreign languages, history, geography, critical thinking,
and creativity. Interpersonal competencies are those that are needed to relate to other people. They
include communication and collaboration, leadership, and global awareness, which they describe as
‘intercultural empathy’. The final cluster are competencies that reside within the individual. These
include having a ‘growth mindset’; learning how to learn, that is, a student’s ability to determine
how to approach a problem or task, monitor his or her own comprehension, and evaluate progress
toward completion; and intrinsic motivation (see, also, Mercer et al., 2018). (Following on from the
previous discussion, I would move creativity to this category and add resourcefulness.) A student
who understands his or her own learning processes is better able to self~-motivate, respond to teacher
feedback, and develop stronger self-perceptions of academic accomplishment. The final competency
Soland et al. identify is ‘grit’, an ability to stick with a task until it is completed, or to persist with a
problem until it is solved.
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The centrality of language to 215t century education

None of these competencies can be realized without language. Although, in schemes such as that
proposed by Soland et al., language is identified as a cognitive competency along with other knowl-
edge domains, it is fundamental to all competencies. Communication, collaboration, creativity, and
critical thinking/reasoning, for example, are not possible without language if we expand our view of
language to include non-verbal communication, self-talk, and so on. There is also renewed interest
in language for subject teaching. Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) and Content-
Based Instruction (CBI) had been around since the 1970s. Current interest, and the development
of new perspectives on integrating language and content, has been prompted, at least in part, by a
recognition of the centrality of language in an increasingly integrated and globalized world. (See the
contributions in the collection edited by Snow & Brinton, 2017.)

Following on from this, I would point out that language differs from the other cognitive com-
petencies in that it has no substantive content. While we can talk about grammatical rules in the
abstract (declarative knowledge), in actual use (procedural knowledge), the experiential content has
to come from elsewhere: everyday life, for example speculating about the cause of an accident, or
some other subjects on the curriculum, such as science, in which students will need to carry out
tasks such as describing the steps involved in carrying out an experiment. When we talk or write, it
has to be about something. To this extent, language is a sort of parasite.

The ability to communicate effectively in a wide range of personal, educational, and business
contexts across a range of cultures is a core competence. The term competence has a long (and
contentious) history in linguistics and language education. In his book Aspects of the Theory of Syntax,
Noam Chomsky (1965) drew a distinction between competence (the implicit linguistic knowledge
of the ideal native speaker) and performance (the use of this knowledge to communicate). Chomsky’s
aim was to develop a theoretical account of the mental mechanisms underlying language. He was
not concerned with language learning and teaching, and was quite explicit in stating that his work
had nothing to say to language educators. Not surprisingly, those who saw language as a social tool
objected to Chomsky’s mentalist approach. They argued for the study of language in context, and
proposed the notion of ‘communicative competence’, a term first coined by the sociolinguist Dell
Hymes (1966, 1972). Hymes pointed out that Chomsky’s linguistic competence was only part of
the broader ‘communicative competence’. The concept of communicative competence was further
developed by Canale and Swain (1980) and Canale (1983) who identified four key elements of com-
municative competence. These were linguistic, discourse, strategic, and sociolinguistic. Since then,
there have been many developments and debates about the concept and the relationships between
communicative competence, communicative performance, linguistic proficiency, and so on. (See,
for example, Bachman, 1990; Bachman and Palmer, 1996.)

At the same time, the British linguist Michael Halliday was developing his own model of lan-
guage as communication. Through this model, he sought to make explicit the systematic relation-
ships between linguistic form and communicative function, and his model came to be known as
systemic-functional linguistics. The statement, ‘Language is what language does’ (language is the way it
is because of what it does), captures the essence of his approach (Halliday, 1973, 1978, 1985).

A seismic shift in the language teaching landscape

The expanded view of language had implications for language teaching. If the ability to com-
municate competently in a second or foreign language requires more than linguistic competence,
that is knowledge of grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation, these other aspects have also to be
at the heart of teaching and learning. Language educators had to address the question of what it
is that learners need to be able to do functionally in a second language. In fact, one of the earliest
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textbook series to embrace this new view of language was called Functions of English (Jones, 1977).
Initial attempts at designing communicative courses and materials were rather crude. In fact, they
didn’t look so different from the courses they replaced. Units of work were given functional rather
than grammatical labels, so a unit entitled The simple past might be relabelled Describing what you did
on your vacation. However, for a time, the exercises and drills remained much the same as those that
underpinned audiolingualism.

The so-called ‘communicative revolution’ created challenges at all levels of the curriculum from
syllabus design (selecting and sequencing content) to methodology (selecting and sequencing learn-
ing experiences) to assessment (determining what learners are able to do during and at the end of a
course of instruction). It was no longer acceptable to adopt a ‘one size fits all’ approach to syllabus
design. Different learners would have different communicative needs and purposes according to the
context and situation in which they were learning. This diversity needed to be reflected in the con-
tent of the course. Another problem was that syllabus issues (the what) and methodological ones (the
how) could no longer be so easily separated. Communication was a process. Learning was no longer
a matter of mastering a body of content but of acquiring complex, procedural skills. Indirect assess-
ment of content through traditional ‘pencil and paper’ tests had to be replaced by direct measures
of students’ spoken and written communication skills. This shift in focus from content to process
preceded a similar shift by the 21* century movement by about 25 years (although it lagged by a
decade Bruner’s call for such a shift).

These challenges led to a flurry of activity on the part of applied linguists along with debates
between traditionalists who wanted to maintain the status quo, and those advocating change. In his
book on language syllabus design, David Wilkins argued that despite their seeming differences, vari-
ous syllabus options could be divided into two categories: synthetic syllabuses and analytic syllabuses.
A synthetic syllabus consists of the individual linguistic elements (sounds, words, and grammar) that
make up the language. These are “taught separately and step-by-step so that acquisition is a process
of gradual accumulation of parts until the whole structure of language has been built up” (Wilkins,
1976, p. 2). Despite major differences in their assumptions about the nature of language and learn-
ing, the grammar-translation and audiolingual methods are both synthetic. In contrast, analytic syl-
labuses are organized around concepts that are non-linguistic in nature. Content-based, task-based,
project-based, and text-based syllabuses are all analytic in nature (Snow & Brinton, 2017).

The seismic shift in my own professional development occurred at about this time. It was stimu-
lated by my years as a graduate student and teacher in the UK: the scholars I read, the mentoring
and guidance from teachers such as Richard Pring, and encounters with extraordinary people such
as Bruner. The vignette rounding out this section describes one experience that shifted my own
language teaching landscape.

In the 1970s, I left university in the UK with postgraduate degrees in English language teaching,
and curriculum studies, a depleted bank account, and a brain buzzing with all I'd learned during my
years of study. Itching to return to the classroom, I applied for a number of summer school positions.
After several rejections, I received an offer from Bowthorpe Hall in Norwich, a school run by the
Bell Educational Trust. I accepted immediately. The Trust was known for the professionalism of its
teachers and its tolerance for progressive ideas. When I arrived at the school, I learned that there was
no set curriculum. I was at liberty to structure my course in any way I wished. All that the school
required was a title and a brief course description. Students would be guided by these when select-
ing courses from the range on offer. That afternoon, I looked through the student files. Most were
Europeans aged from 18 to 26, and the majority were studying a diversity of subjects in a range of
institutions. Not surprisingly, a good many expressed interests in language, literature, cultural, and
media studies.

The library, containing reference books, class sets of coursebooks, and a range of other resources,
occupied a corner of the teachers’ common room. It was here that I found the inspiration for my
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course — a class set of Edward Albee’s play, Who's Afraid of Virginia Woolf? That became the title of
the course. When Dave Allan, principal of Bowthorpe, saw the title and course description he was
intrigued and sought me out in the teachers’ room.

I explained the details of the proposed course. We would explore in depth all dramatic, literary,
and linguistic aspects of the play. We would watch the film starring Richard Burton and Elizabeth
Taylor, and on one weekend we would travel to London to see the stage version. During the course,
the students would select a key scene from the play and turn it into a self-contained mini-play which
they would perform at the end of the course for anyone who wanted to come along.

Planning the course in this way had been stimulated by my desire to try out ideas related to
communicative language teaching and analytic syllabus design. A decade later, as I began writing
about task-based language teaching (TBLT), project-based language teaching (PBLT) and learner-
centeredness, I remembered this course, which the students had loved, having arrived at the school
expecting more of the same traditional language instruction they had experienced in their home
schools and universities. I realized the course had all the basic principles of TBLT and PBLT. TBLT
developed in the 1980s as a set of procedures for realizing the principles of communicative language
teaching in the classroom. It is classified as analytic because the syllabus is organized around tasks
based on student needs, not on an inventory of grammar items. Two book-length treatments on
TBLT appeared in the late 1980s: an edited collection by Candlin and Murphy (1987), and a single
authored monograph by me (Nunan, 1989). In that book, and a substantially revised second edi-
tion (Nunan, 2004), I pointed out that TBLT was not a single method, but a family of approaches
sharing several key principles. Tasks focus students on exchanging meaning rather than manipulating
grammatical forms. As part of a teaching cycle, there are opportunities for students to focus on form,
but this is in the service of achieving task outcomes. The approach makes explicit for students the
nexus between grammatical form and communicative function in ways that decontextualized gram-
mar pattern drills do not. In completing tasks, students resourcefully generate their own language
rather than regurgitating models provided by the teacher or a textbook. In keeping with language
use outside the classroom, the outcome will be something that goes beyond language itself: informa-
tion about the departure time of a flight, a cup of coffee, the acceptance of a dinner date and so on.
Importantly, in-class tasks will have a principled relationship to target or real-word tasks.

Projects can be thought of as ‘super-tasks’. They contain similar characteristics as tasks but will
be larger in scope. The Who’s Afraid of Virginia Woolf? project took about 45 hours to complete and
culminated in the performance of a mini-play. In working toward the project outcome, students
engaged in many tasks, such as collaboratively writing a plot summary. These had outcomes in their
own right but were undertaken in the service of the larger outcome. The advantage of a project-
based approach is that it has a greater coherence than one constructed around a sequence of discrete
tasks. Both task- and project-based learning are also ideal for fostering the development of 21* cen-
tury competencies, particularly communication, collaboration, creativity, and the development of
learner autonomy. (For greater elaboration, see Mercer & Dornyei, 2020; Nunan, 2017.)

The future of the profession

In 2017, the TESOL International Association held a summit on the Future of the TESOL profes-
sion in Athens, Greece. Guided by a steering committee chaired by past TESOL President Denise
Murray, and a reference panel, the Summit was two years in the planning. I was fortunate to be
invited to serve on the committee, which included a diverse international membership.

The initiative was unique. In order to obtain views, perspectives, and experiences from the field,
discussion groups were established on a Summit website based on the themes of Futurology, English
in Multilingualism, R eimagining English Competence, and the Profession as a Change Agent. Each
of these was to be explored through three guiding principles: Inquiry, Equity, and Professionalism.
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By inquiry, we meant that TESOL practice and policy should be inquiry-based, with practice
informing research as well as research informing practice and policy. Further, inquiry should include
voices from a range of stakeholders. Through equity, we expressed the belief that English is an addi-
tional language and should not supplant the home language(s). We noted that TESOL occurs in
many different contexts around the world with varying practices, cultures, and access to resources.
Quality instruction was not available to disadvantaged groups in many parts of the world and this was
an issue that the steering committee wanted the Summit to address. Professionalism was the third
guiding principle. Professional development should promote sustainable, continuous, collaborative,
and coherent activities and focus on positive change and innovation rather than academic outputs.
We then identified speakers to fill the twelve speaking slots, each exploring one of the themes
through one of the guiding principles. Speakers represented different TESOL communities around
the world. The following matrix sets out the speakers and their assigned areas.

Inquiry Equity Professionalism
Futurology Sue Garton Asmaa Abu Mezied Greg Kessler
English in multilingualism Li Wei Joe Lo Bianco Robinah Kyeyune
Reimagining English competence Anne Katz Giselle Lundy-Ponce Ahmar Mahboob
The profession as a change agent Constant Leung Franklin Tellez Misty Adonou

The initial task for each speaker was to post questions on the website to stimulate discussion
and debate in the months leading up to the Summit and to engage with online participants in the
ensuing discussions. Following the Summit, they were tasked with producing a 1,500-word position
paper on their chosen area, which was informed by the Summit discussions, as well as their under-
standing of current knowledge. These papers, along with weblinks, are included in the reference list
at the end of the chapter.

The Summit format was organized around twelve discussion sessions corresponding to the twelve
slots in the matrix. Each session was initiated by a fifteen-minute presentation by one of the speakers
followed by round-table discussions of questions posed by the speakers during their presentations. As
far as possible, each of the discussion tables contained a cross-section of stakeholders who attended
the Summit. These included policy makers, professional organizations, teacher educators, materi-
als and assessment writers, publishers, administrators, teachers, and researchers. At the end of each
discussion period, there was a plenary session in which a rapporteur summarized the main points
raised at their table. The entire Summit was webcast live and, following the event, made available
on the TESOL website.

The web discussions, presentations, and round-tables yielded an enormous amount of data,
which was subsequently summarized and synthesized by the steering committee and used as a basis
for the publication of an Action Agenda. The Agenda (TESOL, 2017) identified five priority areas.
Each of these included a rationale and a list of recommendations for action to be undertaken by
stakeholders as well as the broader TESOL community. In the rest of this section, I will summarize
each of the priority areas.

Priority 1: Strengthen the status and visibility of the profession

There has been an explosion in the demand for English as an additional language programs in diverse
contexts around the world. Along with this has been an increasing professionalization of TESOL
through teacher preparation programs at pre- and post-graduate levels, career-long professional
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development opportunities provided by associations such as TESOL and IATEFL, and the emer-
gence of a robust applied research agenda. Despite these initiatives, a consistent message on the
online discussion boards as well as at the Summit itself was the fact that TESOL, as a profession, is
consistently undervalued, if not completely ignored, by policy makers, politicians, and some private
sector interests who see English language as a commodity to be sold rather than as a resource for
global communication. Perpetuation of the myth that native-speaker status is all that is required
to teach a language subverts the efforts of language educators to advance the cause of TESOL as a
profession. The Action Agenda calls for TESOL professionals to claim and promote their expertise
through steps such as disseminating TESOL professional knowledge and resources to stakeholders
who influence the profession and increasing the visibility of the profession through social media.

Priority 2: Redesign English language education programs to foster global engagement

Another issue that generated considerable discussion and debate at the Summit was the use of the
learners’ first language in learning a second and subsequent languages. The English-only movement
has become deeply entrenched over many years for political and ideological reasons. A persistent
argument is that in many contexts the language classroom is the only place in which learners have
an opportunity to practice their English and, with the use of the L1, this opportunity is diminished.
Although, with an increasingly interconnected world and the ubiquity of technology, this objection
has lost much of its potency (Choi, 2017; Choi & Ollerhead, 2018; Li, 2017).

A growing body of research has challenged this ‘monolingual mindset’. In his article on myths
about early childhood bilingualism, Genesee (2015), argues that second language learners’ most valu-
able resource is their first language. Fielding and Harbon (2020) point out that there is no empirical
support for the monolingual position. In their own research, they found that primary (elementary)
students in bilingual programs outperform peers in monolingual programs on standardized tests of
literacy and numeracy. Multilingual teaching strategies enable students to activate the prior knowl-
edge and experiences they have acquired through their home language (Cummins et al., 2005). A
similar outcome is reported in (Kirsch, 2018). Helping young (4—7-year-old) children develop their
multilingual repertoires facilitates the development of 21 century competencies such as communi-
cation skills and knowledge construction. In his contribution to the Summit, Li Wei called for the
development of instructional decisions and practices informed by a multilingual mindset. He urges
teachers to remember that the goal is “not trying to replace the learners’ L1 and make them into
another monolingual. We are developing more bilinguals with the flexibility that multilingualism
gives them” (Li, 2017, p. 3). (See also recent empirical studies showing the advantages of students’
fluid use of languages in academic learning settings: Choi & Liu, 2021; Herrera, 2017; Preece, 2020;
Wu & Lin, 2019).

Priority 3: Mobilize leaders to confront and embrace the challenges
and complexities of English language education

English language teaching and learning can no longer be seen as an activity isolated from content and
context. As indicated earlier in the chapter, it (and, indeed, any additional language) is well-placed
to develop key 21% century competencies. While communication is the obvious example, oth-
ers include interpersonal collaboration, cultural awareness, intrapersonal autonomy, learning skills,
and creativity. Other candidates could include critical thinking, multiliteracy, and digital literacies
(Christison & Murray, 2020). Bringing together the notion of ‘wellbeing’ (which they see as a cen-
tral aim of education) and language education, Mercer et al. (2018) argue for a broader role for lan-
guages within educational systems, pointing out that “... language education specifically is an ideal
context with which to develop wellbeing competence... language education typically aims for more
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than narrowly defined linguistic competence and it often involves many aspects of the individual”
(Mercer et al., 2018, p. 21).

Significant advantages accrue to those who are competent in English and other languages used for
international communication. However, access to quality language education, indeed any education,
is not available to all. Conflicts around the world have destroyed the hopes of education for over 100
million children (Abu Mezied, 2017). Figures indicate that in the world’s poorest countries literacy
rates hover at around 30%, and significantly lower than that for women (UNESCO, 2015). The
Action Agenda argues that TESOL professionals, working either in their home countries or abroad,
are well-placed to address the issues of social justice, equity, and human diversity that affect their
learners’ access to high-quality English language education. Teachers and teacher educators should
be provided with “appropriate, affordable, and ongoing opportunities for lifelong professional learn-
ing” so they have the skills and knowledge to act as change agents, and advocates for their students
(TESOL, 2017, p. 15).

Several speakers who work in under-resourced contexts shared the strategies they have developed
to act as advocates and effect change. For example, Franklin Tellez described his efforts to change
policy makers’ perceptions that the role of language teachers is to stand in front of the class and
instruct their learners to “listen and repeat”:

Public and private institutions involved in Education believe that our role is only teaching
English. As TESOL professionals we have let them understand through our leadership, and
professionalism that we go beyond the traditional “repeat after me teaching”, [to] be agents of
change in the classrooms, in the communities and in our countries.

(Téllez, 2017, p. 2)

Priority 4: Expand capacity for inclusive and comprehensive research

The rationale for this priority is “practice and policy must be research based, meaning that research
should inform practice and policy as much as policy and practice should inform research.” The
Action Agenda argues that the findings of robust research, “especially when those findings offer
conclusive answers to relevant questions be widely disseminated to all sectors of the TESOL com-
munity” (TESOL, 2017, pp. 7-8). Two such findings have been dealt with earlier: one relating to the
value of the L1 to L2 acquisition, and the other relating to teachers having appropriate qualifications
and pedagogical skills, not when or how they learned English.

The Action Agenda points out that much research deals with questions that are of interest to
academics but doesn’t provide solutions to pressing teaching problems. It argues that we need col-
laborative, action-based research in which practitioners are partners in, rather than recipients of,
research. Also noted are that many teacher education courses are superficial and based on linguistic
models that are 200 years out of date (Mahboob, 2017). As a consequence, many graduates go into
the workforce with an inadequate knowledge of the fundamentals of language and how to teach it.

Priority 5: Cultivate a culture of innovation that is responsive to global trends

The Summit identified six megatrends that made innovation and change imperative. There are few
surprises in the trends: a massive shift of populations from rural to urban areas; the technology and
science-driven knowledge explosion; increasing inequity due to uneven economic development;
political tension driven by nationalism versus globalization; climate change; and forced migration
due to political conflict. As we saw earlier in the chapter, these trends have increased demands by
governments and business for an English proficient workforce. Individuals see English proficiency
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as the key to personal, professional, and economic advancement. However, as we have also seen,
access to quality English education is not equitably distributed. The Summit called on stakeholders
such as professional associations, teacher education institutions, binational centers, nongovernmental
organizations, and publishers to “act with foresight when change is expected, create accountability
measures for their actions, use the appropriate media to educate interested parties, and share success
stories and challenges through effective channels” (TESOL, 2017, p. 20).

Is language teaching a profession?

In 2001, as I was coming to the end of my four-year term in the TESOL presidential line, I pub-
lished an article entitled “Is language teaching a profession?” Drawing on work carried out by the
TESOL Board of Directors at the time, I proposed four criteria for answering the question:

* the existence of advanced education and training

* the establishment of standards of practice and certification

* an agreed theoretical and empirical base, and

*  the work of individuals within the field to act as advocates for the profession.

I concluded my article with the following statement:

Is TESOL a profession? The answer to this question is: It depends on where you look! It is
possible to find language teaching institutions in different parts of the world which fit none of
the criteria set out in this paper. However, it is also possible to find institutions and associations
that are actively committed to advancing education and training, to developing standards and
certification, to supporting the development of theory and research so that a disciplinary base
can be established, and working as advocates to influence broader communities in ways that are
positive for second language learners.

(Nunan, 2001, p. 8)

In this section, I revisit the question in the light of developments that have occurred in the two
decades since I wrote the paper. (Occasionally I will slip back to earlier decades.)

Advanced education and training

The 1960s saw the birth of two associations which were to play a significant role in the profes-
sionalization of the teaching and learning of English as an additional language. The International
Association of Teachers of English as a Foreign Language (IATEFL) was founded in the UK, while
TESOL International was established in the United States. Each association has an annual confer-
ence with a variety of professional development events including plenaries, colloquia, workshops,
and other types of parallel sessions. Professional activities at the conference and throughout the year
are facilitated by elected committees, known as Special Interest Groups (SIGs) in IATEFL and as
Interest Sections (ISs) in TESOL. These include professional meetings and more localized confer-
ences, often jointly planned with local affiliates. Other professional growth opportunities are pro-
vided by publications of various kinds, from newsletters and journals to books and applied research
reports. Despite criticisms of elitism, cultural imperialism, and the cost of membership/conference
attendance, both associations have had a significant, positive impact promoting a sense of professional
identity, mentoring new teachers, and providing opportunities for career-long professional develop-
ment, a point that was endorsed by the Action Agenda.
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Advanced education and training refers to comprehensive university programs at undergradu-
ate and postgraduate levels (TESOL, 2017, p. 7). In the 1970s, such programs in English language
education were not widely available. In Australia, despite its large immigration and refugee program,
there were none. I had to travel abroad to get the language teaching education I needed. These days,
a wide variety of programs is available in a range of modes: part-time, full-time, face-to-face, online,
and blended. The Internet provides advanced education and training opportunities for language
educators working in parts of the world where postgraduate programs are not readily available. This
is particularly true of under-resourced contexts.

Standards of practice and certification

The development and promotion of standards of practice and certification/accreditation is the
second criterion for defining a profession. Standards of practice and certification go together.
Without the imprimatur of a body (usually a governmental or educational bureaucracy) which
has the legislative authority to certify them, standards have no ‘teeth’. Professional associations
have a leading role to play in the development of standards, in liaising with certifying bodies,
and in the training and appointment of accreditors. In the 1990s and 2000s, significant progress
was made in the language education field thanks to the initiatives of professional associations.
For example, TESOL International established working groups to develop standards in key
areas. For example, for different learner groups: Pre-K-12 English Language Proficiency Standards;
for teachers: Standards for ESL/EFL Teachers of Adults; and for programs: Standards for Adult
Education ESL Programs. For more detail on the nature of standards, see the paper I referred to
earlier (Nunan, 2007).

TESOL was also instrumental in establishing a commission for the accreditation of English
Language Programs (CEA). This happened in 1999 following a recommendation of a Board of
Directors task force. TESOL provided operational and financial support to get the Commission
started. Four years later, it was recognized by the U.S. Secretary of State as the national accrediting
agency for English language programs and institutions.

An agreed theoretical and empirical base

Over 20 years ago, Donald Freeman argued that, in contrast with other professions, teaching does
not constitute a discipline because it doesn’t have a commonly agreed on set of research proce-
dures or ‘rules of the game’ for creating and testing knowledge. He added that: “Teachers are
seen — and principally see themselves — as consumers rather than producers of knowledge. Other
people write curricula, develop teaching methodologies, create published materials, and make
policies and procedures about education that teachers are called upon to implement” (Freeman,
1998, p. 10).

I would argue that diversity of approach and debate on appropriate research procedures is healthy.
Lack of involvement by teachers in research is more of a concern. As I mentioned earlier in the
chapter, if teachers are not involved as collaborators rather than consumers of research, the discon-
nect between research and practice will persist. This is not to say that all research conducted by
academics is irrelevant, nor that research should be mandatory for all teachers. Many lack the time to
add research to their busy schedules. Others say they lack the expertise. Collaborative engagement
and mentoring between teachers, teacher educators, and researchers can help build research skills
(Barkhuizen, 2019; Xerri, 2019; Nunan et al., 2019). The International Research Foundation for
English Language Education (TIRF) also provides a wealth of resources on their website for those
interested in teacher research (www.tirfonline.org).
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Advocacy

The final criterion for determining professionalism is advocacy. This area is controversial. There are
some who argue that advocating for our profession is inappropriate for professional associations as
it represents political activism and (probably more to the point) that it might threaten their not-for-
profit status. I find this a little odd. Everything has a political dimension. Even the decision not to
advocate for teachers, our students, and the profession in general, is political! It is also not true for
associations in other professions. Medical Associations in many countries are formidable advocates
for their profession and their leaders are regularly invited by the media to present their case for a par-
ticular cause. This happens much less often when it comes to education. As Misty Adoniou (2017)
points out, politicians don’t listen to teachers, but they listen to parents because parents vote. One
of her strategies for influencing politicians and policy makers is to work through parent and teacher
associations.

The Action Agenda provides a rationale along with strategies through which TESOL profes-
sionals who work with immigrants and refugees can advocate for social justice and equity for their
students, as well as achieving greater visibility for the profession. I refer you to the Action Agenda,
and well as position papers by the Summit speakers, for more detailed examples of these strategies.

Based on the four criteria I have proposed, there is enough evidence to support the proposi-
tion that TESOL is a profession, if not an academic discipline. That said, there is much to be done.
Significant progress has been made in developing standards of practice and certification in some
contexts but not in others. We need to continue efforts to foster collaborative research initiatives
between teachers and academics. While progress has been made in advocacy, we continue to face
challenges in making our voices heard. As I write this chapter, planning is underway for staging a
summit on advocating for the profession.

As indicated earlier in the section, there has been an explosion in the number, variety, and quality
of university programs since I started teaching. In many contexts, a master’s degree is becoming a
prerequisite for entry to the profession.

That said, I want to raise a concern in the provision of postgraduate language education programs.
At the risk of being accused of overgeneralizing, there are too many newly minted graduate teachers
entering the profession with an inadequate knowledge of language (Mahboob, 2017). Universities
themselves are only partly to blame. The root of the problem lies in the failure of school systems to
provide all students with a systematic introduction to English language. (Obviously, my comments
are confined mainly to school systems in Anglophone countries in which English is the medium
of instruction.) I'm not arguing for a return to transmission teaching accompanied by the dreary,
decontextualized parsing and analysis exercises to which I was subjected as a schoolboy — although
through such exercises, I did develop a thorough understanding of the structure of English, along
with the metalanguage to talk about it. When my teacher pointed out that a particular sentence in
an essay lacked a finite verb, I knew what she was talking about, where the problem lay, and how
to fix it. A detailed, contextualized introduction to the fundamentals of language underpinned by a
functional model of grammar can be taught through the scaffolded, inductive procedures promoted
by Bruner all those years ago. As he said, through such procedures, even relatively young learners
can be led to form powerful generalizations in core subjects such as language, mathematics, and
science. The problem is that the type of language course I have in mind is no longer seen as core
(Nunan, 2013b).

As a consequence of failure at the school level, many students are admitted to postgraduate
TESOL programs lacking the procedural and declarative language knowledge required to be an
effective language teacher. This knowledge cannot be acquired in a couple of 30-hour graduate
courses, where they will be jostling with a plethora of other courses. It’s highly unlikely that school
systems will address inadequacies in English language study any time soon. Universities will have
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to deal with the problem themselves — assuming they accept there is a problem. One option would
be to set prerequisites, as is the case with teacher preparation programs for other subjects. However,
often, when prerequisites are set, they are wholly inadequate. The prerequisite at one prestigious
university is a single unit of foreign language study. Whatever the merits of a semester’s study of
Japanese or German, they do not include the detailed knowledge of English required to be an effec-
tive teacher of the subject.

Prerequisites for students preparing to teach mathematics, science, and other courses usually
include having an undergraduate major in the subject in question (which, in turn, implies having
studied the subject throughout high school). In the case of English, the assumption appears to be that
if you can speak the language, you can teach it, an assumption that I challenged earlier in the chapter.

In English-speaking countries, I sometimes encounter the objection that, “I don’t plan to become
an English language teacher, so why should I have to study the subject in school?” My response
reflects the orientation I have taken in this chapter. Our responsibility as educators is to equip our
students with the knowledge, competencies, and dispositions to deal with an unknown future.
One of the core competencies listed by Soland et al. is mastery of core academic content. They
name mathematics, science, language, foreign languages, history, and geography. (There are others
of course, such as music, visual arts, and religion.) These represent ways of knowing the world, and
an educated person will have at least a basic grounding in a range of them. As they progress through
the education system, students will have an aptitude and affinity for some subjects, and not others,
they will pursue those for which they have an aptitude throughout their schooling and (usually) into
university, while dropping others. My argument here takes me back to Peters, Pring, and others who
argued the case for ‘knowledge for its own sake’, a case that is derided by utilitarians: politicians,
policy makers, and many engaged in the education ‘industry’. But not by all. I end this section with
a quote by Derbra Myhill who argues for the value of studying the structure of one’s language for its
own sake. In the unknown future to which Ken Robinson alerted us, for those who find themselves
embracing language teaching as a career, it will not only be valuable, but also useful.

Curiously, the contested history of grammar teaching has been preoccupied with whether
learning grammar improves learners’ attainments in reading and writing, but there has been
no serious consideration of the value of grammatical knowledge in its own right. Yet, in every
jurisdiction, the school curriculum determines what bodies of knowledge are valued and, in
most cases, this is not simply on utilitarian grounds, but on a cultural judgement about what
constitutes a broad and balanced education. Knowing the periodic table or the history of medi-
eval England are unlikely to be useful knowledge to most adults, yet they may well be valuable
knowledge. Grammatical knowledge of the structure of your own language could very plausibly
be argued as equally valuable knowledge.

(Myhill, 2016, pp. 38-39)

Conclusion

In keeping with the intended audience for this edition of the Handbook, I have attempted to
provide an account of the changing landscape of second language teaching and learning that is
reader-friendly and accessible without glossing over the complexities of language education. Themes
addressed in the chapter include the purposes and political nature of education; conceptions of lan-
guage, knowledge, and learning; the paradox of equipping young learners for an unknown future;
and the notion of language teaching as a profession. We have seen that while landscapes change,
they change slowly, interrupted by occasional seismic shifts. This is true of the themes in the terrain
I have traversed. Each is contested, on one side by those pointing to the imperative for innovation
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and change, and on the other, by those who argue for the preservation of traditions that have served
us well in the past.

The account is a personal one, reflecting my 50 years as a teacher, teacher educator, researcher,
curriculum developer, and author. It is populated by the people who have influenced my thinking
and professional development, either in person or through their writing. It also reflects the widely
varied contexts in which I have been privileged to live, teach, and learn.

These days, I hold advisory and consulting positions at universities in several countries. I also get
to evaluate graduate programs and examine doctoral theses. Prior to travel restrictions imposed by
the Covid-19 pandemic, I had the opportunity to meet many graduate students. With few excep-
tions, their passion for teaching, interest in applied research, and desire for ongoing professional
development augur well for the future of the profession. However, on graduating and entering the
workforce, they find a very different professional world from the one they anticipated. Non-teaching
time is consumed, not by professional work such as lesson planning and student consultations, but
administrative chores: form-filling, producing reports of dubious relevance, and attending meetings
at which inconsequential issues are debated at length. Worse, they embark on their career brimming
with enthusiasm, only to have it blunted. One young teacher said to me, “I approached my depart-
ment head with an idea based on the capstone project I completed at the end of my degree. I was
told to forget about all that rubbish I was taught at university.” “I was told exactly the same thing,”
I replied. “And that was 50 years ago.”

There are steps that early-career teachers can take to counteract this dismissiveness. Not all senior
teachers are cynical and jaded. If you have embarked, or are about to embark, on your teaching
career, seek out a mentor, who might be a more experienced colleague or a former university
teacher. Mentorships can be critical in helping new teachers survive the first year or two of teaching.
Joining a local teachers’ association and becoming involved in activities such as attending confer-
ences and writing for newsletters is another. Sign up for online seminars and symposia offered by
international associations. IATEFL, for example, has an outstanding webinar program. Join an online
action learning or action research network and take advantage of the research skills you developed
during your studies.

These are just a few of the steps you can take to make the notion of career-long professional
development a reality and to contribute to your personal and professional wellbeing (Mercer, 2021).
They will help to counteract burnout, and the cynicism of others, and through them, you can
become part of the global community of TESOL professionals.
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Second Language Literacy
Kindergarten to Grade 12

Reginald Arthur D’Silva and Lee Gunderson

Introduction

More individuals learn Second Language Literacy (L2L) than First Language Literacy (L1L)
(Gunderson et al., 2020). The language of literacy instruction in elementary and secondary class-
rooms varies globally because of colonization, jurisdictional policies related to language unification,
programs for language revitalization, or the perceived prestige of a language in the world economy.
We define the terms literacy, second language, multiliteracies, and second language literacy and
propose that variables such as digital and programing code are L2Ls. We conclude with observations
about the teaching and learning occurring in K-12 classrooms where students learn L2L and suggest
a heuristic to guide L2L literacy instruction.

Defining Literacy

The origin of the word literacy is Latin, meaning “one who knows the letters.” Read, to “under-
stand the meaning of written symbols,” is unique to Old English, while write meant to scratch or
draw (Diringer, 1968). Willinsky (1990) notes that “literate, dates back to the fifteenth century, and
was used to describe one who can read and write” (p. 14), the evaluative term “literacy” primarily
used to compare rates of literates and illiterates in nation-states was introduced in the late 19% cen-
tury (Lal, 2010). Leu (1981) proposed that reading involves “production” and/or “comprehension”
and we maintain that production without comprehension is often a feature of L2L.

UNESCO extends the definition of literacy to include a “means of identification, understanding,
interpretation, creation, and communication in an increasingly digital, text-mediated, information-
rich and fast-changing world” (UNESCO, 2019, para 3). Some suggest the term “multiple literacies”
(see Cope & Kalantzis, 2000; Lankshear & Knobel, 2003; Street, 2003). The term “multilitera-
cies” was advocated by the “New London Group” to represent “the multiplicity of communica-
tions channels and media” and the “increasing salience of cultural and linguistic diversity” (Cope &
Kalantzis, 2000, p. 5). They note that, “[w]hat we might term ‘mere literacy’ remains centred on
language only, and usually on a singular national form of language at that, being conceived as a stable
system based on rules such as mastering sound-letter correspondence” (p. 5).

Lead pencils, pens of various kinds, typewriters, radio, television, word processors, computers,
cellular technologies, the internet, and social networking have all been associated with different,
sometimes subtle, changes in the concept of literacy. Watching the Olympics live on television while
tweeting with others about what is happening as it happens argues for an expanded view of literacy.
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New Literacy Studies (NLS) focuses on the local, everyday experience in particular communities
of practice (Barton, 1994; Barton & Hamilton, 1998). Literacy practices vary within areas such as
education, religion, workplace, public services, and family and community activities. NLS scholars
argue that literacy as a social practice has “profound implications for how we teach reading and writ-
ing” as “it varies with social context” (Street, 1997, p. 48). Such developments prompt us to include a
discussion of first and second languages, and literacies associated with languages from regions around
the world.

Second Language Defined

The term “second language” is used to designate the language of those who speak one language at
home (perhaps a mother tongue) and an additional language (or more) outside the home. The term
is misrepresentative in many cases. When we refer to L2 it may be the third or fourth language. L2
is used here as a term to represent “not the first language or mother tongue.”

First Languages

Eberhard et al. (2020), editors of Ethnologue: Languages of the world, note: “7117 languages are spo-
ken [in the world] today. That number is constantly in flux, because we’re learning more about the
world’s languages every day. And beyond that, the languages themselves are in flux. Theyre living
and dynamic.” Figure 2.1 shows the number of living languages broken down by area as reported by
Eberhard et al. (2020).

Many languages have orthographies (Daniels, 1996). Joshi and Aaron (2006) classify them as
“morphemic writing (Chinese), syllabic writing (Japanese Kana), alphabetic-syllabic system (Kanada
and Tamil), and alphabetic writing (Italian and Spanish)” (p. xiii). They also note that there are dif-
ferent scripts: “The graphic format in which writing is presented” (p. viii). Roman, Arabic, and
Indic scripts are used to represent many different languages. A script is often borrowed or adopted
to represent a language for various complex reasons. Urdu, for instance, is written in a modified
Arabic script in Pakistan and in some cases in Devanagari script in India (R. D’Silva, personal

Pacific = 1,313

Europe = 287

Figure 2.1 Number of living languages broken down by region (Eberhard et al., 2020)
Source: R.. D’Silva
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communication, January 2022). Many L2s are written in a script different from L1s, and many stu-
dents learn L2L in scripts different from their L1s.

Second Languages

Eberhard et al. (2020) estimate the number of L2 users to be: Mandarin (198,728,000), English
(898,396,120), Hindi (295,266,900), Spanish (74,879,850), Russian (104,326,510), Portuguese
(24,236,000), German (56,086,000), and French (199,303,420).

Immigrants and others learn Norwegian, Danish, Swedish, French, German, Italian, Spanish,
Portuguese, Arabic Kurdish, Malay, Japanese, Indonesian, Turkish, Russian, Hebrew, Swahili
(Kiswahili), English, Mandarin, and hundreds of other languages as L2s because of migration, eco-
nomics, technology, and governmental educational policies; some because the language of instruc-
tion is related to colonialism, some because of immigration, and some because the L2 is thought
to be a world language. Consequently, the diversity and complexity of L2Ls cannot be overstated.

Second Language Literacy

More human beings are involved in L2L than in First Language Literacy (L1L). We know individuals
who can decode Greek, Arabic, Korean, and Hindi, but do not understand the discourse. They have
learned the sound—symbol relationships and can “read,” that is decode, L2 texts without understand-
ing them. One can learn to decode Korean orthography in an hour or two because it is shallow
(Dennis Murphy Odo, personal communication. August 2015). Students can decode L2 because of
their knowledge of the phoneme-grapheme correspondences of their L1. They are helped to read
an L2 by their knowledge of their L1. There are instances in which learning to decode an L2 is an
integral part of a culture such as the Kalaodi in eastern Indonesia who learn to read the Koran, but
do not understand Arabic (Baker, 1992).

Chinese: Second Language Literacy

There is one national language (Mandarin) and seven regional languages in China. About 1.085
billion individuals communicate in Putonghua which has 907 million L1, and 178 million L2 users
(Eberhard et al., 2020). Putonghua is taught to students in school. It has also been adopted in
Singapore as one of the four official languages even though very few speak it. For a large majority
in China and in Singapore, Putonghua is a second language. Students in China are taught literacy
skills initially including the international-phonetic alphabet (i.p.a.) called Pinyin. Simplified charac-
ters are introduced with Pinyin added so that students can “decode” characters. This system is used
until about the third grade, with new characters being introduced with Pinyin, but not thereafter
(Hudson-Ross & Dong, 1990). In Taiwan, students are introduced to a phonetic transcription sys-
tem that involves non-Roman syllables called zhuyinfihio or bopomofo. Students in Taiwan learn
to read standard, classic Chinese characters. While these transliteration systems are effective instruc-
tional tools to develop literacy skills initially, teachers are cautioned to not allow learners to be over-
reliant on these tools, especially when learning Chinese as a foreign language, as they may impact
long-term vocabulary and language development (Mushangwe & Chisoni, 2015).

In Hong Kong, until recently, learning to read Cantonese was by a system that involved drill and
rote memorization of classic Chinese characters using a “flash card” approach that begins at about
age 3 for many students (Gunderson, 2007, pp. 195-197). The commonly held view is that spoken
Chinese is not difficult to learn because it has simple phonological (except tones) and grammatical
structures. The most difficult aspect is to learn to recognize and write the calligraphy. Putonghua
appears to have been adopted to unify China in terms of language. “One obvious advantage of the
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logographic and morphosyllabic nature of Chinese is that the same script can be used in a large
population in which people speak different dialects” (Ho et al., 2002, p. 544).

Spanish: Second Language Literacy

Spanish is an L2 in many countries. It is the most widely spoken language, after English, Mandarin-
Chinese, and Hindi (Eberhard et al., 2020). Eurocentric language policies that imposed monolin-
gualism during colonial periods leading up to the 20" century contributed to the dominance of
Spanish in Latin America (Mar-Molinero, 2000). In Mexico, for instance, the national language is
Spanish. Loépez-Gopar states that, “For 500 years, Indigenous people have been discriminated against
and manipulated to believe that they need to abandon their language and culture if they want to
succeed in Mexican society” (2007, p. 161). In essence, L2L skills are promoted as a key to success in
Mexico at the expense of the L1. Lopez-Gopar (2007) states that “[t]he writing systems developed
by Aztecs, Mayans, Zapotecs, and Mixtecs are represented in what are generically called codices”
(p- 166). Codices involve images, logograms, and phonetic representations. L2L instruction has had
a negative effect on many students from different L1 backgrounds in Mexico (Lépez & Gunderson,
2006). Spanish as an L2 has had similar effects on L1s in South and Central America. Peréz (2009) in
reference to Peru notes: “Formal education has played a central role in the promotion of a Spanish-
only policy” (p. 202). She states that “90% of indigenous pupils still receive education that does not
involve their language or culture” (p. 206).

English: Second Language Literacy

English is an official or major language in 112 countries (Lewis et al., 2015). Ethnologue suggests
that over 1.2 billion speak English. It is estimated that roughly 369 million of these are first-language
speakers of English (Eberhard et al., 2020). With the growing global popularity of English, the
British Council forecasts that 2 billion people would be using it worldwide by the 2020s (British
Council, 2013). As the “world’s common language” (British Council, 2013), English is spoken in
different contexts for a diverse set of purposes making the estimation of the number of speakers a
difficult task.

Some continue to capitalize on the global spread of English (British Council, 2013), others argue
that its dominance is influencing other languages, like the syntax of Italian, for instance, in irrevers-
ible ways suggesting that “every day English spreads, the world becomes a little more homogenous
and a little more bland” (Mikanowski, 2018, para 9). Nevertheless, centuries of influence in regions
in the Global North, and international trends in a post world war world, have given English a unique
status making it a “hyper central language” that is at the nexus of global language systems (De Swaan,
2001, p. 17). English is a major language of books, newspapers, airports and air-traffic control, inter-
national business and academic conferences, science, technology, diplomacy, sport, international
competitions, pop music and advertising.

The use of English in diverse settings has generated varieties of the language and a range of
functions. In recent years, this has given rise to theory and practice around terms such as “World
Englishes” (WEs), “English as a Lingua Franca” (ELF), and “English as an International Language
(EIL). World Englishes is “the result of [the language’s global] spread [as a result of which] both for-
mally and functionally, English now has multicultural identities. The term ‘English’ does not capture
this sociolinguistic reality; the term ‘Englishes’ does” (Kachru, 1992, p. 357). Kachru’s (1985) World
Englishes model proposes three concentric circles “representing the types of spread, the patterns
of acquisition and the functional domains in which English is used across cultures and languages”
(p- 12). The inner circle represents countries such as the USA, the UK, and Canada, where English is
the primary language or L1. Countries in the second circle, called the outer circle, are characterized
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by the historical spread of English due to colonization. English in countries such as India are in
the outer circle; it has an important status and is often an official language. The third circle, named
the expanding circle, refers to countries where English is used as an additional or foreign language.
Countries in this circle include China, Korea, and Japan where English is used in limited domains.

ELF is conceptualized as “any use of English among speakers of different first languages for whom
English is the communicative medium of choice, and often the only option” (Mauranen, 2018, p. 8).
EIL refers to “those uses of English in an international context, or a context that cuts across and goes
beyond any national border” (Friedrich & Matsuda, 2010, p. 23). The three concepts, WEs, ELF, and
EIL, recognize and acknowledge the evolution of English and the impact of changes in the language
on L2 speakers’ development of literacies. These terms are used interchangeably and are often the
source of confusion among teachers (Tosuncuoglu & Kirmizi, 2019).

Literacy learning in English and in English as a Second Language (ESL), especially reading,
appears to have received the most research attention (Gunderson et al., 2010). Joshi and Aaron
(2006) note: “Until about two decades ago, the study of writing systems and its relationships to lit-
eracy acquisition has been generally modeled after studies of the English language” (p. xiii).

India: Second Language Literacy

English and Hindi are the national “official” languages. Eberhard et al. (2020) report that there are
260,000 native English speakers in India, but there are also 238 million English L2 speakers. Hindi
speakers include 339 million L1 and 294 million L2 individuals. The overwhelming number of peo-
ple lacking basic literacy skills in either their L1 or L2 have led to the development of literacy initia-
tives that have become a major focus in the country’s efforts to achieve universal literacy in the face
of poverty and population growth. Bhargava (2008) reports that the Human Resource Development

DTS

ministry’s “multi-pronged approach” that was

being implemented by the Bureau of Elementary Education, through the State Governments,
for formal elementary education catering to children age 6-14 [and] the Bureau of Secondary
Education ... for formal education for the 14-18-year-old age group, facilitating their entry
into higher education and work situations [was designed to] combat this problem of illiteracy.

(. 51)

As a result, hundreds of millions have been involved in L2L in India, particularly in K-12 contexts.
Recent reports suggest that the country has made considerable progress with the current average lit-
eracy rates placed at 77.7 % (International Literacy Day, 2020), although significant challenges such
as the gender gap in literacy attainment persist (Chandra, 2019).

Schools are mandated to provide literacy instruction (Sinha, 2000) and although guidelines from
the Ministry of Education recommend that instruction in early grades (until Grade 5) should be in
the mother tongue/regional language (Ministry of Human Resource Development: Government
of India, 2022), most students develop literacies in languages other than their mother tongue. With
a multilingual landscape of 447 established living languages (Eberhard et al., 2020), and numerous
associated dialects, L2 issues cannot be adequately addressed here. One of the authors (Reginald
D’Silva), for instance, speaks six languages. He is L1 literate in English. He also learned Hindi,
Kannada, Konkani, Tulu, and German literacy skills. Kannada, Konkani, and Tulu in his region are
represented by the same orthography, but not in other regions.

Jhingran (2009) notes that “[a] rough assessment indicates that almost 25% of primary school
children face moderate to severe problems in the initial months and years of primary school
because their home language differs from the school language” (p. 267) and that 103,732 pri-
mary schools have populations of 90% who have a home language different from the language of
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instruction. Mohanty et al. (2009) argue that “[f]orced submersion of minority children in domi-
nant or majority language classrooms with subtractive effects on their mother tongues continues
to be the most pressing educational issue in multilingual settings” (p. 283). The National Literacy
Mission (NLM) established in 1988 provides functional literacy instructional support to school
dropouts among other marginalized populations in the 1535 age range and while literacy projects
across the nation have been recognized by UNESCO as successful, significant work in literacy
remains (Bhargava, 2008).

Same language subtitling (SLS) is a simple yet effective way of providing literacy, including L2L,
to people of all ages through high-interest television programing. Successfully used in rural India
to promote mass literacy usually in Hindi or an official scheduled language, this feature, also called
“literacy karaoke,” uses subtitles in the same language as the visual content to promote reading.
This highly cost-effective literacy tool is the winner of the 2002 World Bank’s Global Innovation
Competition (planetread.org). The SLS technology has now been included in educational resources
such as digital books in over 20 languages (bookbox.com). It appears to help students improve their
L2L skills. Recent reports suggest that “only a quarter of Indian children become good readers at
school. When exposed to just 30 minutes of subtitled film-songs a week, that proportion doubles”
(Staff Writer, 2015)

The majority of students in India are involved in learning literacy skills in an L2 and the L2 varies
both between and within regions. Success in learning L2L skills is a challenge for many, particularly
those who speak a language at home that is different from the language of instruction.

Africa: Second Language Literacy

Africa has about one-third of the languages in the world (Bendor-Samuel, 1996). Colonists brought
both their religions and their alphabets to Africa. The Church Missionary Society in 1848 estab-
lished an approach for writing different African languages using a Roman alphabet (Bendor-Samuel,
1996). In 1928 the International African Institute published “The Practical Orthography of African
Languages” which established the “Africa” alphabet (Bendor-Samuel, 1996). Most African lan-
guages, mostly sub-Saharan, are written using either a modified Roman alphabet or the International
Phonetic Alphabet (IPA). Africa is unique and complex in terms of orthographies (Heine & Nurse,
2000; Prah, 1998). Heugh (2009) notes: “European languages have generally come to be used for
high-level purposes in each African country south of the Sahara” (p. 105). She notes that English is
used even in countries that were never British colonies, i.e., Namibia and Ethiopia.

The following data from Eberhard et al. (2020) are a sampling of the complexities of L2Ls in
Eastern, Western, Southern, Northern, and Middle African regions. Angola has 48 living languages,
and the official language is Portuguese. Benin has 55 living languages with French as a national or
official language. Botswana’s principal languages are English and Setswana with 31 living languages.
French and Rundi are the main languages of the three established in Burundi. Chad’s official lan-
guages are Standard Arabic and French alongside 129 other living languages. Spanish is the principal
language among the 12 living languages of Equatorial Guinea. Ethiopia has Ambharic as an offi-
cial language, with 90 other languages. French and Standard Arabic are the principal languages of
Mauritania. Among the 30 living languages of South Africa, Afrikaans, English, Ndebele, Northern
Sotho, Setswana, Southern Sotho, Swati, Tsonga, Venda, Xhosa, and Zulu are principal languages.
L2L and bilingual instruction are features of many countries in Africa. Okedara and Okedara (1992)
opined that mother-tongue literacy was important, especially for a country such as Nigeria. They
concluded that “[a] local language or mother tongue facilitates the acquisition of literacy” (p. 92).
An interesting point is that “[a]n individual illiterate may thus end up being bilingual or multilingual
before he or she can truly be regarded as functionally literate since he or she has to be able to com-
municate with neighbours but also the wider community” (p. 102).
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Swahili (aka Kiswahili — the language of the Swahili people) has evolved from the Bantu language
bringing with it influences from Arabic, Persian, German, Portuguese, and Indic languages (Mugane,
2015). The growing popularity, and increase in the number of speakers, has prompted calls for
Swahili to be adopted as the language of Africa (Mendey, 2019). It “is now the official language
in the states of Tanzania and Kenya, and widely used in the neighbouring countries of Uganda,
Mozambique, Burundi, the Congos, Madagascar and the Comoros” (Ostler, 2005, pp. 104-105). It
is mostly an L2. “Despite the vast number who use it (estimated at 40 million), Swahili is learnt as a
native language only on the islands and coast close to Zanzibar” (p. 105).

Among East African countries where it is widely spoken, Swahili is the medium of instruction
only in Tanzania where until recently only the elementary schools use the language for instruction
(Kajoro, 2016). While English continues to be the language of instruction in many sub-Saharan
African countries (Iruoma, 2017), Tanzania appears to have adopted Swahili as the language of
instruction for secondary schooling (Omar, 2015). This policy change comes amid dissenting voices
from stakeholders and the wider community who believe English being a global language is more
beneficial (Tibategeza & Plessis, 2018). English continues its strong presence in education; however,
a recent trend offering Mandarin as an optional language in schools in South Africa, for instance, is
being met with resistance (Kaschula et al., 2015). The presence of 51 Chinese government funded
Confucius Institutes across the continent is being seen as the reason behind the emergence of
Mandarin as a global language, akin to English, raising concerns that such trends threaten the use of
African languages (Odinye, 2015; Berya, 2019).

Heugh (2009) argues that “literacy instruction and language learning programmes and materi-
als that originate from or that may be currently fashionable in English-dominant contexts beyond
Africa cannot be trans/imported successfully to Africa” (p. 122). She speaks of Mother Tongue (MT)
and Mother Tongue Medium (MTM). She also notes the “explicit teaching of literacy in the MT
and the L2; and that MTM education is required for at least eight years of schooling, along with L2
teaching and learning” (pp. 104-105). In general, it appears that L2L across Africa often results in
lower achievement than bilingual programs. UNESCO (2008) states that “the detailed analysis of
these regional patterns shows that: whilst there have been substantial gains in East Asia and especially
China, the Arab States, Bangladesh and Sub-Saharan Africa are lagging behind” (p. 48).

The launch of Internet.Org (aka Free Basics Platform) in Africa was poised to significantly
impact education in a positive way given the easy access to the internet that it promised to provide
(Zuckerberg, 2015). Express Wi-Fi, Facebook’s initiative to bring “more people online to a faster
internet” (https://connectivity.fb.com/), was thought to be an important resource impacting educa-
tion and in turn online literacies in Africa and other regions of the world. Some believed teachers
would play a key role in developing students’ literacies amidst this new wave of technologies in class-
rooms (Schmitt, 2015). Recent reports, however, point to a slow down in the efforts and growing
questions about Facebook’s pursuit of altruism in the face of profits (Hempel, 2018).

Europe: Second Language Literacy

The history of language in Europe is complex and involves the influence of Greek, Latin, German,
French, English, and other languages (Ostler, 2005). Many immigrants are involved in Finnish,
Norwegian, and Swedish L2L programs. The Simi in Finland, Norway, and Sweden have “their own
language(s) and distinct culture(s)” (Aikio-Puoskari, 2009, p. 238). “From the mid-19th to the mid-
20th century, the Sami were subjected to a conscious and, at times, very harsh assimilation policy”
(Aikio-Puoskari, 2009, p. 238). However, “the Sami language can be the language of instruction, or
a subject called ‘the mother tongue/first language, or ‘a foreign/second language’ in the schools of
Norway Sweden and Finland” (p. 245). There are hundreds of L1s in Europe (Eberhard et al., 2020),
which are often not represented in schools (Ostler, 2005). Phillipson (2006) concludes that, “roughly
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300 languages are in use in EU member states ....” (p. 90). Eurostat (2020) suggests that these include
indigenous, regional, and minority languages like Galician and Basque, for instance, spoken in Spain.
The European Union (EU), however, recognizes 24 official languages with some regional languages
like Catalan acquiring co-official status. Arabic, Turkish, and Chinese are languages mainly spoken
by immigrants. Devlin (2018) suggests that an overwhelming number are learning a foreign language
in European schools, with over 80-90% of students in some countries; many learners are involved
in L2L in their home countries. Phillipson (2006) concludes that “English linguistic hegemony has
been progressively asserted in the EU system” (p. 91). “It is believed that English is the most studied
language across all age ranges in Europe” (Devlin, 2018, para 6).

Plurilingualism refers to an individual’s linguistic repertoire — “L1 and any number of languages
or varieties” (Beacco & Byram, 2007, p. 8) — and is a noteworthy feature of the language educa-
tion policy in Europe. Komorowska (2015) believes that “valuing all languages, the promotion of
language education, broadening of the offer of language programmes, teaching less widely used
languages and awareness of the role of languages in mobility and social inclusion” are central in the
delivery of instruction in K-12 schools (p. 146). However, implementing these policies with students
of diverse backgrounds and L2L literacies is a challenge. In Finland, for instance, teachers struggle
to deliver plurilingualism education to immigrant students amid a variety of institutional and policy
hurdles (Suni & Sirkku, 2012, Voipio-Huovinen & Martin, 2012).

Programing Code: Second Language Literacy

Musical notation literacy skills are used around the world. The L2 transcends the L1. An Urdu speaker
can read and write music that a Zambuangan speaker can read and understand, although they cannot
communicate in L1 with each other. Math is an international L2. There are others. However, the
most significant is likely to be programing language. Programing code for computers has been around
since the 1940s. There are about 2,500 programing languages and hundreds of “dialects,” which are
variants of programs. Computers are inflexible machines that only accept specific forms of input.
Program languages have syntactic and semantic features. Syntax refers to the grammar and “spelling”
of a programing language. In essence, the syntax of a language determines the expected form and
different programs have defined their own syntactical rules that determine which words, what order
the words should be in, and what punctuation the computer can “understand.” Semantics refers to
meaning and in many cases is written in natural language, often English, or mathematical terms.

Figure 2.2 is a program written by Reginald D’Silva in Java. This is a typical program written
by students to practice writing different languages such as BASIC and JAVA. The program tells a
computer to print out on the screen the phrase “Hello World.” Syntax statements include English,
mathematical, and punctuation components that follow language-specific syntactic patterns. A com-
piler is a language-specific program that is used to make the program computer readable. A program
may run successfully because of its syntax but results in an incorrect outcome because of semantic
problems in the program. A programmer can both read and write code. The underlying syntax and
semantics of programing code are related to English in significant ways. There are those who write
and read programing code but cannot communicate orally or in writing with each other because
their L1s are different. The proliferation of computer viruses, worms, and trojans argues for the posi-
tion that programing code is a major L2L.

“code.org,” a non-profit initiative, is striving to make programming code an essential L2L that
students can acquire as part of their public education in North America. It highlights the importance
of this literacy in the continually expanding presence of technologies in modern educational contexts
(Partovi, 2014). Programing code also makes possible a great variety of digital applications, includ-
ing Artificial Intelligence (Al), instruction of which is now provided by code.org. Experts believe
recent advancements like the Internet of Everything (IoE) that brings “together people, process, data
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A class is a piece of code that performs a specific function. In
Java, this is usually called an Object. Objects are combined
within code to build a larger program making this an Object comments in plain English meant for
Oriented Programming Language. programmers to understand the function of
the piece of code.

class HelloWorldApp {
public static void main (String [ ] args) {
System. out. printin( )

qualifiers and labels (keywords) that describe and determine access of
other parts of a program to this portion of the code. For example,
public signifies that this piece of code (or class) can be used by
another class making its access relatively open or public. The order of
these qualifiers is important and is governed by rules in the language.

Figure 2.2 An example of a java program

Source: R. D’Silva

and things to make networked connections more relevant and valuable than ever before” will soon
“transform pedagogy” (Selinger et al., 2013, p. 4). L2Ls such as programming code, as suggested
by code.org’s vision, may be useful to both elementary and secondary students. Over 55 million
students, including those from historically underrepresented groups such as young women and mar-
ginalized racial minorities, have participated in this L2L initiative. In Finland, coding is taught from
a young age as an interdisciplinary tool — a skill that can be applied across difterent subjects. The
objective is “to show students why understanding how technology works is relevant to their lives by
linking its use to a multitude of activities” (DeRuy, 2017, para 4). Coding is seen as an L2L that can
support students’ development of other school literacies.

Multiliteracies: Second Language Literacy

Kress (2003) identifies two distinct modes — writing and image — and their associated media, namely
the book and screen respectively. Some identify web literacies as making meaning in the context of the
web (Eagleton & Dobler, 2007). Every literary act has a purpose, which may be one of making
meaning or that of communicating with another human being. However, the importance, relevance,
and legitimacy of these skills are determined by the communities in which they are situated. With
the rapid advancement of information and communication technology (ICT), the importance, rel-
evance, and legitimacy of online literacy is growing at an unprecedented rate. “The former constel-
lation of medium of book and mode of writing is giving way, and in many domains has already given way,
to the new constellation of medium of screen and mode of image” (Kress, 2003, p. 9). Internet use has
grown dramatically in the last decade by over 1200% (Internetworldstats.com, 2020) making online
literacy — the skills needed to read, write, publish, and interact online — one of the most impor-
tant and relevant concepts in academic and non-academic domains in the economically advantaged
countries of the Global North. With large-scale, transnational efforts like Facebook’s Internet.org,
and Google’s Project Loon (https://loon.com/) and their goal to connect “everyone everywhere,”’
access to the internet is seen as a “basic human right” making online literacies essential and relevant
even in the Majority World, i.e., lesser-connected countries in Africa and Asia. Some believe in the
notion of a digital language that mediates online literacy and suggest that those born into the age of
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ICTs are native speakers of this language or digital natives, while those who have acquired the skills
to use these technologies and have been socialized into these environments are digital immigrants
(Prensky, 2001). Given an increase from 26.6 % to 63.2 % of the world internet usage in the last
decade (Internetworldstats.com, 2020), this view implies that an overwhelming majority of the
world’s population have or will have digital as a second language (DSL) (Haynes, 2007).

The advancement in internet technologies continue to necessitate the redefinition of terms such
as online literacy. Leu et al. (2015) argue that “the rapidly evolving nature of literacy presents an
important challenge for theory development. How can adequate theory be developed when the
object that we seek to study is itself ephemeral, continuously being redefined by a changing con-
text?” (p. 38). They believe the term “new literacies of online research and comprehension” more
accurately captures our online literacy practices which include “reading to define important ques-
tions, and locate, critically evaluate, synthesize and communicate online information (p. 39).

The demands that these new literacies of online research and comprehension wield on our educational
goals when juxtaposed with those of traditional literacies continue to intensify instructional chal-
lenges in our classrooms. As a result, rather than eliminate literacy problems, technology seems to
create a wide range of them, making what is current, appropriate, and effective literacy instruction
a moving target. Teachers are faced with the need to identify, evaluate, and integrate potentially
valuable digital literacy tools in their curricula in order to scaffold classroom instruction and prepare
learners for literacy skills mediated by digital technologies that they will need in their prospective
workplaces. Issues of access to technology, availability of infrastructure to use technology in class-
rooms, and teachers’ knowledge and skills in employing digital technologies in the classrooms have
plagued schools even in North America in the past decade, contributing to “Digital Disconnect”
as teachers and school administrators fail to provide adequate and effective digital ways of meaning
making in these educational contexts (Pew, 2002).

At the turn of the millennium, one of the authors, in speculating on how literacy will be defined
in the new millennium, suggested that

Electronic learning disabilities will be a factor in the increasing diversity as some students find it
difficult or impossible to deal with electronic and hypertexts. An increasing number will favor
electronic information processing and will become unable to deal with printed texts — they will
become print disabled.

(Gunderson, 2000, p. 69)

While this insight is still relevant, challenges in making meaning with digital and print texts will
continue to intensify in our classrooms in the next decade as students use both digital and print texts
in complex ways.

Second Language Literacy Instruction

The UN has committed to “ensure that all youth and a substantial proportion of adults, both men
and women, achieve literacy and numeracy” by 2030 (UN Sustainable Development Goals, 2020,
p. 5), efforts that have resulted in a sustained rise in literacy rates among youth (UNESCO Institute of
Statistics, 2017a). However, UNESCO Institute of Statistics (2017b) reports that “six out of ten children
and adolescents are not achieving minimum proficiency levels in reading and mathematics,” including
“more than 387 million children of primary school age (about 6 to 11 years old) and 230 million ado-
lescents of lower secondary school age (about 12 to 14 years old)” (p. 2). The report also suggests that:

56% of all children will not be able to read or handle mathematics with proficiency by the time
they are of age to complete primary education; the proportion is higher for adolescents, with
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61% unable to achieve minimum proficiency levels when they should be completing lower
secondary school.

(v 2)

There appears to be a pervasive need to provide and sustain L2L instruction.

In most cases instruction is in an L2L; the three major L2Ls are Putonghua, Spanish, and
English, but there are many others (Eberhard et al., 2020). Learners involved in instruction other
than their home languages generally have lower L2L achievement (Elley, 1992; UNESCO, 2004;
Schnepf, 2008).

Learners, who typically begin formal reading instruction at about 5 or 6 years of age (7 in some
countries), have good sized speaking vocabularies and a well-ingrained working knowledge of gram-
mar. Beginning L2 learners, regardless of their chronological age, may be learners with no L2 vocab-
ulary or grammatical knowledge. This represents a significant hurdle. We refer to this as the L1 to
L2 developmental ratio. Often immigrants to English-speaking nations are at-risk; many fail to learn
English literacy skills, to read and learn from textbooks, to learn from lectures in academic classes,
and to acquire the literacy skills needed in anything but low-level labor-intensive work (Gunderson,
2007). As the historically major language, English has become a kind of benchmark against which
other languages are compared and researched.

Joshi and Aaron (2006) conclude: “It was also tacitly believed, if not overtly stated, that what is
true of English is also true for other writing systems” (p. xiii). The problem is that the learning of
English literacy skills is likely one of the most difficult L2L tasks (Gunderson et al., 2010). Ziegler et
al. (2003) note that “[t]he slower rate of learning to read in English does not seem to occur because
of variations in teaching methods across different countries, rather it seems due to the relatively
low orthographic consistency of English” (p. 13). English appears to be the most difficult language
to learn to read and there appear to be more individuals who have trouble learning to read it.
“The empirical evidence that is presented ... clearly suggests that reading acquisition in the English
writing system proceeds more slowly than any other orthography that has been looked at so far”
(Landerl, 2006, p. 514).

Our purpose is to propose some principles to support K-12 instructional strategies that are appli-
cable to L2Ls in general, not just English. Human beings are typically involved in perceiving and
interpreting features of their environments that help them to survive. “Reading,” features of the
environment enables some to live successfully, while others additionally require literacy skills as an
essential component in complex ways, such that they are,

[1Janguages caught up in the multimodal environment of contemporary communication, which
combine verbal linguistics meaning-making with the gestural, visual, spatial, and the radically
altered writing and reading regimes of computer literacy, such as the oral-like writing and writ-
ing-like oralism in voice instruction, complicate literacy practices with multicultural contexts as
the modes, codes and cultural meaning interact with each other.

(Lo Bianco, 2000, pp. 93—94)

It also seems many are immersed in L2L artifacts or icons such as “Tata,” “Toyota,” “stop,” “Starbucks,”
“the Golden Arches,” and “Colonel Saunders.” The L2L universe is complex and students are excep-
tionally diverse. Given the complexity and diversity we have the following suggestions.

Suggestions for L2L Instruction

The provision of comprehensible input is essential to L2L instruction (Gunderson et al., 2020, pp. 33-50).
For an English L1 student, for instance, R, 7|2l bsJ, and gr%ﬁ are not comprehensible, while
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Table 2.1 Instructional matrix

Zero L2 Very Limited L2 Limited L2 Limited L2 Fluency

No L1
Instruction

1-2 Years L1

Instruction

3+ Years L1
Instruction

Source: Gunderson et al., 2020

CJIOH, MiJT, norsu, gajah, and eAé@avtag may be more “decodable” but not comprehensible because
of similarities to English. The word “elefante” is comprehensible, however. The difficulty is that
teachers may not have the expertise to evaluate the degree to which two orthographies are compre-
hensible to each other, and it may be that no one has measured this variable.

We propose, based on our research and practice related to L2L English instruction, that L1
instructional background and L2 proficiency are variables that predict the degree to which L2L will be compre-
hensible. An elementary student who has never learned to read in L1 and who has no, or zero-level,
L2 proficiency should be involved in oral language development (L1 instruction if possible) and no
L2 reading activities, while a student with three or more years of L1 instruction can be included in
beginning L2 reading activities (see Table 2.1).

The matrix in Table 2.1 is based on the notion that the provision of appropriate comprehensible
input is an essential requirement for teaching students who are learning in a language other than
their home language. In this respect, the matrix helps to predict what will be comprehensible for
students in the K-12 school years. A student who has an extensive L1L background and has limited
English will find connected L2 discourse comprehensible, while a student with no L1 background
and no L2 proficiency will not. There are also essential differences between age groups. A 5-year-old
who has never been to school and speaks no L2 is entirely difterent from the 18-year-old immigrant
with no L1 schooling and no L2 proficiency, who is in turn different from the 60-year-old with no
L1 schooling and no L2. While a detailed discussion on the matrices, and classroom instruction, for
K-12 students, is beyond the scope of this chapter, Gunderson et al. (2020) provide guided plans and
instructional materials for K-12 literacy instruction that can be adapted to a variety of teaching and
learning contexts.

Conclusion

More school-age students around the world learn literacy skills in an L2 than they do in their own
L1. It appears that many view English as the primary L2. This is, of course, an English-centric notion
that does not reflect the realities of the world. Chinese appears to be the major L2. Spanish, Russian,
English, Hindi, Swahili, and others are also significant L2s. Learners involved in L2L instruction
generally do not do as well as those involved in L1L instruction. L2 is the language of instruction as
a result of colonialism, political choice, immigration, or overt assimilationist policies.

The term “second language literacy” is inadequate to describe the complex interactions occur-
ring in multiple multimodal environments. A single human being has the potential to learn literacy
skills in a number of second or additional languages that are not necessarily traditional in nature.
A monolingual Farsi speaker, for instance, may have programing code literacy skills, digital as an
L2, and music or math as an L2. Rather than the term “second,” it may be more appropriate to
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categorize these languages as “additional.” English, for the moment, does appear to be a significant
component of the World Wide Web. However, this seems to be changing as use of the Web increases
around the globe. The underlying program codes continue to employ English-like languages.

Multiliteracies broaden the view of what literacy activities L2 students should and can be involved
in. There is a significant need to explore L2L issues as the scope of multiliteracies expands and the
world itself grows smaller. As our understanding of what constitutes multiliteracies expands, defining
the term will become more complex and difficult.
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Teaching L2 Academic
Language in K-12

A Contextual and Developmental Perspective

Maria Estela Brisk

Throughout the world, many students are educated in a language other than their home language.
This is especially prevalent in English speaking countries such as Australia, Great Britain, Canada,
and the United States, which have a tradition of receiving immigrants in their schools. Educators
working with these second language (L2) learners have been concerned for some time with the need
to develop language that goes beyond everyday use. Since the turn of the 21% century there has been
an explosion of studies investigating what is referred to as the language of schooling (Schleppegrell,
2004), academic English (Bailey, 2007), academic language (Gibbons, 2009; Zwiers, 2008), and
disciplinary linguistic knowledge (Turkan et al., 2014). Concern for language and literacy devel-
opment in education is reflected in such reforms as the one promoted by the British educational
system (Chen, 2007), the Common Core State Standards Initiative (2010) and the Next Generation
Science Standards (NGSS Lead States, 2013) in the United States, and the Australian Curriculum
Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA, 2012). In addition, language specific standards such
as WIDA English Language Development Standards (WIDA Consortium, 2020) and TESOL Pre-
K-12 English Language Proficiency Standards (2006) have added to the focus on academic language
instruction and proficiency.

This chapter takes a contextual and developmental perspective on language and literacy develop-
ment of students who speak a language other than English, including Black Language (also called
Ebonics and African American language) speakers, advancing a productive approach to the contro-
versial notion of academic language (AL). It explains the context of children and texts and the stages
of language and literacy development. The chapter summarizes the knowledge needed by students
and teachers and concludes with a number of practices that help advance this knowledge.

Definitions and Relevance for Instruction

There is no unified definition of academic language (AL) nor consensus as to whether it exits at all.
Cummins (1979) first made a distinction between decontextualized, “cognitive academic language
proficiency” (CALP) and less cognitively demanding “basic interpersonal communication skills”
(BICS). Critics argued that one is not more cognitively demanding but that they are different forms
of language, each with their own complexity (Bailey, 2007; MacSwan & Rolstad, 2003). In the
broadest sense, researchers and educators refer to AL as the language needed by students to function

in school to acquire, understand, and demonstrate knowledge (Chamot & O’Malley, 1986; Gottlieb
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& Ernst-Slavit, 2014; Schleppegrell, 2004; Zwiers, 2008). Uccelli et al. (2020) defined academic lan-
guage as the language in professional communities used “for shared reasoning, reflection and debate
about ideas and perspectives” (p. 77). This type of language is also used in schools’ texts and instruction.

Blair (2016) challenged the association of AL with school context, showing that students in out-
of-school settings engage in academic discourses and practices. Bailey (2020) agreed with Blair and
further argued that students participate in school using language other than AL, thus questioning the
dichotomy between context (school and out of school) and function of language (social and AL).
Bailey (2020) considers that what students need is to express themselves with explicit language rather
than appropriate or correct language.

There is no agreement in relation to instruction either. Some researchers focus on general aspects
of language such as the language connected with different levels: vocabulary, grammar, and discourse
(DiCerbo et al., 2014), and explicitness demanded by different communicative situations (Bailey,
2020). Others focus on the specific linguistic features of disciplines, such as math, science, history,
literature and so on (Gottlieb & Ernst-Slavit, 2014; Moore & Schleppegrell, 2020; Turkan et al.,
2014). Uccelli et al. (2020) consider that there are both the specific language of the disciplines and
cross-disciplinary “high-utility language skills” (p. 76). Scarcella (2003) expanded AL beyond the lin-
guistic dimension to include cognitive and sociocultural/psychological dimensions. Currently, most
educators consider that AL instruction should include a critical perspective on the societal attitudes
toward AL as well as the need to incorporate in instruction the language practices that students bring
to school (Jensen & Thompson, 2020).

Most of the research and practice related to AL has been directed to minoritized populations.
However, the abstract nature of the language, lexical density, and need for precise expression makes
it challenging for all students (Gottlieb & Ernst-Slavit, 2014; Zwiers, 2008). Moreover, the critical
perspective is needed not only for students whose language practices may suffer from the emphasis
on AL but also for those whose languages are not threatened by it (Baker-Bell, 2020b).

While the motivation of a number of researchers and educators to advocate for AL instruction,
especially among minoritized populations, is promoting social justice (Gottlieb & Ernst-Slavit, 2014;
Rose & Martin, 2012), other educators claim that the emphasis on AL has marginalized these stu-
dents as well as their language and culture. For example, some practices include segregating multi-
lingual students to learn AL, depriving them of a connection to the content of disciplines, and Black
students are presented with AL as a correct form of the language they speak (Baker-Bell, 2020b;
Flores & Schissel, 2014; Valdés, 2004).

Conceptual Framework

AL needs to be embedded in a contextual and developmental perspective of language and literacy
development. As children grow up in a specific social context, they develop language, literacy, and
knowledge of the world. This development is influenced by cognitive and linguistic maturity as well
as the context of language use.

Language and literacy develop in stages. After infancy there are broadly four stages: early child-
hood, primary school years, middle childhood, and adolescence (Christie, 2012; Menyuk & Brisk,
2005). During early childhood, children learn to interact with others, begin to narrate, and demon-
strate initial knowledge of literacy. As they enter the early school grades they learn to interact with
the oral and written discourses of school. In middle to late childhood (about 9 to 12/13 years old),
children construct more abstract concepts and encounter in earnest the subject specific language of
the disciplines. They also learn to make meaning through other semiotic resources such as graphs,
images, tables, diagrams, and so on. As children move to middle years and then to high school, they
become better at storytelling, tracking clearly all participants. They are better at making language
choices given the particular situation or register. They learn to use and understand fully figurative
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language and to cope with more dense language, disciplinary language, and theoretical concepts
(Christie, 2012; Menyuk & Brisk, 2005).

During the primary years, children’s written language looks more like oral language written
down. Over time, it becomes more packed as published written texts are. The structure of the writ-
ten clauses changes from simple short sentences through various levels of complexity, ending again
with simple sentences with complex noun groups (Brisk, 2021).

For multilingual learners, these phases of development vary for each language, depending on
when they are introduced and whether children are exposed to literacy and/or schooled in those
languages. The profile of multilingual learners changes constantly depending on age, use, and con-
text (Baker & Wright, 2017; Menyuk & Brisk, 2005).

The language(s), literacy, and content knowledge children develop depend on the language(s),
literacy practices, and experiences growing up in various contexts (see Figure 3.1).

Typically, these contexts expand as the child grows, starting with the home and neighborhood,
continuing with school and later in life with work and further schooling. Some children may spend
the time from birth through K-12 school in the same neighborhood, others experience moves across
neighborhoods, states, or even countries. For example, my daughter within the first three years
of her life moved within the United States and spent two extended stays in Latin America. These
moves were due to her parents’ professional activities. For other children the moves are the result of
economic or political factors and tend to me more traumatic. In some cases, their schooling may
be interrupted or may not start until later in life. For example, while Adam and Warkana emigrated
from Ethiopia having attended school, Saynab arrived from war torn Somalia at age 14 with no
formal education, anxious to leave life in refugee camps and get an education. These adolescents
struggled to adjust to their new family life and schooling (Hersi, 2005, 2011). Some students grow
up in contexts that use the same language as commonly used in school while others use different
languages from school (Baker-Bell, 2020a; Heath, 1983; Menyuk & Brisk, 2005).

All these experiences impact children’s well-being and their acquisition of content, language, and
literacy knowledge. Therefore, when children come to school, they are not empty vessels. They
know about the world as they have experienced it so far, they know one or more languages, and
may be literate in one or more of them. Thus, what is considered academic language is not a separate
form of language that starts with the entrance to school but it is just the continuation of language and
literacy development that comes as a result of encountering new content and texts, especially those
connected to the subject matter areas covered in school. For many children it also means learning a
new language.

A set of contextual factors impact the children, while others impact the text used by these chil-
dren (see Figure 3.2).

P-K-12 school

Language(s) Development

Out of school

‘ Neighborhood ‘

Figure 3.1 Developmental and Contextual Development
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economic

political cultural

social child linguistic

text

Context Context
of culture of situation

Figure 3.2 Contextual Factors Impacting Child and Text

Multiple social, economic, political, and cultural factors impact languages, their users, and the
space where they are used. A number of researchers have written in depth about these factors (Brisk,
2006; Brisk et al., 2004; Garcia et al., 2017; Spolsky, 1978). There is no inherent value in the nature
of specific languages; the value and hierarchical stratification of languages comes about as a result of
these social, economic, cultural, and political factors, often exacerbated by the media (Kaveh, 2018).
Families and schools are influenced by them, although their perceptions may not align, and in turn
influence students. Because English is widely used in our society, families view acquiring English
as the path to advancement. Other families may want their children to develop both their heritage
language as well as English (Kaveh & Sandoval, 2020). Schools may use and have a positive attitude
toward English only or they may promote multiple languages. Children are very susceptible to what
the larger society values and tend to prefer the language with the highest status in their society
(Caldas & Caron-Caldas, 2000). Among bilingual children, preference for the language of societal
power often increases with age (Kaveh & Sandoval, 2020). In educational contexts, valuing the
language of power translates into choosing curriculum and instructional resources in that language,
forbidding children to use their heritage languages (Gandara & Hopkins, 2010), and, most alarming,
having students internalize negative attitudes toward their home and community languages (Baker-
Bell, 2020b). Some educators argue that embracing English, especially the school variety, does not
always help overcome inequality for children because other variables, such as race, ethnic affiliation,
and class are at play (Baker-Bell 2020b; Commins, 1989).

In addition to contextual factors affecting the child, context also impacts the texts that children
encounter and produce. According to Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) theory, the choice of
language and organization of oral and written texts depend on the context of culture, which defines
the genres and the context of situation, which defines the register. In the case of multilingual con-
texts, the choice also involves specific languages. The writing practices of a culture are characterized
by recurrent forms of texts, called genres, used for specific purposes with specific discourse organi-
zation and language features (Martin & Rose, 2008). The purposes of genres traditionally taught in
schools include telling stories, organizing information, giving instructions, and persuading. Genres
that tell stories include personal recounts, fictional narratives, and a number of historical genres.
Those that organize information are reports and many types of explanations. Procedures and proto-
cols provide instructions, and arguments (also called expositions, discussion, and challenge) aim at
persuading (Butt et al., 2012; Martin & Rose, 2008). The purpose of each genre is achieved through
the different stages or text structure.
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Language users also make choices given the context of situation in the three dimensions of the
register: field, tenor, and mode. Language reflects the field or content of the text, the fenor of a text
which reflects the relationship between language users. Language choices depend on the author’s
awareness of the intended audience as well as the writer’s voice or identity. Language resources used
to create a cohesive text orally, in writing, or in multiple modes constitute the mode (textual func-
tion) (Thompson, 2004).

In sum, AL learning is part of the process of students’ language and literacy development, influ-
enced by the situational context of the students and of the texts, oral or written, encountered and
produced by those students.

Instruction: Content and Practice

A contextual and developmental perspective on AL places instruction as the need to further develop
the language and literacy knowledge students bring to school. The need arises from the natural
course of development and not because students are deficient. Contextual factors, including social,
political, economic, cultural, linguistic, and historical, influence this developmental process. The
content and practice of instruction is best grounded on this developmental and contextual perspec-
tive on students.

Curricular Content

Content that supports writing comprises curriculum content of various disciplines and aspects of
language and literacy necessary to produce different text types or genres of writing. Schools that act
responsibly toward minoritized populations will include in the curriculum content that addresses the
contextual factors that affect these groups, not only for the sake of those students but for the school
community at large. Review of the history of various groups as well as the sociocultural, economic,
and political factors affecting them offers multiple topics for inclusion in the curriculum (see Baker-
Bell, 2020a; Brisk et al., 2004; Spolsky, 1978).

There are many opportunities for incorporating knowledge of the various communities of stu-
dents in different disciplines greatly enriching the curriculum. For example, Angela, a 5" grade
teacher, had students explore the notion that U.S. foreign relations impact the treatment of ethnic
groups in the United States. The project resulted in a rich geography and history unit while incorpo-
rating the life experiences of students (Brisk et al., 2004). In a lesson for a class of African American
high school students that explored the formation of Black Language, students were exposed to the
policies adopted by slave traders, not only considering an important aspect of the African American
heritage but enriching history instruction (Baker-Bell, 2020a).

Language and Literacy Content

Language and literacy knowledge must also inform AL instruction. As students create or read texts
in various genres, they need to know the structural patterns of those texts (Martin & Rose, 2008).
In addition, students need to understand and learn to use the language demands of the register, i.e.
topics, audience, and voice, and create a cohesive text. The features of the register guide students in
the linguistic choices they make to express meaning. In the context of schooling, the language of
the topics of inquiry are framed within various disciplines (Turkan et al., 2014). Disciplines express
meaning through texts in specific genres and features of the register. The disciplinary texts include
semiotic resources other than language such as graphs, diagrams and so on (Schleppegrell, 2007).
Some researchers prioritize features of language used across curricular areas rather than specific dis-
ciplines (Uccelli et al., 2020).
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Table 3.1 Structural Organization of Selected Genres

Genre/Structural
components Introduction Body Conclusion
Procedure Goal, Materials Method or Steps Optional ending
Recounts and historical Orientation: who, where, what,  Events in sequence Closing depends on
genres when the specific type
Narratives Orientation: who, where, when, Events with crisis and Moral or lesson
foreshadow the problem resolution learned
Reports General Statement Subtopics optional
Explanation Identification of phenomenon Explanation sequence, Ending depending
factors, and so on. on type
Argument (one sided)  Thesis Reasons supported by Reinforcement of
evidence statement

The purposes of genres used in school texts typically include telling stories, giving instructions,
organizing information, and persuading. Each purpose is present in a range of genres. In turn, the
structural organization of texts differs in each genre (see Table 3.1 for a sample).

Each opportunity to use language, either oral or written, calls for decisions on language choices.
The language user makes decisions on which language to use to name and describe participants,
processes, and circumstances given the topic and how to express relationships between ideas. They
have to consider how their choices will impact and convey meaning given their audience and which
voice or identity they want to reflect. Moreover, they need to consider how to put the whole text
together to make it cohesive. For example, when writing about the water cycle, writers make deci-
sions as to which words express each aspect of the cycle and how technical to make the description
given the age of the audience. They may also choose to reflect an authoritative voice by using only
third person and may connect each stage in the cycle with adverbial phrases of time that make clear
the order of the cycle. The role of educators in supporting students to make the choices they want
is to develop their language resources and to explore the impact on the audience given the choices.

Although writers make language choices given the situation, there are features of language typi-
cal of various disciplines. The genres of specific disciplines have been analyzed by SFL researchers,
including English language arts (Christie & Derewianka, 2008; Fang & Schleppegrell, 2008), history
(Coffin, 2006; Schleppegrell & Achugar, 2003), science (De Oliveira & Dodds, 2010; Fang, 2006;
Veel, 2000), and mathematics (De Oliveira & Civil, 2020; Marks & Mousley, 1990; Schleppegrell,
2007). These studies provide specifics with respect to the genres of the disciplines, text structure of
these genres, and language features typically found in that discipline.

Some features of disciplinary language are found in all four major disciplines, others are more
typical of specific disciplines. Humanities and STEM each tend to share a number of features. As stu-
dents mature and advance in grade, they encounter language that is packed and complex to express
the content of what they are learning, such as:

(1) Clause complexes with conjugated verbs, especially subordinate clauses expressing many differ-

ent logical connections: If only you would come to life and be my bride, how happy I would be!
(2) Clause complexes with non-conjugated verbs: Waves tend to bend around obstacles in their way and

scatter somewhat, becoming less focused.
(3) Complex noun groups with a variety of modifiers: Each house was a three-foot-deep circular

hole with a grass-mat roof.
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(4) Nominalizations: The Fifth Amendment protects citizens against “double jeopardy.” This protection
means that people cannot be put on trial or punished twice for the same crime.

(5) Technical vocabulary specific to the discipline. (Snakes attract their prey instead of ambushing it.)
In English Language Arts (ELA) text is found in connection to topics that provide the context
for the narratives (Soon they found a spot where the ice was cracked and broken. Affer shoveling away

a pile of snow, she reached for the ice-chisel).
(6) Everyday words used with specialized meaning: Adding and subtracting expressions is very similar
to adding and subtracting integers and other rational numbers.

(7) Use of lexical ties to highlight the topics the piece is about: Magnetism is the force exerted by

magnets when they attract or repel each other.

(8) Use of passive voice to focus on the topic rather than who was doing the action (The glass is
sorted by color at these centers) or to hide the doer of the action (Books belonging to Jews were burnt).

(9) Discourse markers that indicate what the whole text will be about in an initial paragraph (More
than 2,500 kinds of snakes slither and creep throughout the world) and what the topic of each para-
graph is through the use of topic sentences (Snakes have only one shape, but they come in many
different sizes), help keep the flow of the text.

(10) Theme/new information connection to keep flow of ideas within paragraphs (There are many

different types of telescopes, both optical and non-optical. Optical telescopes are designed to focus visible
light.)

(11) Use of 3" person to draw attention to the topic rather than the writer or audience. However,
some of the narratives and recounts in ELA may be written in first person.

Moreover, there are features that tend to be found in specific disciplines (see Brisk, 2021; Christie,
2012; and Fang & Schleppegrell, 2008 for detailed analysis of each discipline). For example, in
chronological texts typical of ELA and history, paragraphs often open with adverbial phrases or
clauses of time to move the action forward (After the French and Indian War, many British moved
west). Putting a participant as the doer of the action is used as a strategy to assign praise or blame
(The Germans incessantly bombed London). In math and science an important distinction is in the use
of relational verbs to either define (Metamorphosis is the process of transformation from an immature form
to an adult form) or describe (A tadpole in its first stage has a tail and no legs).

In addition, most disciplines use other semiotic devices to make meaning to reinforce or comple-
ment the message contained in the language, such as tables, graphs, and photographs. Social studies
texts also use maps and paintings that record images from the past before photography. ELA texts
with images tend to have mostly drawings. The younger the students the more images in the texts.
Science and math use formulas as well.

This extensive description of the content needed for students and teachers to develop the lan-
guage and literacy in the school years may appear overwhelming. The purpose is to show that there
is a lot involved in the process of schooling and helping minoritized students develop language and
literacy in a healthy way. Instead of feeling inhibited, teachers should slowly start the process of try-
ing different things and with time and success they can enhance their teaching. Following, there
are a number of strategies to attend to context and language development to support the learning.

Practice

Researchers and educators have proposed instructional practices that address both developmental
and contextual factors impacting learners. These practices have been grouped relative to what they
address:

e Attitude toward minoritized students and their language practices.
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*  Explicit presentation of new aspects of language and literacy.
e Critical view of language and curricular choices of the schools they attend.

All three areas are important to incorporate in a curriculum that supports social justice.

Instructional Practices that Address Attitude toward Minoritized Students
and their Languages

Ways to address the needs of these students is to explore and use their language and analyze objec-
tively the external factors that affect their lives. Students often come to school with a wealth of
language and life experiences that can be tapped for a healthy development.

Use and Exploration of Students’ Native Language

In schools throughout the world students who speak a language other than the one used as a medium
for teaching and learning bring these languages as potential resources. This section describes three
projects in the United States that included components where the language of the students was used
or explored to further their language and literacy learning. The projects illustrate that the possibili-
ties are varied. Educators can extract ideas that fit their educational context and feel reassured that
— against common sense beliefs — the use and exploration of students’ languages do not get in the
way of students learning the school language (Brisk, 2006; Baker & Wright, 2017). On the contrary,
in the process of acquiring a second language, multilingual learners use their current knowledge
and language practices to acquire the new language. Freedom of language choice to express them-
selves enables students to actively participate in new literacy practices by using all of their linguistic
resources, and validates students’ meaning making practices and their bilingual identities (Manyak,
2006). Furthermore, exploration of the ways the students’ languages and the one they are learning
function helps enhance metalinguistic awareness, an important aspect of literacy learning (Cenoz &
Gorter, 2011). Consequently, incorporating students’ linguistic resources in the analysis of the fea-
tures of multilingual students’ languages impacts their language and literacy development (Ossa Parra
& Proctor, 2021). For students whose language has been disparaged by society and its educational
system, the study of the features and use of their language brings about specific knowledge of the
language and an improved attitude toward it (Smitherman, 2017).

The following three projects take advantage of the students’ languages in different ways given the
languages, goals, and contexts. An urban multilingual school using SFL genre pedagogy for writing
instruction integrated newcomer Spanish speaking students to the upper elementary grades (ages
8-10/11). To facilitate full participation of these students, teachers converted their classrooms into
bilingual environments, where both languages were used and resources were provided in both lan-
guages (Brisk & Ossa Parra, 2018). Except for one teacher who had taken Spanish in high school,
the others were English speakers. Emergent bilingual students were encouraged to use Spanish at
all times to fully participate in the class activities. They used it to do research, discuss topics, write
assignments, and share their work with the whole class. The teachers took advantage of a variety
of supports such as other bilingual students, the ESL teacher who was fluent in Spanish, bilingual
researchers working in the school, and Google translator. The teachers, however, never relinquished
their responsibility of ensuring that these students understood the material and tasks and participated
in the learning. When students worked in groups, the teachers checked with the group to make sure
the student was fully engaged. They called on them to share opinions and ideas and their written
products. Sometimes they validated their ideas by having the whole class repeat the idea expressed
in Spanish or stopped the class to listen when one of these students wanted to share. If the teachers
did not understand, they persisted by using Google translator or a bilingual speaker. Encouraging
the use of students’ language resources to engage in grade level content and literacy learning resulted
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in students’ full participation and uninterrupted literacy development, while at the same time, they
made big strides in learning the new language (Brisk & Ossa Parra, 2018; Brisk & Kaveh, 2020).

Another project geared to develop literacy among Spanish speakers is the CLAVES curriculum
developed to promote reading (Proctor et al., 2020). Within this project a set of translanguaged
lessons were developed to teach semantics, syntax, and morphology. Bilingual texts were used to
discuss topics (immigration and workers’ rights), key vocabulary in both languages was explored,
morphemes (-ful and -less as compared to -ado/ada, ido, oso/asa), and syntactic features such as
placement of adjectives and use of subject pronouns in both languages were contrasted. Students
completed each cycle with a discussion around a key question raised by the text, followed by writ-
ing an argument related to the issue. Ossa Parra and Proctor (2021) show in detail how students
discussed, using the language(s) of their choice, the morphological and syntactic differences between
the languages. The ability to choose the language to participate benefited the students by allowing
for the show of expertise regardless of students’ English ability, by enhancing their linguistic aware-
ness and understanding, and by facilitating further development of the new language.

Yet another approach to using students’ language was included as part of the Antiracist Black
Language Pedagogy developed to explore and take action in relation to political, historical, attitudi-
nal, and linguistic aspects of Black Language (Baker-Bell, 2020a). One of the aspects of this project
was for students to learn the features of Black Language and explore its use in their communities.

The teacher started the exploration of Black Language by first distinguishing “language” (a rule
governed form of verbal communication) from “slang” (a temporary use of terms, especially by
youth). This distinction was needed because in earlier activities students had referred to their lan-
guage as “slang”” To engage students in these concepts, the teacher showed them a worksheet with
two people. Above the first one was a speech bubble expressing the types of prejudices toward Black
Language that characterizes it as slang and incorrect or broken English. The bubble for the second
person expressed how linguists and educators — quoting them — have defined Black Language and
distinguished it from slang. A third blank bubble offers space for students’ own thoughts. The latter
showed the beliefs students held due to the societal negative attitudes to which they had been exposed.

This opening activity was followed by the actual exploration of the language features and their
function. Students were shown a table with syntactic, semantic, phonological, and rhetorical features
of Black Language and were asked to discuss them and discover their function. They were encour-
aged to use their knowledge as speakers of the language. (See detailed description of these features
in Baker-Bell, 2020a, pp. 76—79.) The last activity for this aspect of the Antiracist Black Language
Pedagogy project was for students to observe and document over the weekend their language uses.
Students were surprised at how many people in their community use Black Language. One student
recognized that her parents used Black Language while they did not approve of the “slang.”

The three projects described in this section demonstrate that the language of the students has an
important place in education and consequently should be embraced rather than rejected in school
contexts. Teachers with or without knowledge of the languages have different types of possibilities
for how they can incorporate them in the curriculum but there is never an excuse not to do it.

Exploration of Contextual Factors

Contextual factors contribute to students’ development in positive or negative ways (Brisk, 2006;
Spolsky, 1978). Both students and teachers benefit from understanding the impact of these fac-
tors and acting to address them (Baker-Bell, 2020a; Brisk et al., 2004; Freire & Macedo, 1987).
Exploring contextual factors provides opportunities not only to learn about them but to develop
language and literacy. Two projects, Antiracist Black Language Pedagogy and Situational Context
Lessons, illustrate how the exploration of contextual factors embedded in ELA and Social Studies
curricula facilitate literacy development while addressing important issues in the lives of minoritized
students.
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Antiracist Black Language Pedagogy focuses on the language, and its variations, spoken by African
Americans in the United States. Baker-Bell (2020a) describes in detail six units that cover: Black
Language and Identity; Language, History, and Culture; Study of the Grammatical and Rhetorical
Features of Black Language; Language, Race, and Power; Language, Agency, and Action; and
Developing a Language of Solidarity. These units of study provide activities that explore the atti-
tudes and misconceptions about Black Language, share with students the work of researchers and
educators who have studied the language and its historical development, and draw from students
their reflections as a result of acquiring this new knowledge. Moreover, after students have learned
about the context and features of Black Language, they are encouraged to take action. Baker-Bell
recommends a variety of activities to promote linguistic justice such as social media campaigns, pub-
lic service announcements, letters to administrators and politicians, and workshops. She also suggests
producing children’s books and graphic novels to promote linguistic justice for young children.

Similarly, the Situational Context Lessons explore the contextual factors that affect multilin-
gual students (Brisk et al., 2004). Multilingual students often blame themselves for issues caused by
contextual factors out of their control. One way to give them control is to have them research and
analyze these factors objectively, relate them to their experiences, and search for potential solutions.
Brisk et al. (2004) describe in detail units related to linguistic, economic, social, cultural, and politi-
cal factors that plague multilingual populations. A 5% grade bilingual teacher implemented with her
class lessons related to language proficiency and use; bilingualism and career opportunities and social
mobility; demographics and language; comparing education systems and cultural conflicts; and the
impact of U.S. foreign relations and the treatment of particular immigrants. After setting a clear
objective, students conducted research, carried out activities with their families and communities,
and read carefully chosen books that supported acquiring knowledge and writing reports, graphs,
brochures, and other materials related to the objective of the lesson. Students reflected on how their
findings related to their own experiences, and, when possible, discussed potential solutions.

Both the Antiracist Black Language Pedagogy and the Situational Context Lessons greatly
impacted students and teachers by dissecting the contextual factors that affect students and their
communities and by providing meaningful ways to carry out demanding activities that promoted the
development of students’ language and literacy.

Explicit and Gradual Instruction of New Aspects of Language and Literacy:
SFL Genre Pedagogy Units of Writing

Explicit instruction on the features of text structure and language supports the continuous develop-
ment of language and literacy expected in children’s schooling experience. Careful analysis of the
features of texts with full student engagement and with strategies geared for students’ success can
make a difference in students’ advancement and motivation. The goal is not to increase the divi-
sion among groups of students but to “democratizing the outcomes of education systems” (Rose &
Martin, 2012, p. 4). Approaches such as Reading to Learn (Rose & Martin, 2012) and SFL Genre
Pedagogy are examples of explicit practices.

From the collaboration of SFL linguists and educators in Australia emerged SFL genre pedagogy,
where the content of writing instruction is informed by genre theory and SFL (Martin & Rose,
2008) and the instructional strategies by the Teaching and Learning Cycle (TLC) (Callaghan &
Rothery, 1988; Rothery, 1996). The TLC is an approach to writing instruction that seeks to pro-
vide the necessary scaffolds for students of any background to access the school curriculum, without
sacrificing its intellectual strength (Gibbons, 2008). Teachers build students’ linguistic and disciplin-
ary content knowledge through four stages: negotiation of field or developing content knowledge,
deconstruction of text, joint construction of text, and independent construction of text. During
the negotiation of field, students develop content knowledge. Teachers guide students through
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Table 3.2 Books and Articles lllustrating the TLC

Genre Grade Level Citation
All genres K-5 Brisk (2015)
All genres High school Derewianka & Jones (2016)
Autobiography 3 grade Brisk et al. (2021)
Biography 3 grade Pavlak (2013)
Report and Explanation 5t grade science Hodgson-Drysdale & Rosa (2015)
Fictional Narratives 7t & 8™ grades Humphrey & Feez (2016)
Argument High School Khote (2018)

ELA

deconstruction or a close analysis of mentor texts. Teachers collaborate with students in their class to
construct texts jointly based on what they have learned through the deconstruction of mentor texts.
With all of the knowledge and experience acquired through deconstruction and joint construction
of a text, students can then create their own independent writing. Modification of the TLC added
steps to the cycle (added steps in italics). The full modified cycle includes development of content
knowledge, deconstruction of text, joint planning using graphic organizers and conferencing, joint con-
struction of text, group and/or individual construction, joint revision, and peer and/or individual revision.
Language is developed throughout the cycle.

The genre units are sensitive to content and grade level. In these units, students produce writ-
ten projects after thorough exploration of the content and the features of the genre, including the
purpose, stages or text structure, and key language features that help accomplish the purpose of the
genre. The disciplinary content leads teachers to choose the appropriate genre. For example, histori-
cal genres help explore Social Studies topics while Reports and Explanations give opportunity to
learning Science concepts. A middle school teacher found procedures very helpful for understand-
ing math problems and concepts. Arguments help students explore current events and social issues.
Personal recounts — in early grades — and fictional narratives — upper elementary through high school
— are appropriate genres for Language Arts.

After determining the disciplinary context and planning its instruction, teachers plan lessons
to introduce the purpose and stages of the genre, through activities guided by the TLC. Language
features are introduced at different points in the unit, as early as when developing the content and
purpose, and continued to be practiced throughout the various lessons of the unit. Full descriptions
of projects that illustrate this pedagogy are found in the literature (see Table 3.2 for a sample).

Critical View of School Language and Curricular Choices

A critical perspective explores such issues as language of power, correctness, appropriateness, choice
of readings, cultural content of the lessons, especially English and history but also relevant in science
and math. In practice, students can profit from taking a critical view of both content and language
(see articles in Theory into Practice, vol. 59, 2020).

Khote (2018) created lessons for his high school English Language Arts class with students of dif-
ferent linguistic backgrounds using SFL genre pedagogy and encouraging students to use any of their
languages in their discussions. He chose the argument genre because it permitted students to raise
their points of view. In collaboration with the students, they decided on the topics to explore. They
read a variety of internet resources and critically discussed them, bringing in their own experiences
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on the topics. In addition, they deconstructed published arguments to analyze how authors used lan-
guage to project an authoritative voice and contrasted these texts to a persuasive essay that they had
written for a district-wide written assessment. They realized that their essays, although persuasive,
were made less assertive by the use of first and second person. Students understood that they were
free to make language choices but as a result the effect on the audience was different.

These students gained a greater understanding of persuasive writing by exploring the content
and realizing the power of the writer in putting forth a point of view on topics that affected them
and their families. They also developed the language they needed to create their own authoritative
arguments to defend their own interests.

Concerned with society’s negative attitude toward Black Language, Baker-Bell (2020b) devised a
lesson for 9 graders on looking critically at Black Language and English. She showed students two
paragraphs that described exactly the same high school event, one written in Black Language and
the other in English. She did not mention the distinction in the languages and asked the students to
read the paragraphs, draw an image or cartoon that reflected each, and write a paragraph about the
language and the speakers of each. The class had a group discussion of what they had written about
each language and which words were connected with each. For example, smart, good, proper were
used in connection with English and slang, bad, ghetto in connection to Black English. This activity
showed the students and teacher that the students had acquired the negative attitudes that society has
toward their language. A study of Black English, described earlier, followed this critical view of the
languages to help students change their perspective toward Black English. It is essential that students
and teachers do not see Black Language as English that needs correction but as a meaning making
language with its own lexicon, grammar, and phonology (Rickford, 1999).

Similarly, Accurso and Mizell (2020) propose to critically analyze the genres and content of
school texts and those of the community, teaching students to use both when creating their own
pieces. For example, students may encounter the topic of slavery in history texts written in one of
the historical genres but there are also letters and diaries that bring the perspective of the communi-
ties subjected to slavery. Critical examination of both can bring to light not only different views of
the events but also how different people use different genres to record them.

Although this section on practice divided examples of instruction into three categories, combin-
ing all of them is the ideal for reaching minoritized students. Overtly exploring contextual factors
that affect students’ lives, making explicit the disciplinary genres and language, and using a critical
perspective in the examination of content and language, helps students’ language and literacy devel-
opment. As these practices connect with students’ life experiences and knowledge, they help affirm
their identity and scrutinize ways that society views their language, culture, and history in order to
create a new nourishing reality for themselves.

Conclusion

Regardless of the label or perspective on the notion of academic language, one thing is certain:
students need nurturing as they mature and continue their language and literacy development. This
support is essential as they encounter increasingly abstract and unfamiliar concepts of the disciplines
taught in school. Development means encouraging growth of what students already know and
needs to be deeply connected to it. Students’ content and linguistic knowledge is a precious tool in
the development of new knowledge and not something that gets in the way. Teaching students of
a different cultural and linguistic background cannot be addressed as fixing a deficiency. However,
because these students have encountered this negative attitude, teaching them also means helping
them grow a healthy attitude toward themselves, their language and culture. It also means expanding
this positive view to teachers and students of the dominant culture.
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4
English for Academic Purposes

Christine M. Tardy

EAP is an area of second language teaching and learning which includes “language research and
instruction that focuses on the communicative needs and practices of individuals working in aca-
demic contexts” (Hyland & Shaw, 2016, p. 1). EAP scholarship encompasses exploration of instruc-
tional practices (including approaches, curriculum, and materials), as well as the texts and textual
practices that are common in academic settings. The roots of EAP can be found in English for
specific purposes (ESP) (see Chapter 5), EAP’s “theoretically and pedagogically eclectic parent” that
is “committed to tailoring instruction to specific rather than general purposes” (Hyland & Hamp-
Lyons, 2002, p. 2).

Academic English is taught at all levels of education, though published scholarship in EAP has
tended to focus on post-secondary contexts (see, for example, Riazi et al., 2020). (Chapter 3 in this
volume offers an overview of academic English in K-12 settings.) ESP scholars focused on support-
ing overseas students in the United Kingdom first formed a professional community in 1972, with
that community becoming more formalized as the British Association of Lecturers in English for
Academic Purposes (BALEAP) in 1989. In 2002, EAP scholarship became so prominent within
ESP that the Journal of English for Academic Purposes was established. This expansion of EAP since
the 1980s can be attributed at least in part to growth in three related areas: international students
studying abroad in English-dominant countries, English-medium education around the world, and
English as the primary language of research publication.

This chapter shares an overview of EAP, intending to identify key developments and trends in
the field, as well as current controversies and potential future directions. Because EAP is a large,
interdisciplinary, and international area of second language teaching and learning, it is impossible
to share an overview that all EAP scholars might see as representative of the field. The perspective
I share here is partly a reflection of my educational and teaching background and my current con-
text, which have largely been based in U.S. higher education with some years teaching ESP and
EAP abroad. I encourage readers who are interested in EAP to refer to The Routledge Handbook
of English for Academic Purposes (Hyland & Shaw, 2016) for a more comprehensive overview of
the field.
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Important Traditions and Developments in EAP

Before reviewing some of the important traditions and developments in EAP, it is useful to identify
some of the key principles and concepts of the field. Hyland and Shaw (2016) identify four key
principles of EAP:

*  Authenticity: Instructional materials and activities should resemble real-word language practices.

*  Groundedness: Classroom practices and materials are grounded in research, and research is
grounded in classroom concerns.

o Interdisciplinarity: EAP is theoretically and methodologically eclectic.

e  Relevance: Classroom instruction must be relevant to learners; toward this aim, EAP takes seri-
ously the work of identifying learner needs and understanding relevant language use.

Central concepts within EAP include genre, discipline, discourse community, audience, communicative pur-
pose, authenticity, and needs (Hyland, 2016b; Hyland & Shaw, 2016). Together, these principles and
concepts point to a pedagogical approach that prioritizes language and practices tied to specific
contexts, communities, and uses.

English for General or Specific Academic Purposes

Given EAP’ roots in ESP, it is understandable that specificity plays some role in understanding the
goals of and traditions in EAP. Broadly speaking, both EAP and ESP recognize that language is vari-
ous in its functions and forms and that learning a language involves learning the specific functions
and forms that are of importance to the learners. The key principles and concepts of EAP together
demonstrate the importance of understanding language use to be shaped by its specific uses in
authentic contexts as it carries out specific goals for users. While a general English classroom may
be structured around general vocabulary (e.g., colors, travel, jobs, time of day) or grammar struc-
tures (e.g., verb tenses, prepositions), an EAP classroom is typically structured around the language
practices and forms that are used to carry out academic activities (e.g., lecture notetaking, academic
vocabulary, source use in academic writing). The relevant practices and forms are identified through
research of the specific academic context and the learner population.

One long-standing tension within EAP relates to how specific these practices and forms should
be. Should instruction focus on the very particular practices and forms that the learners might
encounter, or should they attempt to teach broader content that students might apply across con-
texts? The former approach is often referred to as English for specific academic purposes (ESAP)
and the latter as English for general academic purposes (EGAP) (Blue, 1988, cited in Hyland, 2002).
Hyland (2016b) describes the two approaches to EAP as less a dichotomy and more a continuum:
“a dilemma rather than a conflict” (p. 17).

EGAP might include more general academic skills such as notetaking, skimming and scanning,
or summarizing. EGAP is, not surprisingly, more common in contexts in which students themselves
are less specialized (e.g., preparatory undergraduate education or, in the U.S., early undergraduate
education). In these settings, the students in a given classroom may be studying in humanities, social
sciences, and STEM disciplines, where the specific language and genres can differ widely (see, for
example, Hyland, 2000). Additionally, some have argued that EAP instructors’lack of discipline-spe-
cific content knowledge (in most cases) make it inappropriate for them to teach disciplinary practices
and forms to students (e.g., Spack, 1988, 1997). ESAP takes a somewhat different stance: disciplin-
ary experts rarely hold the kind of conscious understanding of language use in their discipline (or
related metalanguage) that would allow them to teach such specific patterns to students. The EAP
instructor, however, can ground their teaching and materials in existing research on academic texts
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and practices and can help students explore and discover conventional and important patterns of
use in the classroom. Advocates of ESAP also stress that differences in disciplinary practices (and
accompanying language use) make it even more important for students to see how such practices are
related to epistemological frames and how university participation is marked by “border-crossing”
(Hyland, 2002, p. 390).

In most cases, the decision to take more of an EGAP or ESAP approach is heavily influenced
by the institutional context and the more immediate needs and goals of the students. For example,
in a writing class for doctoral students writing dissertations, an ESAP approach makes good sense:
the students want to develop their knowledge of a very specific genre in which some of the features
also vary by discipline. On the other hand, students in an intensive or preparatory English program
are often grouped together in classes with those from different disciplines and perhaps even different
degree levels (e.g., undergraduate and graduate students may be classmates). In these cases, it would
be impossible for a teacher to identify specific genres and discourse communities on which to ground
instruction, so focusing on broader areas (such as summarizing or notetaking) is understandable.

Needs Analysis

Needs analysis is the primary tool for identifying what to teach in an EAP classroom. Numerous
taxonomies detail the components that should be studied in a needs analysis, but in general, a needs
analysis systematically collects information about what the learners currently know, what they need
to know to be successful in the target situation, and what they want to know (Benesch, 1999;
Dudley-Evans & St. John, 1998; Hutchinson & Waters, 1987). Within those broad categories, how-
ever, there are a lot of areas that might be considered, such as:

e Information about the larger context, including the kinds of language-related activities the
learners will encounter and carry out.

e Information about the institutional context and any constraints on the course itself.

e Insight into common language features in the forms of discourse that students will use.

e The learners’ motivations for attending the course and/or participating in the academic context.

e Various stakeholders’ goals for the course and the learners.

* Insight into the power relations and possibilities for student negotiation and engagement within
the learning context.

As in any kind of research, it is important to gather perspectives on these areas from numerous stake-
holders (e.g., students, instructors, administrators) and through different forms of data (qualitative
and quantitative, interviews, surveys, observations, language/text samples, etc.). As Braine (2012)
notes, many needs analyses rely heavily on surveys and questionnaires, but such perspectives can
be limited to what people think are important needs; if possible, a needs analysis should also collect
examples of target activities, perhaps carried out by both learners and more experienced participants.
In many ways, a well constructed needs analysis resembles a well designed empirical study in trying
to collect information systematically and from multiple perspectives and sources.

A strong needs analysis can form the foundation for EAP course design. Ideally, a large-scale
needs analysis is conducted before a course is first taught and can therefore inform the goals and
objectives, curriculum, course syllabus, materials, etc. Decisions about textbooks or production
of course materials, for example, should be informed by findings from a needs analysis. But needs
analysis should also be ongoing since learning contexts are never static; continual changes may relate
to shifts in areas like student population, educational policies, teacher background, class size, and
modality of instruction. In this way, needs analysis is fundamental to course renewal and method-
ological updating as well (Bocanegra-Valle, 2016).
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Register and Genre Analysis

Given the focus on specific, rather than general, language, research that describes and analyzes target
forms and functions of language has been a particularly vibrant area of EAP. Detailed analyses of
language are used to inform course goals and activities, and are often crucial for the development
of course materials. Much discourse analysis in EAP has analyzed language in terms of genres or
registers.

Genre is a category of discourse that is defined by its action or the goal it aims to carry out
(Swales, 1990). Common genres in academic contexts vary somewhat by educational level, region,
and institution, but may range from lower-stakes online discussion posts and lab reports to high-
stakes proposals, dissertations, and research articles. Because of their shared goals, texts within a genre
tend to use similar linguistic and rhetorical features—that is, writers make choices that help them
carry out their goals in ways that are preferred or expected within the community of users. Because
they are shaped by the communities that use them, genres are considered to be “socially recognised
ways of using language” (Hyland, 2007, p. 149). As such, texts within many genres share conventions
for language, content, organization, and design. In many academic contexts, writers are expected to
show familiarity with these conventions. At the same time, we find variation within genres as no two
texts in a genre are identical, and writers sometimes can choose how closely to adhere to convention.
A genre’ flexibility or openness to variation depends on its functions and users, with some genres
displaying high variability (e.g., an academic homepage) and others being more rigid (e.g., a grant
proposal) (Tardy, 2016).

Genre analysis includes a set of methods for describing various conventions of a genre and under-
standing why those features are conventional, how they may vary, and/or how users may differ in
carrying out the genre. Genre analysis can examine features of texts (e.g., lexicogrammatical fea-
tures, rhetorical moves), comparison of the same genre across communities of users, genre change
over time, the interconnected networks of genres, and critique of genres and their related power
structures (Tardy & Swales, 2014). In EAP, considerable attention has been given to genre analysis
of research articles and dissertations, so that there is now a strong understanding of some of the
common textual and rhetorical conventions of these high-stakes genres. Yet genre analyses have also
explored genres as diverse as abstracts, book reviews, letters of recommendation, three-minute thess,
and research group blogs. The insights from genre analysis research can inform curricular choices
and materials development in EAP classrooms.

Alongside genre, register has been another central concept in EAP, influencing research and
curriculum development. The distinctions between register and genre are sometimes fuzzy, in part
because of varying definitions and theoretical frameworks. One definition, often adopted in corpus-
based analysis, describes register as “a variety associated with a particular situation of use (including
particular communicative purposes)” (Biber & Conrad, 2009, p. 6). In a systemic-functional lin-
guistics (SFL) perspective, register is a configuration of field, tenor, and mode, together making up
context of situation (Martin & Rose, 2008). (Field refers to the subject matter, tenor to the relation-
ship between the readers and writers, and mode to whether the text is more spoken- or written-
like.) Register analysis has explored registers as broad as newspapers, spoken language, fiction, and
academic language and as narrow as personal emails or e-forum postings (Biber & Conrad, 2009).

In contrast to genre analysis, register analysis typically draws on large corpora for analysis. Some
examples include the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English (MICASE), the Corpus of
Contemporary American English (COCA), or the British Academic Written English Corpus
(BAWE). Some of these corpora are quite extensive (COCA, for example, includes over one billion
words of text from speech, fiction, magazines, newspapers, academic journal articles, TV and movie
subtitles, and blogs) while others are more focused (MICASE inclu