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Editor’s Note


■ This issue marks my last as editor of the TESOL Quarterly. I would like to
take this opportunity to thank the many people who have made my 5 years as
editor a rewarding experience. First, I am grateful to those who served as
section editors—H. Douglas Brown, Graham Crookes, Kathryn A. Davis,
Patricia A. Duff, Rod Ellis, Donna M. Johnson, Karen E. Johnson, and Bonny
Norton—for their careful soliciting and editing of manuscripts. I would also
like to thank all of those who served on the Editorial Advisory Board. I was
continually impressed by the constructive manner in which these individuals
supplied feedback to authors. To those scholars who contributed to the
Quarterly, I extend my gratitude. It is due to their scholarship that the
Quarterly has been able to make a significant contribution to our profes-
sional development.


Very special thanks go to Ellen Garshick, assistant editor, whose editing
skills are unmatched, and to Catherine Hartman, editorial assistant, who
ably handled correspondence during my entire term as editor. I also wish to
thank TESOL Central Office, particularly Helen Kornblum, director of
communications and marketing, and Marilyn Kupetz, managing editor, for
continual support and encouragement. Finally, I am grateful to TESOL’s
Executive Board for providing me the privilege of serving as editor of this
very distinguished journal.


I know I speak on behalf of all the readership in extending a welcome to
Carol A. Chapelle as incoming editor of the Quarterly. We are indeed
fortunate that an individual with her scholarship and dedication has agreed
to take on the challenging task of editing the journal.


I call readers’ attention to the Informed Consent Guidelines that are now
included in the Information for Contributors.


In This Issue


■ The contents of this issue exemplify three themes I have tried to
encourage as editor—internationalism, the linking of theory and pedagogy,
and professional development and concerns. First, several of the articles
demonstrate internationalism in their choice of topic and in the cultural
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and linguistic background of their authors. In the lead article, Ryuko Kubota
draws on her own biculturalism and bilingualism to critically examine the
ways in which Japanese culture is constructed in various discourses. Jun Liu,
influenced by his biculturalism and bilingualism, examines the manner in
which the labels native speaker and nonnative speaker affect the self-perceptions
and professional interactions of nonnative-English-speaking teachers of
English. The theme of internationalism is also echoed in the two Forum
commentaries. Anne Pakir examines the implications of the globalization of
English, arguing that as English continues to spread and be used in a wide
variety of sociocultural contexts, teachers must consider the local context in
making methodological decisions. Anam K. Govardhan, Bhaskaran Nayar,
and Ravi Sheorey maintain that teacher education programs by and large
have not sufficiently taken account of the globalization of English in
preparing novice teachers to teach abroad.


A second theme that the articles in this issue illustrate is a focus on
research closely aligned to pedagogical practices. John M. Levis argues
persuasively that traditional assumptions informing intonation materials
need to be reassessed with a new emphasis placed on the communicative
purpose of intonation. In a similar vein, Clayton M. Darwin and Loretta S.
Gray set forth a new approach to phrasal verbs, one that they believe will be
less confusing to teachers and students.


A final theme of the issue is attention to professional development, as well
as to professional standards and concerns. In Teaching Issues, John Flowerdew
and Stephen Stoynoff address the issue of the TESOL practicum. The theme
of professional standards and concerns is evident in many of the articles—in
Kubota’s call for a recognition among L2 educators of the complexity of
culture, in Liu’s questioning of the value of the terms native and nonnative
speaker, and in Govardhan, Nayar, and Sheorey’s call for an international
approach to teacher education.


• Ryuko Kubota questions the cultural labels attached to Japanese
culture in much of the applied linguistics research. She maintains that
such labels are constructed by a colonial discourse that views the Other
as being what the West is not. Such labels are reinforced by many
Japanese themselves, even though current research on educational
practices in Japanese schools calls into question the validity of many of
these generalizations. In closing she proposes a pedagogy of critical
literacy that supports cultural pluralism while recognizing the benefits
of an acquisition of specific literacy practices for social change.


• John M. Levis maintains that current textbook approaches to intona-
tion do not reflect recent advances in theoretical and applied research.
Instead, they are based on an inadequate view of the functions of
intonation, often presenting intonation in decontextualized situations.
In arguing for a reframing of classroom approaches to intonation,
Levis outlines four principles: (a) Intonation needs to be taught in
localized contexts; (b) intonation texts must present learnable and
generalizable statements about intonation meaning; (c) the teaching
of intonation should be subordinate to achieving a particular commu-
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nicative purpose; and (d) intonation should be presented in the
context of realistic language.


• Clayton M. Darwin and Loretta S. Gray critique current approaches to
phrasal verbs. They maintain that instead of requiring that phrasal
verbs demonstrate specific features in order to be categorized as such,
all verb + particle combinations should be assumed to be phrasal verbs
unless they can be proven otherwise. They then present seven tests that
can be used to eliminate a particular verb + particle combination from
being considered as a phrasal verb. They maintain that this approach
will help eliminate some of the confusion that surrounds the presenta-
tion of phrasal verbs.


• Drawing on e-mail and face-to-face interview data gathered from seven
nonnative-English-speaking TESOL professionals, Jun Liu analyzes the
terms native speaker and nonnative speaker. He contends that these terms
are related to a variety issues, including the order of learned languages,
competence in the language, the language learning environment,
cultural affiliation, and social identity. He raises several professional
concerns arising from this labeling regarding power relations, hiring
practices, and teacher-student relationships. In closing, he calls for
more case studies of nonnative-English-speaking TESOL professionals.


Also in this issue:


• The Forum: Anne Pakir examines four issues that have arisen due to
the spread of English: (a) the use of English in connected communi-
ties, (b) the function of English in Outer Circle countries, (c) the
growth of English-knowing bilinguals in Outer Circle countries, and
(d) the pedagogical implications of English-knowing bilingualism.
Anam K. Govardhan, Bhaskaran Nayar, and Ravi Sheorey argue that
U.S. MATESOL programs have not adequately addressed the prepara-
tion of novice teachers for teaching abroad even though more and
more TESOL professional will be teaching outside of the Inner Circle
countries. Yasuko Kanno’s commentary on Kelleen Toohey’s “‘Break-
ing Them Up, Taking Them Away’: ESL Students in Grade 1” is
followed by a response from the author. Geneva Smitherman responds
to Lynn Marie Glick’s comments on her Teaching Issues commentary,
“Dat teacher be hollin at us—What is Ebonics?”


• Teaching Issues: John Flowerdew and Stephen Stoynoff discuss the
strengths and limitations of the practicum at their respective institu-
tions. Flowerdew points out that although the program at City Univer-
sity of Hong Kong was designed to meet local needs, unfortunately
many recent graduates do not apply the principles espoused in the
program to their own teaching context. Stoynoff highlights the ben-
efits of an integrated practicum model at Mankato State University, but
he recognizes that such a model requires extensive coordination and
cooperation.


Sandra McKay
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Japanese Culture Constructed by
Discourses: Implications for Applied
Linguistics Research and ELT
RYUKO KUBOTA
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill


Some of the recent applied linguistics literature on teaching writing
and critical thinking to ESL students has presented pedagogical argu-
ments by drawing on cultural differences between ESL students and the
target academic community. In these arguments, authors tend to create
a cultural dichotomy between the East and the West, constructing fixed,
apolitical, and essentialized cultural representations such as groupism,
harmony, and deemphasis on critical thinking and self-expression to
depict Japanese culture. This article takes Japanese culture as an
example and attempts to critique these taken-for-granted cultural
labels. The article argues (a) that the essentialized cultural labels found
in the applied linguistics literature parallel the constructed Other in
colonial discourse; (b) that cultural uniqueness is also appropriated by
the Other itself as seen in the discourse of nihonjinron (theories on the
Japanese), which represents cultural nationalism and a struggle for
power against Westernization; and (c) that emerging research is gener-
ating new knowledge on educational practices in Japanese schools and
a new understanding of concepts in cultural contexts, challenging the
essentialized notion of Japanese culture. Finally, this article offers
another way of understanding cultural differences from a perspective of
critical multiculturalism and presents a perspective of critical literacy
that supports both cultural pluralism and critical acquisition of the
dominant language for social transformation.


Language (in Japan) “is viewed less as a tool for self-expression than as a medium
for expressing group solidarity and shared social purpose” (Tobin, Wu, &
Davidson, 1989, p. 189). . . . Language teaching encourages children to express
what is socially shared rather than what is individual and personal. Choral
recitation and memorization are pedagogical techniques for accomplishing this.
(Carson, 1992, pp. 41–42)


When I was in the third grade in Japan, I wrote a description for my journal entry
about how I cleaned a bathroom as a daily chore. My teacher commented, “You
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wrote so neatly and carefully. Next time, I want you to write your own feelings too.
I want you to write not just what you did but how you felt.” Since then, I tried to
include how I feel and what I think in my writing.


When I was in the ninth grade, my homeroom teacher told us that we should not
always be concerned about being loved by everyone. He said, “As a young energetic
person, one sometimes has to stand for justice at the expense of being hated by
others. You need to worry about being cared for only when you become so old that
you cannot take care of yourself.” (the author, a native Japanese woman who
received a public school education in Japan)


Now I believe that the problem does not consist in drawing the line between that in
a discourse which falls under the category of scientificity or truth, and that which
comes under some other category, but in seeing historically how effects of truth are
produced within discourses which in themselves are neither true nor false.
(Foucault, 1980, p. 118)


Over the last several decades, one of the research and pedagogical
interests in TESOL has been the topic of cultural characteristics


that students with non-English backgrounds bring to ESL classrooms.
Dating back to the 1960s, this topic has been explored in research in
such areas as contrastive rhetoric (see Connor, 1996; Kaplan, 1966).
Some recent studies on L2 writing and critical thinking for academic
purposes have made pedagogical suggestions based on characteristics
that ESL learners are assumed to have acquired in their native language
and culture (e.g., Atkinson, 1997; Ballard & Clanchy, 1991; Carson, 1992;
Carson & Nelson, 1994; Fox, 1994; McKay, 1993; Ramanathan & Kaplan,
1996). In these studies, authors tend to emphasize cultural differences
between ESL learners’ social and educational background and that of
the target language community, arguing that Asian culture generally
values collectivism and discourages individual self-expression, creativity,
and critical thinking whereas Western culture displays the opposite
characteristics. One pedagogical implication drawn from such cultural
differences is to acculturate ESL students to the target discourse commu-
nity through explicit teaching of the discourse conventions (Atkinson,
1997; Ramanathan & Kaplan, 1996). Another implication is to respect
the cultures that students bring with them and to aim at creating
rhetorical pluralism in the mainstream English discourse community
(McKay, 1993).


Although no one would argue against the existence of perceived
cultural differences in various aspects of human experiences, defining
cultural differences involves complex issues that require critical scrutiny.
A rethinking of the taken-for-granted cultural differences can be in-
formed by the perspectives of poststructuralist and postcolonial critique.
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In these perspectives, a certain culture is not a monolithic, fixed, neutral,
or objective category but rather a dynamic organism that exists in
discursive fields in which power is exercised. Labels used for represent-
ing cultures are produced, reinforced, and contested by discourses that
manifest power struggles within the culture and between cultures. This
understanding of the discursive nature of the knowledge of cultural
differences questions the oversimplified generalizations of language and
culture that appear in the recent applied linguistics literature. Pedagogi-
cal perspectives from critical multiculturalism and literacy offer another
kind of insight into culture, supporting the critical teaching of the
dominant form of the language with the goal of transforming social-
cultural relations of power for a more equal and pluralistic society.


This article takes Japanese culture as an example and, after summariz-
ing the characterizations of Japanese culture that appear in the applied
linguistics literature, critiques the essentialized representations of cul-
ture found in discussions of teaching writing and critical thinking to ESL
students. It also attempts to come to terms with the pedagogical tension
between acculturation and pluralist approaches. I first argue that the
cultural dichotomy promoted in the applied linguistics literature is
constructed by discourse that reflects and creates particular power
relations in which the dominant group defines the subordinate group as
the exotic Other. Second, I point out that the Other adopts cultural
distinctiveness, manifesting a struggle for power in Westernization, as is
evident in the discourse of the uniqueness of Japanese culture that has
been promoted in Japan since the 1960s. Third, I present an emerging
body of research on Japanese schooling as counterknowledge that is
generating a new understanding of culture in Japanese education.
Finally, this article discusses (a) a perspective of critical multiculturalism
as a way of understanding cultural differences in educational contexts
and (b) implications for L2 teaching from a view of critical literacy.


JAPANESE CULTURE IN THE
APPLIED LINGUISTICS LITERATURE


A current conception about culture found in the applied linguistics
literature tends to draw a rigid boundary and create a dichotomy
between Western culture, particularly that of the U.S., and Japanese
culture as part of East Asian culture. On the one hand, researchers often
characterize Japanese culture as traditional, homogeneous, and group
oriented with a strong emphasis on harmony. They argue that because
group goals override individual interests, the Japanese underemphasize
self-expression and creativity. On the other hand, researchers character-
ize U.S. culture and Western culture in general using such labels as
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individualism, self-expression, and critical thinking. This conception is reflected
in a strong tendency toward cultural dichotomization that has long
existed in areas of inquiry such as contrastive rhetoric, in which Japanese
written discourse is characterized as indirect, implicit, and inductive as
opposed to English discourse, which is described as direct and deductive
(for summaries of the representation of Japanese written discourse see
Connor, 1996; Kubota, 1997). Recently, cultural explanations for teach-
ing and learning academic skills in ESL have frequently appeared in the
applied linguistics literature. Examples are Atkinson (1997), Ballard and
Clanchy (1991), Carson (1992), Carson and Nelson (1994), Fox (1994),
McKay (1993), and Ramanathan and Kaplan (1996).


The Assumption of Cultural Determinism


From the perspective of L2 literacy pedagogy, Carson (1992) proposes
that the process of acquiring literacy in the L1 influences learners’
approach to acquiring literacy in an L2. As an example of an aspect of
the Japanese literacy acquisition process, Carson claims that schooling in
Japan values group goals over individual interests. Citing authors such as
Duke (1986) and Tobin, Wu, and Davidson (1989), Carson states that
teamwork observed in academic and nonacademic activities, choral work
in Japanese language classes in Japan, and language use that stresses
empathy over self-expression in preschools reflect an emphasis on
maintaining harmonious relations among members of the group. Citing
Duke (1986), Carson notes that teaching methods in a Japanese lan-
guage class in Japan emphasize traditional techniques such as memoriza-
tion, repetition, and drilling rather than creativity and innovation. The
author suggests that teachers be aware of cultural differences and
expose, accommodate, or exploit these differences when appropriate.


Along the same lines, Carson and Nelson (1994), focusing on the
issues of collaborative work in L2 writing, maintain that even though
Asian cultures such as those of Japan and China are considered to be
collectivist, writing groups may be problematic for ESL students from
these cultures for two reasons. First, the goal of group work in ESL
writing is individual achievement through the giving and receiving of
constructive criticism, whereas collectivist cultures place importance on
achieving a group goal while maintaining harmony within the group.
Second, Asian students’ impersonal attitudes toward out-group members
as opposed to in-group members may result in hostile and competitive
behavior within a writing group, which is an arbitrary out-group and may
not be conducive to collaborative learning.


A similar cultural image is presented by McKay (1993). Discussing
issues of ideology in teaching ESL writing, McKay suggests that L2
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composition ideology can be explored by using a framework of literacy
theory that views literacy as social and cultural practice. McKay, along
with Land and Whitley (1989), claims that the ideological approach to
literacy is to validate ESL students’ native language and culture and to
promote a pluralism of discourse conventions in English. As an example
of cultural and intellectual traditions of writing, McKay cites Ballard and
Clanchy (1991), who claim that cultures fall on a continuum from
placing a value on conserving knowledge to placing a value on extending
knowledge. According to this view, Asian cultures value conservation of
knowledge and favor a reproductive mode of learning that stresses
memorization and imitation. In contrast, many Western cultures fall
between the middle of the continuum and the other end (i.e., extension
of knowledge) and favor an analytic or speculative mode of learning
using strategies such as critical thinking and hypothesizing.


Also in the field of teaching writing, Ramanathan and Kaplan (1996)
critique the recent emphasis on the notions of audience and voice in L1
composition textbooks and its implication for ESL students with differ-
ent cultural backgrounds. In their critique, the authors also refer to
cultural differences. They point out that L1 composition texts stress the
importance of coherently making a strong argument by using critical
thinking and considering the needs of one’s audience. Citing scholars
such as Carson (1992) and Hinds (1987), who propose that the reader
(audience) rather than the writer is responsible for interpretation of
Japanese texts, Ramanathan and Kaplan maintain that culturally pre-
ferred conventions of written discourse in the Japanese culture are
incompatible with the assumptions underlying audience and voice. The
way in which L1 composition textbooks address this emphasis is induc-
tive and implicit, Ramanathan and Kaplan assert, making students
discover conventions of writing on their own. Ramanathan and Kaplan
recommend instead an approach to L2 academic writing that exposes
ESL students to specific conventions in particular disciplines.


In a recent critique of teaching critical thinking to ESL students,
Atkinson (1997) points to culturally specific values underlying the
notion of critical thinking and claims that they are incompatible with
Asian cultural values. He argues that the concept of critical thinking
presupposes individualism, self-expression, and learning by using lan-
guage; that not all cultures share the same values that inhere in critical
thinking; and that ESL professionals need to view critical thinking as a
cultural practice. Citing studies such as Clancy’s (1986) on early socializa-
tion of Japanese children and Carson’s (1992), discussed above, Atkinson
argues that Japanese culture values group conformity and traditional
learning strategies such as memorization and choral recitation while
discouraging self-expression and creativity. He warns against forming a
bandwagon for teaching critical thinking that may marginalize minority
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students and suggests instead a cognitive apprenticeship approach to
teaching thinking skills through modeling and coaching.


Fox (1994) also attempts to highlight facets of ESL students’ cultural
backgrounds that differ from U.S. cultural expectations in order to
explain students’ struggle to acquire the target academic discourse
conventions. Quoting her students from Japan, Fox describes the Japa-
nese written communication style with labels such as indirectness, vague-
ness, politeness, and absence of critical thinking. The author acknowledges
two pedagogical arguments at odds: to change the university by opening
it up to diverse communication styles and to change the students by
providing them with the instruction necessary to meet the demands of
social-cultural standards. Although she recognizes the value of the
former argument, she supports the second one because students cannot
wait for institutional and social change. Fox endorses strategies that
include discussing cultural differences and making explicit the cultural
expectations of Western academic writing, such as directness, precision,
analysis, critical thinking, and originality.


These studies have made important contributions to the field of
applied linguistics in that they recognize, rather than ignore, cultural
differences and their importance in L2 teaching and learning. However,
they have tended to dichotomize Western culture and Eastern culture
and to draw rigid cultural boundaries between them. They have given
labels such as individualism, self-expression, critical and analytic thinking, and
extending knowledge to Western cultures on the one hand and collectivism,
harmony, indirection, memorization, and conserving knowledge to Asian cul-
tures in general on the other. The assumption underlying this approach
is that there is a systematic, culturally determined way in which all
members in a certain culture think, behave, and act.


The Case Against Deterministic Thinking


Still other researchers criticize these perspectives, arguing that such
views promote a monolithic, static, and exoticized image of culture as
well as promote deterministic thinking that regards students as rigidly
bound by cultural traditions (Raimes & Zamel, 1997; Spack, 1997b;
Zamel, 1997). For example, a recent longitudinal case study of one
Japanese female undergraduate student (Spack, 1997a) documents her
evolving personal strategies for survival and success in the academic
community of higher education, thus questioning the static image of
ESL students bound by their native culture. Critics such as Raimes and
Zamel (1997), Spack (1997b), and Zamel (1997) have emphasized the
complexity, idiosyncrasy, multiplicity, and unpredictability of L2 compo-
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sition. Other critics have pointed out evidence generated by research
that runs counter to stereotypes. Susser (1998), for instance, argues that
EFL literature has reinforced the Othering, stereotyping, misrepresent-
ing, and essentializing of Japanese culture and Japanese students, based
on Orientalist discourse rather than on evidence from research. Also, in
the field of contrastive rhetoric, recent studies have debunked cultural
myths that Japanese written discourse is characterized by culturally
specific features such as reader responsibility, ki-shoo-ten-ketsu, and delayed
introduction of purpose, proposed by Hinds (1983, 1987, 1990), and that
Japanese and English discourse patterns exhibit distinct differences
(e.g., Kubota, 1997, 1998; McCagg, 1996). These critiques parallel a
number of studies that reconceptualize cultural representations of other
Asian languages (e.g., Bloch & Chi, 1995; Kachru, 1988; Kirkpatrick,
1997; Mohan & Lo, 1985; Taylor & Chen, 1991).


Overall, however, criticism of the essentialization and exoticization of
culture as well as determinism in cultural representations tends to
emphasize the similarity between cultures, diversity within a culture, and
the idiosyncratic and unpredictable nature of learning processes. Con-
structing criticism in this way can be problematic because such an
argument is unable to escape a binary logic of same versus different,
diverse versus homogeneous, and unsystematic versus systematic, which
underlies the cultural dichotomization of the West versus the East. Nor
can it escape the thinking that out there waiting to be discovered is a
truth about culture in a positivistic sense. It is useful instead to critically
understand cultural representations as particular truth or knowledge
constructed by discourse. The argument here is not that cultural
differences and human agency do not exist. The way people think,
speak, write, and behave is certainly influenced by the culture in which
they are brought up, and certain cultural differences indeed exist. Nor
do I reject the notion that people as human agents have individual lived
experiences and voices that may not be shared by other members of the
same culture. Moreover, I do not dismiss the existence of diversity within
a culture in regard to race, ethnicity, language, class, gender, age,
geographical conditions, and cross-cultural influences. Although cul-
tural similarities, diversities, and individual factors as well as cultural
differences are worth exploring, instead I attempt a critique from a
different perspective; namely, a critique of cultural representations from
the concepts of discourse and power/knowledge.
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THE CULTURAL REPRESENTATION OF THE OTHER
AS CONSTRUCTED BY DISCOURSE


Culture as Fixed and Objective


The cultural characteristics that appear in the literature reviewed
above are based on the conception that a certain culture can be
represented by distinctive labels that are completely different from those
used to describe another culture. In this conception, perceived cultural
characteristics are taken as truth. However, this knowledge can be viewed
as neither true, nor scientific, nor neutral but rather as existing discur-
sive relations in which power is circulated, exercised, and attached to a
particular form of knowledge. As such, knowledge of cultural representa-
tion is political and manifests a struggle over meaning and a will to truth.
An increasing volume of literature in applied linguistics research and L2
teaching substantiates this view of power and knowledge (e.g., Cana-
garajah, 1996; McKay & Wong, 1996, Peirce, 1989, 1995; Pennycook,
1989, 1994, 1996). Such knowledge, in the writing of Foucault (1980), is
organized as “regimes of truth,” that is, “the ensemble of rules according
to which the true and the false are separated and specific effects of power
attached to the true.” Any regime becomes “linked in a circular relation
with systems of power which produce and sustain it” (pp. 132–133).
Overall, power is transmitted, produced, and reinforced as well as
diminished and thwarted by discourse, and, indeed, “it is in discourse
that power and knowledge are joined together” (Foucault, 1978, p. 100).


As a knowledge, the cultural representation of the exotic Other thus
can be seen as constructed through particular discourses that define the
Other. Labels that symbolize a cultural dichotomy serve to create and
perpetuate, rather than reflect, cultural differences. This construction of
Otherness is part of the colonial discourse. The colonial construction of
the Other and its subjectivities in the domains of culture, race, ethnicity,
and gender has been discussed by many critics (e.g., Bhabha, 1994;
Fanon, 1967; Memmi, 1967; Minh-ha, 1989; Nandy, 1983; Said, 1978;
Sardar, Nandy, & Davies, 1993). Among such discussions, a feminist
critique by Hartsock (1990) on the construction of woman as the Other,
for instance, provides a critical view of the construction of cultural labels
such as extending knowledge and preserving knowledge and on the colonialist
metaphor behind such terms. By drawing on the critique of colonial
discourse from Memmi’s The Colonizer and the Colonized (1967) and Said’s
Orientalism (1978), Hartsock claims that the White male ruling class in
Enlightenment paradigms created the image of woman as a devalued
Other. In the same way, the colonizer has constructed the artificial Other
as being what the colonizer is not, as having negative qualities such as
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backwardness, opacity, and a lack of reason, constituting a depersonal-
ized collectivity (Memmi, 1967). Similarly, Said argues that the concept
of the Orient has been constructed by European colonizers, travelers,
writers, and so on as something that the West is not. The image is that we
are this and they are that, creating Western authority over the Orient.
Said also argues that what constitutes Orientalism is a monolithic and
unchanging view of the Orient. According to this view, Indo-European
languages are perceived as the living, organic norm, and Semitic Oriental
languages are seen as comparatively inorganic (p. 143). Here, Memmi’s
description on the process of dichotomizing us versus them is suggestive:


Once the behavioral feature or historical or geographical factor which
characterizes the colonialist and contrasts him with the colonized has been
isolated, this gap must be kept from being filled. . . . The colonial relationship
between colonized and colonizer, founded on the essential outlook of the two
protagonists, becomes a definitive category . . . and neither one nor the other
will ever change. (pp. 71–72)


The dichotomy between extending knowledge and conserving knowl-
edge expressed in the research reviewed earlier parallels the understand-
ing of the Other as a constructed category that is detached from “us” in
unequal power relations. What is significant here is the metaphor that
these terms contain. The phrase extending knowledge implies that knowl-
edge is always being developed and replaced by a new body of knowl-
edge. On the contrary, the phrase conserving knowledge implies that
knowledge that existed in the past has been and will be preserved
unchanged. The corollary is that Western countries, which favor extend-
ing knowledge, keep creating new knowledge and developing, whereas
Asian cultures, which favor conserving knowledge, are always behind the
West. They never leave the traditional boundary and will never share the
West’s knowledge. In this paradigm, the Other is locked into a very rigid
category of “not us” and does not evolve and change in history or
transform particular power relationships.


The notion of culture in this view is a very particular one—culture is
regarded as fixed, objective, homogeneous, ahistorical, and apolitical. It
does not recognize the organic and plural nature of culture influenced
by political and ideological forces and intricate power relations within
the culture and between cultures at a certain time. A critique of colonial
discourse suggests that what is defined as culture or what constitutes
culture is closely related to the question of who defines it and what kind
of power relations exist between those who define it and those who are
defined by it.
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Contradictions Among the Categories


The difficulty of creating fixed dichotomous categories such as
extending knowledge versus conserving knowledge, collectivism versus
individualism, and analytical thinking versus memorization becomes
evident when contradicting multiple discourses and social practices in
one culture at a specific time are taken into account. The notion of
extending knowledge is not compatible, for example, with conservative
arguments in the U.S., such as those by Hirsch (1987) and Bloom
(1987), who promote instruction in traditional European-oriented litera-
ture, philosophy, and facts instead of diversified texts and voices that
provide alternative views of the world.


Similarly in Japan, it has been pointed out that educational reform
since the mid-1980s has prompted a shift of emphasis from logical and
objective thinking skills in the post–World War II school curriculum to
counterlogic and patriotic values, which is found in the promotion of
appreciation rather than analysis of nature in elementary school science
classes and respect for the emperor in sixth-grade social studies (Umehara,
1990).1 Japanese language education in the current curriculum also
exhibits a peculiar contradiction. Although the curriculum strongly
promotes logical thinking and self-expressiveness in language in order to
accommodate the national trend toward internationalization, it also
includes patriotic values such as understanding of and respect for
cultural traditions, love of the nation, and the Japanese identity (Umehara,
1990). Such a critique of Japan’s educational reform suggests that the
emphasis on analytical, logical, and critical thinking that existed as an
important component in the postwar Japanese school curriculum has
shifted to a focus on affective and nationalistic values with the rise of a
new politics. Significantly, at the same time, self-expression is being
promoted in the discourse of internationalization in which Japan per-
ceives its position vis-à-vis Western countries.


Again in the U.S. context, another example of contradiction is the
silence observed since the 1980s in some undergraduate classrooms, in
which “most students, seemingly unconcerned with content, laboriously,
and uncritically write down whatever teachers say. They seldom chal-
lenge either the teacher or their readings; controversy, and debate, when
they arise, usually are about grading policies, and requirements”
(Gimenez, 1989, p. 184). These contradictions indicate that self-expression
and critical thinking may reflect not reality but rather what Americans
wish to achieve. Furthermore, as Pennycook (1996) shows, concepts such


1 The role and status of the imperial system in Japan is a politically and ideologically
contentious issue because of the legacy of the emperor as a national icon during the Japanese
military expansion from the late 19th century until the end of World War II.
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as self-expression and individual creativity in the Western academic
world become ambiguous when one notices the contradiction between
an emphasis on originality and creativity on the one hand and an
emphasis on conformity to the fixed canon of disciplinary knowledge on
the other. Moreover, a new understanding of author that views the voice
as constructed by language and discourse rather than as a manifestation
of an authentic self makes it difficult to pinpoint what originality and
creativity actually mean.


THE DISCOURSE APPROPRIATED BY THE OTHER:
THE UNIQUENESS OF JAPANESE CULTURE


Images of the Other are constructed not only through a colonial
Orientalist discourse that manifests unequal relations of power but also
by the Other itself, creating self-Orientalism (Iwabuchi, 1994). The ques-
tion of what characterizes the Japanese and Japanese culture has long
been an area of inquiry among the Japanese, and the discourse of
Japanese uniqueness has created cultural labels that parallel those found
in the applied linguistics literature. However, since the 1980s, critics have
raised questions about the commonly accepted notion of the uniqueness
of Japanese culture, arguing that these characteristics of the Japanese
people and culture are ideological constructs that promote homogeneity
and harmony among Japanese citizens, thus serving the interests of the
Japanese government and its large corporations.


Nihonjinron: Theories on the Japanese


The issue of Japanese identity and Japanese national character has
become a popular topic of discussion since the Meiji Period (1868–
1912), when Japan began to experience a great deal of foreign contact.
More recently, nihonjinron (theories on the Japanese) gained popularity
in 1960s and 1970s, when Japan underwent rapid economic growth
accompanied by industrialization and Westernization.2 To explain the
economic success of Japan, many researchers, critics, and educators in
Japan as well as in the U.S. (e.g., Doi, 1971; Kindaichi, 1975; Nakane,
1967; Reischauer, 1978; Tsunoda, 1978; Vogel, 1979) began to explore


2 Westernization here is broadly defined as social, cultural, political, and economic change
in which the West (particularly Western countries with political and economic power) is seen as
the model for development. Although lumping the West into a single category is problematic,
the model to emulate in this process is certainly the West in a broad sense rather than other
parts of the world.
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this topic, making prevalent the notion that the Japanese people and
culture exhibit unique interpersonal relationships, group psychology,
social behaviors, lifestyles, language use, business management, and even
biological brain functions (see Minami, 1994).


In general, Japanese culture in this discourse is characterized by
groupism or nonindividualism, which promotes conformity to group
goals, and homogeneity, which deemphasizes diversity within the culture
(Mouer & Sugimoto, 1986; Sugimoto & Mouer, 1982). Authors of
nihonjinron have put forth the notion that the Japanese attribute more
importance to the benefit of the group than to individual desire and
achievement. Many authors argue that Japanese cultural distinctiveness
also includes language use; they say that the Japanese prefer the
nonlogical, nonverbal, and empathetic mode of communication, reflect-
ing groupism and homogeneity, as opposed to the logical, assertive, and
objective mode used by Westerners (see Yoshino, 1992).


Criticism of Nihonjinron


Since the 1980s, some critics have begun to critically assess nihonjinron
from sociopolitical points of view (e.g., Befu, 1987; Dale, 1986; Iwabuchi,
1994; Kawamura, 1980; Lummis & Ikeda, 1985; Mouer & Sugimoto,
1986, 1995; Sugimoto & Mouer, 1982). They criticize the monolithic,
essentialist, and reductionist view of Japanese culture promoted by
nihonjinron and argue that, as a form of cultural nationalism (Yoshino,
1992), nihonjinron rescues the Japanese from an identity crisis in the
midst of Westernization and works as an ideology that serves interests of
political and business leaders.


Befu (1987), for example, claims that nihonjinron emerged from the
sentiment that the Japanese had lost their traditional values and customs
during the rapid postwar industrialization and Westernization. Since that
time, a Western lifestyle has increasingly dominated the public space and
continues to invade the private sphere, as is evident in aspects of
everyday life from food to living space to clothing. The notion that the
Japanese people and culture are unique works to rescue a Japanese
identity threatened by Westernization, which manifests particular power
relations between Japan and the West.


As for the issue of political and economic interests, critics argue that
nihonjinron as an ideology serves the interest of dominant political and
business leaders both domestically and internationally (Befu, 1987;
Mouer & Sugimoto, 1986; Sugimoto & Mouer, 1982). The concepts of
harmony, groupism, and homogeneity promote loyalty to the nation
among citizens, and these beliefs reduce conflicts in the society. The
notion of cultural uniqueness also is used as a convenient excuse to
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legitimate Japan’s position in the event of international political and
economic conflicts. For instance, to resist international demands to open
Japanese markets for construction, ski equipment, and beef, Japanese
government officials have used such excuses as “The soil in Japan is
unique,” “The quality of snow in Japan is unique,” and “The Japanese
have longer intestines than Westerners (!)” (Ishizawa, 1997). The dis-
course of nihonjinron manifests the Japanese struggle to reclaim a
cultural identity threatened by Westernization and to gain power in
international communities.


Nihon Bunkaron and Educational Reform


Nihon bunkaron (theories of Japanese culture), which is synonymous
with nihonjinron, has also influenced educational reform. Nihon bunkaron
has promoted conservative values such as reverence for a supernatural
being (which parallels the emperor) and love of cultural tradition, as
indicated in the recent development of national curricula for elementary
and secondary schools (Morita, 1988; Umehara, 1990). Indeed, interna-
tional power relations explain for this trend. Economic conflicts between
Japan and the West, particularly the U.S., in the 1980s created a sense
among the Japanese government and large businesses that Japan needed
to internationalize by becoming an equal partner of the Western nations
and by teaching the world about Japanese values. Internationalization
thus embraces both Westernization, which would further threaten Japa-
nese identity, and cultural nationalism, which would preserve this
identity (see Kubota, in press, for more discussion). The patriotic values
promoted in the new curricula are to relieve the identity crisis of the
young generation, which will be a key player in maintaining the
economic prosperity of the nation (see Morita, 1988). The ideological
model of nihonjinron, however, does not stand without criticism. It is
difficult to assess the actual intention (e.g., manipulation, indoctrina-
tion) of the producers of nihonjinron and exactly how readers of
nihonjinron consume this discourse (Yoshino, 1992). As Yoshino points
out, different groups of people interpret nihonjinron and find it useful
with different levels of significance.


Voice as “a Site of Struggle”


The above criticisms of nihonjinron indicate that group orientation,
harmony, and homogeneity, which are often believed to be the central
characteristics of Japanese culture, need to be reevaluated from a point
of view of a discourse in which power relations construct and legitimate
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such particular beliefs. The appropriation of nihonjinron by Japanese
elites demonstrates their struggle to reclaim their identity and shift
power relations. Although individuals may take different subjective
positions on this discourse, the view of Japanese uniqueness as a
discourse warns ESL professionals against interpreting students’ authen-
tic voices, such as the following, presented by Fox (1994), as objective
truths or individual expressions divorced from social, political, and
ideological dimensions:


I used to feel guilty in Japan because I was too critical. In Japan, the teacher
teaches, the students take notes. . . . As soon as you ask an interesting
question, it’s rude. . . . The Japanese are so eager to create harmony. You just
can’t break the harmony. (p. 56)


An understanding of nihonjinron as a discourse provides an interpreta-
tion of this voice as a manifestation of the discourse that helps shape the
subjectivity of the speaker. Also, this voice raises an issue of power that
enables or discourages public criticism beyond the cultural dichotomy of
individualism versus collectivism. Questioning an authority, even in the
West, may involve backlash, particularly when the person questioning has
a certain status conferred by race, gender, or class. The notion of voice
thus needs to be understood as not as expression of true cultural essence
but as “a site of struggle where the subjectivity of the language-user
confronts the conditions of possibility formulated between language and
discourse” (Pennycook, 1994, p. 296). The voice that speaks of an
essence of a particular culture needs to be deconstructed through a
critical examination of the social, historical, and ideological construction
of voices.


COUNTERKNOWLEDGE FROM RECENT RESEARCH
ON JAPANESE EDUCATION


Previous sections examined the representations of Japanese culture as
particular knowledge constructed in discursive fields. Power, however, is
not unidirectional, nor is discourse monolithic. As indicated and im-
plied, discursive fields have effects, some of which “consist of competing
ways of giving meaning to the world” (Weedon, 1987, p. 35), creating
and transforming different forms of knowledge and different power
relations. In discursive fields, new truth emerges, becomes dominant, or
is suppressed. In the field of applied linguistics, the essentialized cultural
representations regarding the Japanese language as well as other Asian
languages are increasingly challenged by new perspectives and empirical
research. The field of educational research on schooling in Japan is also
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forming new knowledge that challenges the discourse that has legiti-
mated the essentialized cultural labels given to Japanese education.


Elementary Education


Characteristics of Japanese education described in the applied linguis-
tics literature point significantly to less emphasis on creativity, self-
expression, individualism, and critical thinking relative to U.S. educa-
tion. However, many studies on schooling in Japan offer observations of
the opposite. The conclusions of recent research demystify stereotypical
images of Japanese education, such as mechanical learning; rote memo-
rization; and lack of individualism, creativity, and problem-solving skills.
Lee, Graham, and Stevenson (1996) state that although stereotypes may
depict the noble and warrior classes that existed centuries ago, such a
characterization of Japanese education is clearly out of date at least at the
elementary school level. Recent educational research shows that the
Japanese preschool and elementary school curriculum does promote
creativity, original thinking, and self-expression in its cultural contexts
(e.g., Easley & Easley, 1981; Lee et al., 1996; Lewis, 1992, 1995, 1996;
Sato, 1996; Stigler, Fernandez, & Yoshida, 1996; Torrance, 1980; Tsuchida
& Lewis, 1996).


Substantiating these claims, some researchers have found that Japa-
nese schools promote self-expression in various subject areas through
music, body movement, language, senses, and so on in the elementary
school curriculum (Lewis, 1988) and in preschools (Torrance, 1980).
Lewis (1992) states that “first graders were observed . . . in animated
discussion of their ‘treasures’ during a reading lesson about a boy’s
treasures; and in recalling at great length the smells, feelings, and sights
of potato digging in a composition” (p. 249). Easley and Easley (1981)
also report that Japanese elementary school teachers recognized various
approaches that students used to solve problems in math and science,
indicating a value placed on creativity in classrooms. International
research on teaching elementary school mathematics (Lee et al., 1996;
Stevenson & Stigler, 1992) indeed demonstrated that teachers in Japan
encouraged students’ alternative approaches to problem solving, relied
on students’ answers to generate ideas for conceptual understanding,
used language for elaboration and exploration for rules, and presented
conceptual information more often than U.S. teachers did. Moreover,
these teachers used drills less than their U.S. counterparts did. Stigler et
al. (1996) also found that, relative to teachers in the U.S., Japanese
elementary-school mathematics teachers provided students a number of
opportunities to think, using strategies such as asking “explain how or
why” questions that would elicit long verbal elaborations. Similarly, an
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international study on elementary science and social studies classes
found that Japanese students were encouraged to express their agree-
ment or disagreement and to elaborate their opinions more than their
U.S. peers were (Tsuchida & Lewis, 1996). Although many of these
studies observed school subjects other than reading and writing, which
would be of interest for applied linguistics researchers, these observa-
tions demonstrate an educational emphasis on developing analytical
thinking skills through the use of language.


Some studies have also reconceptualized the dichotomies, such as
collectivism versus individualism and memorization versus creativity, and
the meaning of these labels in cultural contexts. Sato (1996) warns
against polarizing group orientation and individualism and suggests that
both individual and group dimensions be viewed as complementary
processes for teaching and learning in Japanese elementary schools.
Community-building processes require individual expertise, which in
turn contributes to community formation. This reciprocal relation
facilitates a new understanding of the role of the group and individuals
observed in Japanese schools. Children are given the authority to
monitor and regulate various school activities and their own behaviors in
small groups, fostering both independence from the adult authority and
group solidarity. Hansei (reflection), which occurs daily in classrooms,
also provides children opportunities to evaluate both individually and
collectively their behaviors and feelings as members of a community.
Lewis (1995, 1996) also notes that a sense of community in familylike
groups gives each individual child a secure environment for enthusiastic
self-expression, which occurs daily in elementary classrooms. Such a
dialectic understanding also applies to the relationship between the
imitation of established forms of language or art and creative expres-
sions. Repetitious practice builds a solid foundation that enables indi-
viduals to create something new and original. As Sato (1996) argues,
“terms such as ‘individual,’ ‘authority,’ ‘cognition,’ and ‘ability’ take on
new meaning when cast in another cultural framework” (p. 146).


Secondary Education


Compared with elementary education in Japan, secondary education,
influenced by examination-oriented instruction, places a greater empha-
sis on memorization. Researchers agree that secondary school instruc-
tion focuses more on memorization of facts and accepted ideas, al-
though creativity, original thinking, and self-expression are fostered
through nonacademic activities (e.g., Rohlen, 1983). Lewis (1992) offers
three possible effects of examination-oriented memorization on critical
and analytic thinking skills: (a) “these skills are learned equally well in
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Japan, but are not openly demonstrated in the Japanese high school”;
(b) “these skills are learned somewhat later in Japan”; and (c) “the
centering of education on memorization results in lasting deficits in
critical and analytic thinking skills” (p. 242). According to Lewis, there is
no evidence available on the effect of examination-oriented memoriza-
tion on analytic skills, but, as predicted from the brief review of literature
presented above, one piece of evidence shows that Japanese adolescents
actually outperformed students in other countries in analytic skills in
mathematics, such as hypothesis formation (Walberg, Harnisch, & Tsai,
1986). Whether memorization-oriented education in the secondary
schools negatively affects language-based creativity and self-expression is
still a contentious issue. Lewis (1992) states that “it is not yet known to
what extent the stereotype of Japanese as uncreative may stem from
highly visible conformities in behavior (similar clothing or group choice
of the same meals) and to what extent Japanese education actually may
foster intolerance for divergent thinking in the intellectual domain”
(p.␣ 251).3


In sum, these recent studies challenge cultural representations such as
homogeneity, groupism, and lack of self-expression, creativity, and
critical thinking found in the current dominant applied linguistics
literature. They also indicate that such representations need to be viewed
as particular knowledge rather than objective truth and that such
knowledge is contested by counterknowledge. What is also suggested is
the need to understand the meaning of labels such as individualism and
creativity within a specific cultural context. Further research is under way
on linguistic and conceptual development and socialization processes
among children in Japanese schools (e.g., Austin, 1998), and the results
of inquiry of this kind might indeed produce different knowledge that
further challenges stereotypical cultural representations.


PEDAGOGICAL ISSUES: CRITICAL APPROACHES
TO CULTURE AND LANGUAGE


The literature reviewed earlier in this article promotes certain peda-
gogical orientations for teaching English to culturally different students
by uncritically exploiting the notion of cultural differences. Among these
pedagogical recommendations, two positions stand at odds: (a) the


3 Transmission-oriented teaching is not uncommon in U.S. secondary schools as well. Those
who are involved in teacher education in U.S. institutions would perhaps agree that teachers
need always to be reminded to give students ample opportunities to develop higher order
thinking skills through experiential learning, inductive questioning, and student-centered
activities.
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acculturation of ESL students to the mainstream language and culture
and (b) the promotion of rhetorical-cultural pluralism in the main-
stream English community. On the one hand, the acculturation model
based on cultural differences is concerned with teaching the dominant
form of language and culture that ESL students lack, thus resulting in
students’ cultures being treated as deficits. The pluralist model, on the
other hand, recognizes and respects ESL students’ native cultural and
linguistic traditions, promoting their preservation. However, this model
fails to interrogate the constructed nature of cultural differences and to
give ESL students access to discourses of power. An alternative model is
that of critical multiculturalism and critical literacy, which would ad-
equately address the complex issues of culture and their pedagogical
implications. Here are the three models in more detail.


The Acculturation Model


First, the acculturation model promotes the explicit teaching of the
conventions of the target discourse community to ESL students in order
to overcome cultural differences. This position argues that ESL students
have cultural values and traditions that are different from the cultural
assumptions of the mainstream pedagogy for non-ESL students in the
U.S. (e.g., audience, voice, and critical thinking). Pedagogical recom-
mendations include a discipline-oriented approach to L2 academic writing
(Ramanathan & Kaplan, 1996) and a cognitive apprenticeship approach
(Atkinson, 1997), in which the conventions of the target academic
discourse community are explicitly taught to ESL students. The accul-
turation model takes for granted cultural differences and exploits them
as a justification for the specific pedagogical needs of ESL students, while
resisting mainstream assumptions about audience, voice, and critical
thinking for teaching ESL. This view, however, regards the native
language and culture as problematic and limiting, thus rendering them
deficits and characterizing their speakers as coming from culturally
deprived backgrounds (Zamel, 1997).


The Pluralist Model


In contrast, the pluralist model respects cultural differences and
promotes rhetorical pluralism in mainstream English-speaking discourse
communities by allowing students to express their voices in their own
cultural mode of expression. To achieve this goal, Land and Whitley
(1989), for instance, suggest that ESL teachers should change the way
they read, respond to, and evaluate ESL writers’ work. McKay (1993)
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suggests that teachers and students engage in candid discussions about
cultural traditions of writing and that ESL teachers promote recognition
of and respect for different cultural traditions in larger discourse
communities. Despite its good intention, however, the discourse of
cultural pluralism does not critically explore issues of the construction of
certain cultural representations, nor does it examine how power comes
into play in the distinction between dominant and subordinate forms of
rhetorical conventions. This discourse merely stops at the level of
increasing dominant readers’ tolerance and awareness of different
cultural traditions.


Rhetorical pluralism should certainly be sought in order to allow ESL
students to express their own voices. However, rather than simply
affirming and respecting different cultural traditions as a given, there
needs to be a critical examination of how cultural labels that distinguish
one culture from another are produced in discourses and relations of
power. Also needed is an examination of the pedagogical tension
between teaching the dominant language and preserving cultural iden-
tity. In teaching academic literacy skills to ESL students, critical
multiculturalism and critical literacy offer some insight into understand-
ing cultural differences and coming to terms with the pedagogical
tension.


Critical Multiculturalism


As the third model, critical multiculturalism in a broad sense demands
not only recognition of and respect for cultural diversity but also critical
investigation into one’s cultural heritage and school curricular and
everyday lived experiences by locating them in social, economic, and
political conditions that produce and legitimate them (Kanpol, 1997). In
critical multiculturalism, representations of culture are understood as
the consequence of social struggles over meanings that manifest certain
political and ideological values and metaphors attached to them, and
such representations “stress the central task of transforming the social,
cultural, and institutional relations in which meanings are generated”
(McLaren, 1995, p. 42). In this view, cultural labels and metaphors such
as groupism and harmony are not neutral or apolitical but produced and
reinforced by social forces. Thus, critical multiculturalism rejects a form
of liberal thinking in which cultural differences are affirmed merely as
an end in themselves without an understanding of how difference is
produced, legitimated, and eliminated within unequal relations of power
(Giroux, 1988, 1995). This view indicates that ESL professionals need to
go beyond simply affirming and respecting the culture of the Other and
romanticizing its authentic voices—they need to critically explore how
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cultural differences as a form of knowledge are produced and perpetu-
ated and how they can work toward transforming the status quo.


Acquisition of the Dominant Codes


Critical multiculturalism as social transformation, however, has to deal
with the contentious issue of whether or not the dominant language and
cultural codes should be taught to ESL students. As mentioned above,
the acculturation model stresses explicit teaching of the conventions of
dominant academic communities over expressions of authentic voice of
ESL students, whereas the pluralist model stresses authentic voice over
dominant cultural and linguistic canons. Conversely, a critical literacy
approach both affirms and critically interrogates what is perceived as the
authentic voice of students and, at the same time, does not negate the
teaching of the linguistic codes of the dominant culture. Freire (1993)
argues that people must respect the linguistic and cultural traditions of
subordinate groups—it is absolutely wrong to belittle them as being
inferior or incorrect. However, legitimating the vernaculars of minority
groups does not exclude their need to acquire the dominant language.
The cultural and linguistic codes of the dominant group need to be
demystified and taught so that the subordinate students “can use the
dominant knowledge effectively in their struggle to change the material
and historical conditions that have enslaved them” (Freire & Macedo,
1987, p. 128). In this view, the dominant form of language is not taught
for the mere purpose of acculturation through banking pedagogy, in which
certain information is uncritically transmitted to students and the
existing unequal relations of power are legitimated. Rather, the language
is taught in order to give the students a voice so that they can “fight for
the transformation of an unjust and cruel society” (Freire, 1993, p. 135).
In critical literacy, the teacher and students need to read, write, and
discuss with critical consciousness how the existing knowledge of cultural
differences is formed and what kind of meanings are attached to
dominant and subordinate forms of culture and language. At the same
time, they need to engage critically in the acquisition of the dominant
codes of the target language.


A view similar to critical literacy is expressed by other educators as
well. For example, Delpit (1986, 1988, 1995) and Reyes (1992), who are
engaged in educating minority students in the U.S., argue for the need
to both maintain cultural heritage and develop the skills necessary for
success in mainstream society. Rodby (1992) also promotes a dialectic
approach to ESL literacy education that embraces both learning the
dominant codes of English and resisting the power of English native
speakers by appropriating the language of authority. Also from critical
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multiculturalism, Grant and Sachs (1995) cite Lamont and Lareau
(1988) and argue that “students must realize that the acquisition or
nonacquisition of certain cultural beliefs, values and experiences can
lead to their exclusion or inclusion from certain jobs, resources and high
status groups” (p. 100).


The dominant linguistic and cultural codes, however, should not be
taught based on colonialist or assimilationalist discourse or purposeless
exercises of copying, filling out worksheets, and memorizing. Such
practices, observed in ESL classes in U.S. schools by McKay and Wong
(1996) and Valdés (1998), prevent learners from investing in their
learning and from developing a critical understanding of why learning
the dominant codes is necessary. Instead, the teaching of the dominant
code needs to be grounded in a critical understanding that no particular
culture or language (or variety of a language) is superior to others, that
learning the dominant cultural and linguistic codes does not have to
mean sacrificing one’s cultural and linguistic heritage, and that the
learner can appropriate the dominant linguistic and cultural codes in
order to advocate cultural and linguistic equality in the wider society.4


Again in the context of minority education, Delpit (1995) identifies
good teachers as the ones who allow learners to practice the dominant
language in nonthreatening rather than coercive contexts, have a real
purpose, are not bound to textbooks, set high standards, challenge all
learners by pushing them to think, connect learning to students’ real
lives, communicate with the students, and value their past experiences.
In this perspective of critical literacy, pluralism is sought not by neglect-
ing to teach the dominant language and culture but by adding a
discourse of power to the repertoire that students bring to the main-
stream society.


Overall, respecting and preserving cultural and linguistic codes that
are different from one’s own are necessary to create equality in society.
However, in the present age of conservatism that is spreading outside
ESL classrooms, this goal, realized by some ESL professionals, may not
be shared by some schoolteachers, administrators, college professors,
workers, business leaders, fellow students, and others. ESL teachers need
to ensure that their students have opportunities to develop skills that


4 Teaching the dominant form of language per se does not guarantee access to power. A
criticism of the genre-based writing movement in Australia, which attempts to teach directly
socially and educationally valued texts that would not be taught in a traditional curriculum,
warns against totalizing power and uncritically perpetuating a particular genre through the
transmission of skills (Luke, 1996). Drawing on Bourdieu’s (1986) notion of different kinds of
capital, Luke argues that the acquisition of cultural and symbolic capital by learning the genre
of power does not necessarily provide access to power. He suggests that economic and social
capital needs to be critically examined in this debate and that transformation of socioeconomic
conditions needs to be sought.
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allow them to participate fully in a dominant society. At the same time,
teachers and learners need to develop a critical awareness of the
social-cultural consequences of using the dominant language and to find
ways to appropriate the dominant language to create different meanings.
In addition, human interactions and socializations are a two-way process.
Thus it is not only students who need to do the accommodating;
accommodation is a mutual process. Schools, institutions, and the wider
society must allow and adopt a strategy of accommodation without assimila-
tion (Nieto, 1996).


CONCLUSION


This article has critiqued the taken-for-granted representations of
Japanese culture that appear in the applied linguistics literature by
situating them in the discourse in which this particular knowledge is
constructed and contested. The West-East dichotomy of cultural repre-
sentations is seen as constructed by a colonial discourse that seeks to
isolate a particular definition of the Other as Japanese. Further, the
Other itself has taken up the discourse of its cultural uniqueness,
manifesting Japanese leaders’ struggle to reclaim the Japanese identity in
the face of increasing Westernization. Western researchers then regard
the voices of the Other that stress cultural uniqueness as authentic
voices, further legitimating Othering. In the discursive field, new knowl-
edge constructed by alternative research perspectives has begun to
challenge the myths of Japanese education. This critique of cultural
differences suggests that ESL teachers and researchers critically examine
cultural differences rather than take them as unquestionable truths.
Perspectives from critical multiculturalism and critical literacy facilitate a
view of culture as a site of political and ideological struggle over
meaning. They also provide a pedagogical foundation for both affirming
cultural heritage and teaching the dominant language by critically
examining the representations of both the dominant and the subordi-
nate cultures.


To close, I find the issues discussed in this article highly complex and
difficult to articulate. Engaging in this critique has forced me to reflect
on my own experiences of learning, teaching, reading, and writing
English as a Japanese woman who has learned English for academic
purposes as an L2. While writing this article, I constantly asked myself the
following questions: Is engaging in critique as I have done in this article
atypical Japanese behavior? Does the applied linguistics literature some-
how misrepresent Japanese culture, which has an authentic identity? Will
the audience for whom I intend to write this article hear my voice if I
write it in my vernacular or in an unedited, authentic voice? Will my
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voice be heard if I do not construct my argument by drawing on some
influential male thinkers of the West? What about students who are
acquiring ESL—will their voices be heard, particularly outside the ESL
classroom, if they do not acquire and negotiate with the discourse of
power? My tentative answers summarize the intent of this article. As I will,
other teachers and researchers should continue to explore these ques-
tions of cultural politics rather than continuing to essentialize the
culture of the Other.
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Intonation in Theory and Practice,
Revisited*


JOHN M. LEVIS
North Carolina State University


Intonation as currently presented in North American textbooks bears a
strong resemblance to textbook treatments from 30–50 years ago
despite tremendous advances in both theoretical and applied research
on intonational description and the role of intonation in communica-
tion. This article reviews current intonational research that is relevant
to teaching and presents implications for pedagogy. It then argues that
there are two primary reasons for a lack of innovation in intonation
teaching materials. First, current materials are based on an inadequate
view of the functions of intonation, especially in their overemphasis on
its role in signaling grammatical relations and in their emphasis on its
role in conveying speakers’ attitudes and emotions. Second, materials
lack a communicative purpose, focusing instead on uncontextualized,
sentence-level practice of intonational forms. Four principles for into-
nation teaching materials—namely, (a) that intonation must be taught
in context, (b) that intonational meanings must be generalizable, (c)
that the teaching of intonation must always be subordinate to larger
communicative purposes, and (d) that intonation should be taught with
realistic language—are discussed and contrasted with current practice.


The title of this article is borrowed from Allen (1971), who offered a
still relevant, surprisingly forward-looking assessment of how intona-


tion should be addressed in English language teaching. Since her article
was written, language teaching has changed tremendously, moving from
an era in which audiolingual and early cognitive approaches dominated
to one in which communicative approaches to language teaching are
used in every kind of teaching context. The theoretical understanding of
intonation has also changed significantly, and the dominant model of
intonation in 1971 (Pike, 1945) is used now only in pedagogical
materials. Present intonational research is almost completely divorced
from modern language teaching and is rarely reflected in teaching
materials, which continue to rely on outdated and inaccurate descrip-
tions of intonational forms and functions.


*This paper is a revised version of chapter 6 of Levis (1996), on low-rising intonation.
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Since 1971, teacher resource books and published articles have
addressed many important issues about English intonation. Dalton and
Seidlhofer (1994) survey applied findings about intonation in the British
tradition, focusing especially on how speakers and listeners use intona-
tion to manage discourse. Celce-Murcia, Brinton, and Goodwin (1996)
summarize what is known about intonation in the North American
tradition, with abundant descriptions, exercises, and explanations. Else-
where, Gilbert (1987, 1994), drawing on the theoretical work of Bolinger
(1986, 1989) and British applied linguists such as Brazil (1985), has
argued for the replacement of traditional approaches to teaching
intonation, especially sentence stress or focus. In British textbooks, the
work of Brazil (1985, 1994), Bradford (1988), and others has suggested
ways to systematically address discourse intonation in the classroom.


Despite the abundance of current research and varied practical
recommendations for teaching the communicative role of intonation in
language, published materials for teaching intonation, with few excep-
tions, closely resemble both each other and materials published before
the advent of communicative language teaching. This monotony indi-
cates that a reassessment of the place of intonation in the North
American tradition is due. Rather than simply offering a change in
techniques, this article both addresses relevant research and discusses
fundamental issues that seem to be affecting textbook treatments of
intonation. After defining intonation, I present findings from current
intonational research and their implications for teaching. Next, I exam-
ine some of the fundamental difficulties with how intonation is pre-
sented in North American textbooks, especially in how materials de-
scribe the functions of intonation and in the materials’ lack of
communicative purpose. Finally, I offer principles for teaching intona-
tion, comparing common practice and potential changes.


DEFINITIONS OF INTONATION


At least two definitions of intonation are current in English language
teaching. In what can be called the broad definition, Allen (1971) says that
intonation is a quality of language that includes both rhythm and melody
and is “produced by tonal height and depth along with stress, volume
and varying lengths of pause” (p. 74). In this definition, intonation
means something like prosody or suprasegmentals. The broad view of
intonation is widespread, as intonation is often used to refer to the way
someone says something. In English, the way something is said includes
not only pitch movement but also length, intensity, and a host of other
factors, such as voice quality.


A second, more narrow, definition of intonation restricts its meaning
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to significant, linguistic uses of pitch. Ladd (1996) defines intonation as
one of the “suprasegmental features [of language] to convey . . .
sentence level pragmatic meanings in a linguistically structured way” (p.
6). Intonation in this definition involves the uses of pitch that operate at
the discourse level and can be defined in terms of distinct linguistic
categories (e.g., syllables that are accented vs. those that are not
accented, rising vs. falling final pitch).


The narrow definition is followed in this article, and discussion is
restricted to two important elements of intonation represented in almost
all textbooks: (a) the primary accent or sentence stress1 and (b) final
pitch movement in a phrase or sentence. The first phenomenon is
represented by the accent on the word see in Example 1, in which the
verb is more noticeable, or salient, than all other words in the sentence.
Sentence stress can change when the context changes, either in words, as
in Example 2, or through an understood situation. I call this use of
intonation nuclear stress and represent it in capital letters. The second
intonational phenomenon is what I call the final intonation, or intonation,
of a sentence. In Example 3, this is shown as falling pitch (or rising-falling
pitch, as it is sometimes called),2 in which the pitch rises at the accented
syllable before falling to a relatively low pitch. In addition to falling final
intonation, sentences may have a final pitch movement that is rising,
falling-rising, or one of several other patterns, depending on the context
and the speaker’s intentions.


1. What did you SEE?


2. [talking to a friend] I saw the tigers at the zoo. What did YOU see?


3. What did you SEE? [compare: What did YOU see?]


1 The accented syllable in a phrase in English is known by many different names. Examples
are focus (Gilbert, 1993; Grant, 1993), emphasis (Smith, Meyers, & Burkhalter, 1992), prominence
(Dalton & Seidlhofer, 1994), sentence stress (Dauer, 1993), major sentence stress (Avery & Ehrlich,
1992), phrase stress (Chan, 1987), primary phrase stress (Dickerson, 1989a), and main stress or tonic
accent (Pennington, 1996).


2 The term rising-falling has been used to refer to two different kinds of intonation. The first
refers to an abrupt step up in pitch at the nuclear stress, which is called falling elsewhere. Rising-
falling is also used for a contour that slides up rather than steps up to the accented syllable
before falling. According to Dauer (1993), “the pitch on the stressed syllable is begun mid to
high but keeps rising to high or extra high and then falls later (it glides up on rather than
jumping up to the stressed syllable)” (p. 235). Brazil (1985) refers to this as the p+ tone, which
he believes is used primarily by dominant speakers in an interaction. This final intonation is not
usually taught in North American textbooks. Some British applied linguists also do not consider
it essential for foreign learners to acquire (Dalton & Seidlhofer, 1994).
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WHAT INTONATIONAL RESEARCH REVEALS


This section examines six findings about intonation that are relevant
to teaching. These findings involve (a) the placement of significant pitch
in an intonational phrase, (b) pitch levels, (c) listeners’ perceptions of
intonation, (d) intonation patterns, (e) the use of high and low pitch for
nuclear stress, and (f) the placement of nuclear stress.


Significant Pitch


A fundamental concept in intonational phonology is that, although
every voiced sound in an utterance inherently carries pitch information,
not all syllables are associated with pitch in a significant way. This
concept fits with the intuition that only certain syllables stand out in a
given phrase, and most researchers and many textbooks assume its truth.
In contrast, in a notion that goes back to Pike (1945), some communica-
tively oriented North American pronunciation textbooks continue to
suggest that pitch is important on every stressed syllable, as in the
following example.


I was a STU dent at SOUTH ern TECH. (Grant, 1993, p. 120; see also Chan,
1987, p. 135)


When each stressed syllable carries significant pitch, the learning
burden is large. In contrast, when phrases have only one or two accented
syllables, learners can focus on highlighting certain syllables, and the
other syllables can be backgrounded because they do not have signifi-
cant pitch.


Pitch Levels


A second research finding that has important implications for teach-
ing is that an adequate description of intonation is simpler than has
usually been portrayed, requiring only high and low pitch rather than
three, four, or five levels. In other words, listeners notice primarily
whether pitch changes more than they notice the actual amount of the
change (Dickerson, 1989a). Pitch contrasts in English are local, that is,
pitches are high and low only relative to adjoining pitches rather than to
an unmoving, absolute pitch (Pierrehumbert, 1980). Despite the ways in
which intonation can be compared to music, pitches in intonation are
not set on a scale with an absolute reference point.


In pedagogical treatments of American English intonation, three and


d
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four pitch levels are almost standard. Celce-Murcia et al. (1996, pp.
186ff), in their recent comprehensive treatment of pronunciation theory
and practice, use a four-pitch system (Levels 1–4) and reference con-
tours in the traditional way, as a series of three pitches (e.g., 2-3-1), as in
Example 4.


4. Declarative Statements


2-3-1


3
2 John’s SICK. [glide]
1


3
2 He’s taken an ASpirin. [step]
1


This approach to teaching also may employ a comparison to a musical
staff, as in the example from Chan (1985).


Are they fríends?  (Chan, 1987, p. 26)


Despite the appeal of the musical staff approach, at least for some
contours the approach may be needlessly detailed. I have shown else-
where, for example, that listeners do not distinguish changes in meaning
between high-rising contours that begin at a high pitch and those that
begin at a relatively low pitch (Levis, 1996). In other words, people listen
for an overall pitch shape—in this case, a rise to high pitch—rather than
for the phonetic detail of where the intonation contour begins. As a
result, describing the overall shapes of final intonation (e.g., rising or
falling) appears to be perfectly adequate for learners, as in the following
example.


Do you work in an office? Pitch rises


Yes, I do. Pitch falls


(Gilbert, 1993, p. 103)


Listeners’ Perceptions of Intonation


A third important research finding is that listeners’ perceptions of
intonation are usually different from the acoustic facts. As in other areas


→
→
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of phonology, listeners hear intonation according to internal categories
rather than according to phonetic reality. If students shared native
English speakers’ categories, this would not be a problem. However,
languages have different ways of organizing intonation patterns and
intonational meanings, and these differences are likely to be a source of
difficulty (Cruz-Ferreira, 1987).


One area in which perception and acoustic fact do not correspond is
nuclear stress, which is typically described as being the most prominent
syllable in the phrase, usually having the highest pitch. In reality, this is
not always so. When an utterance has more than one accented syllable,
the nuclear stress is frequently lower in pitch than the accented syllables
that precede it because of the normal decline of voice pitch from the
beginning to the end of an utterance. Listeners hear the nuclear stress as
such because of the rhythmic patterns and information structure of
English (Ladd, 1980; Liberman, 1978; Pierrehumbert, 1980) and be-
cause the nuclear stress is marked not only by pitch but by syllable length
and other factors (Bolinger, 1986).


Teachers’ and students’ perceptions of intonational meaning are also
likely to mismatch badly. Even among a group of native speakers,
perceptions of intonational meaning are anything but unanimous (Crys-
tal, 1969; Levis, 1996). There is even less overlap between native
speakers’ intuitions and those of learners of English. Expecting learners
to share native speakers’ perceptions of meaning is unreasonable.
Textbook accounts telling learners that a certain intonation means that
the speaker is, for example, rude, polite, or bored are based on
perceptions that are at best language specific. Cruz-Ferreira (1987), in a
study of Brazilian Portuguese and American English speakers’ percep-
tions of meaning, found that learners had no difficulty interpreting the
meaning of intonation when the two languages used the same forms to
convey the same meanings. When the same intonation patterns had
different meanings in the two languages, listeners misinterpreted mean-
ings consistently in comparisons with native speakers. And when no
corresponding intonation pattern existed in the native language, listen-
ers were random in their interpretations of meaning.


Intonation Patterns


A fourth area in which research can inform practice is the number of
intonation patterns. Most current North American pronunciation text-
books present only 2 intonation patterns, rising and falling. Research on
intonation has shown that many other patterns are also important in
English. Ladd (1980) lists 5 generally agreed-on patterns but also
describes others. Pierrehumbert (1980) describes a system of up to 24
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possible patterns, most of which are thought to exist in English.
Gussenhoven (1983) sees English as having three basic patterns, each of
which could be modified in particular ways to produce other patterns
that were distinct. I argue elsewhere that, in addition to a rising and
falling contour, a contour that ends at a middle pitch is also essential
(Levis, 1996).


At the very least, a third pattern, one that is unfinished, as on the word
yes in Example 5, also seems important for learners. This unfinished
pattern, which can be represented as a falling-rising intonation, has been
depicted as a half-fall by some writers who include it as a significant
pattern (Avery & Ehrlich, 1992; Dauer, 1993; Morley, 1992). Whereas
falling intonation seems to be most common in declaratives that finish a
person’s conversational turn, unfinished intonation is common when a
speaker wishes to hold the floor or leave something unsaid. Thus, the
unfinished intonation is frequently used for utterances before a speaker’s
turn is finished.3


5. A: Ready?


B: Yes . . . [i.e., but not completely]


The need for at least a third pattern is evident if intonation is seen as
a communicative tool. Because one function of intonation in conversa-
tion is to communicate whether a speaker has finished a turn, falling-rising
intonation is a key communicative resource for speakers. This pattern,
which learners sometimes use for final statements, can also carry the
pragmatic meaning of something left unsaid (Ladd, 1980), as in Ex-
ample 6. A falling intonation communicates an assertion whereas the
falling-rising pattern implies something left unsaid.


6. A: Do you want to come with us?


B: I would like that . . . [i.e., but I can’t]


3 Another kind of unfinished intonation that has increasingly been noted in a variety of
speech communities has been labeled Upspeak (Bradford, 1996) for its chief characteristic,
high-rising intonation in noninterrogatives. Bradford describes Upspeak as “a steep rise in pitch
on the last word and a concomitant lengthening of the vowel in the accented syllable of the
word and the vowels of any following syllables” (p. 22) and phonologically as a fall from the
nuclear stress to the last word, followed by a quick rise at the end. She argues that Upspeak
appears to serve two sociolinguistic purposes: to promote a sense of solidarity between speaker
and listener and to help ensure continued listener participation (p. 23). Tench (1997) reports
that the use of Upspeak appears to have increased significantly since the 1950s among
adolescents in Australia, a finding he believes is mirrored in other parts of the English-speaking
world.
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Pitch Levels and Nuclear Stress


A fifth research finding that is relevant to teaching is the use of both
high and low pitch for nuclear stress. Standard North American accounts
of nuclear stress invariably prescribe a rise in pitch at the accented
syllable, as in the following example.


high stu


medium He’s a


low dent.


(Beisbier, 1995, p. 61)


Research has increasingly shown that English speakers also use
nuclear stress that falls or remains almost constant in pitch, as in
common pronunciations for Examples 7 and 8.


7. It’s not bad.


8. Is he leaving?


This finding about nuclear stress is not new. British accounts of
intonation have always given a prominent place to intonation patterns,
such as low-rising and low-falling, that accent syllables at a low pitch
(Cruttenden, 1986; O’Connor & Arnold, 1963). In the North American
tradition, Pike (1945) recognized a variety of low-rising patterns. Bolinger
(1972, 1986) has long argued for the importance of accents that are low
in pitch. Gunter (1974) wrote of a meaningful low-rising contour in
American English. Ladd (1980) counted low-rising as one of the patterns
generally agreed on by all intonation researchers.


Nevertheless, North American textbook accounts of intonation almost
invariably associate nuclear stress with a rise in pitch. This prescriptive
view of accent is due to a variety of factors, including the conservatism of
textbook publishing, which favors more prescriptive models of intona-
tion over the complexity of a descriptive approach to nuclear stress, as
well as a deeply entrenched grammatical approach to intonation (Levis,
1997). Intonation starting at a relatively low pitch is recognized in
textbooks only in list intonation and in specialized structures such as
vocatives.


Recognizing the existence of nuclear stress with a low pitch should
lead to at least two changes in textbook treatments of intonation. First,
there would be a greater emphasis on the other markers of nuclear
stress, especially syllable duration. Second, materials would explicitly
teach low-pitched nuclear stress in structures such as yes-no questions.


____________________________


_________________________


_____________________________
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Placement of Nuclear Stress


The final area in which research can inform teaching priorities
involves the placement of nuclear stress. Although Halliday’s (1967)
basic distinction between given and new information has become quite
widespread in textbooks, a belief that speakers can accent any word
depending on what they want to say is commonly reflected in rules given
to students and implied by exercises in textbooks (Dauer, 1993; Grant,
1993; Hagen & Grogan, 1992; Handschuh & de Geigel, 1985; Orion,
1996).


The placement of nuclear stress, however, does not depend simply on
given and new information. Nor is it dependent only on the speaker’s
intentions (Brazil, 1984). Bardovi-Harlig (1986) addresses some of the
pragmatic factors governing nuclear stress, and Cruttenden (1990)
defines three systematic classes of exceptions to the given-new distinc-
tion, suggesting that nuclear stress seems particularly sensitive to word
class, with nouns being more likely to be accented than verbs, adjectives,
and adverbs. Dickerson (1989b) echoes this conclusion and presents
additional structures, such as clauses with existential there (as in B’s
response in the extract below), in which a simple given-new distinction
does not sufficiently reflect nuclear stress. One would expect the nuclear
stress to fall on area rather than tornado. Such a nuclear stress would be
unusual, however. Instead, utterances with there is/there are appear to favor
nuclear stress on the noun rather than on its following prepositional
phrase, even when the phrase contains new information.


A: It sounds like there was some excitement last night.


B: Didn’t you hear? There was a torNAdo in the area.


(Dickerson, 1989b, p. 20)


Research provides guidance on common nuclear stress placements,
such as final-time adverbials, that should be regularly included in
textbook treatments. A neutral nuclear stress placement, with the accent
on the preceding noun, is shown in Example 9. Accenting the final
adverbial “is usually a marked intonation indicating some sort of
contrast” (Cruttenden, 1990, p. 14), as in Example 10. Dickerson (1992),
however, also points out that time adverbials seem to be accented and
deaccented depending on whether they set a general time context (e.g.,
I saw Professor JONES today) or focus more specifically on time (e.g., I had
a visitor at nine o’CLOCK).


9. I had a good TIME yesterday. [neutral]


10. I had a good time YESterday. [in contrast to some other time]
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PROBLEMS WITH CURRENT TEXTBOOK
TREATMENTS OF INTONATION


Early textbooks, which were both linguistic and pedagogical, have
created the understanding that most teachers have of intonation. In fact,
North American treatments of intonation before Liberman (1978) were
strongly pedagogical. Intonation was largely ignored in the change from
structural to generative linguistics until the mid-1970s, when the study of
tone languages created new interest in the subject.4 Since the 1970s,
research into intonational form and function has increased enormously,
but little of the resulting information is reflected in pedagogy. Thus,
many of the basic assumptions about intonation in modern North
American textbooks remain unchanged from those of 40–50 years ago.


Because underlying assumptions have not changed, many current
textbook treatments of intonation are startlingly similar to each other in
scope, in the kinds of exercises offered, and in descriptions of intona-
tional meaning and function. Even more startling is that many current
textbooks strongly resemble materials used 50 years ago, differing mostly
in typesetting and page layout but not in content and philosophy.


Inaccurate Descriptions of Intonational Form


Although researchers have demonstrated that English intonation is
likely to be made up of only high and low pitches, textbooks continue to
use the four-pitch system made popular in the 1940s and 1950s.


There are basic patterns for English intonation. These patterns have four
common pitch levels:


2 normal (where the voice most often is)


3 high (where the voice usually rises at the intonation focus)


1 low (where the voice falls to at the end of most types of
sentences)


4 very high (the voice rises to show stronger emotions such as surprise,
disbelief, fear, excitement) (Hagen & Grogan, 1992, p.␣ 128)


Lado and Fries (1954), using reversed pitch numbers, say almost the
same thing.


4 Trager and Smith (1951) carried out extensive research on intonation, but their basic
assumption did not differ appreciably from Pike’s.
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Individual speakers of English vary considerably in the pitch intervals that
they use, but the general pitch system of four levels remains very much the
same. Pronounce pitch three with your ordinary basal tone; pitch two at your
normal height for stressed syllables; pitch four at your normal utterance of
unstressed syllables at the end of a statement.5 (p. 44)


Similarly, although researchers from Pike (1945) onward have seen
English intonation as richer than two patterns would indicate, the
dominant approach continues to emphasize only rising and falling
intonation. One recent book says,


English has two basic intonation patterns: rising and falling. “Is Mr. Jones in?”
has rising intonation. The pitch of the voice goes up at the end of the
utterance. The speaker is asking a question. “No, he’s not in” has falling
intonation. The pitch of the voice goes down at the end of the utterance. The
speaker is answering a question. (Orion, 1996, pp. 62–63)


Much earlier, Clarey and Dixson (1947, p. 15) imply that other patterns
exist but say that rising and falling intonation are the only patterns
necessary for a foreign learner.


Inadequate Descriptions of the Function of Intonation


Intonation is widely agreed to be fundamentally communicative and
to be a basic part of communicative language teaching (Morley, 1998),
but it is rarely represented this way in TESOL materials. Most North
American textbooks fail in two primary areas: their characterization of
the functions of intonation and their lack of a communicative focus.
Rather than being minor failings, these two deficiencies have encour-
aged intonation materials that do “not seem to work very well” (Gilbert,
1994, p. 38). Final intonation is represented as having two primary
functions in North American textbooks—reflecting grammatical struc-
ture and communicating affective meaning, such as a speaker’s attitudes
or emotions. Both the grammatical and affective views of intonation are
too limited in scope to be of great value, and both views hamper attempts
to teach intonation as a powerful communicative tool.


Inappropriate Linking of Intonation to Grammar


Final intonation is widely represented in ESL textbooks as supporting
grammatical structure, as in the following example.


5 Lado and Fries (1954), following Pike (1945), used a four-pitch system in which 1 denoted
the highest pitch and 4 the lowest. Later uses of the four-pitch system reversed the order (i.e.,
4 denoted the highest pitch).
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Rule A statement ends with a falling pitch. A question may end with a rising
or a falling pitch. The two most common types of questions in English are:
Questions that ask for information with a question word (pitch falls).
Questions that can be answered “Yes” or “No” (pitch rises). (Gilbert, 1993,
p.␣ 103)


Even textbooks that eventually give a more complete view start with
this kind of rule (Dauer, 1993; Gilbert, 1993). Theorists almost univer-
sally agree that correlations between grammatical form and intonation
are misleading and unhelpful in describing intonation. This is not
because intonation does not have a grammatical function but because
the grammatical connection is clear only in structures with a limited
distribution, as in Examples 11 and 12, in which intonational differences
mark a change in grammatical relations. The first example has what Bing
(1985) calls an O-contour, a final intonation contour without a nuclear
stress on Marcia. This intonation is usually associated with parenthetical
utterances, forms of address, and narrative reporting phrases (such as she
said after a line of dialogue in a story). In this utterance, it indicates that
the speaker is speaking to someone labeled Marcia.


11. She’s my sister, Marcia.


In Example 12, Marcia receives a nuclear stress, referring to the sister,
whose name is Marcia. The change in intonation reflects a change in
grammatical structure.


12. She’s my sister, Marcia.


Although intonation can correspond to grammatical form, as these
examples show, the relationship between grammatical structures and
intonation is much more complex in most other structures, such as
declaratives, yes-no questions, and wh- questions. Intonation and gram-
matical structure each convey meaning independently, thus allowing
speakers to manipulate both form and intonation to communicate.


In one example, yes-no questions typically are said to have rising
intonation. However, researchers have consistently shown that such
questions have falling intonation approximately half the time in a variety
of contexts (Cruttenden, 1986; Fries, 1964; Lee, 1980; Thompson, 1995).
The differences between rising and falling intonation seem to be a
function of the pragmatic intent of the utterance rather than of the
grammar (Pierrehumbert, 1980). In particular, falling intonation ap-
pears to signal conducive questions, those which speakers believe they
know the answer to (Thompson, 1995). Such clear variation, however, is
not represented in textbooks.
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To take another example, statements and wh- questions are commonly
said to have falling intonation (Dauer, 1993; Gilbert, 1993; Grant, 1993;
Hagen & Grogan, 1992; Orion, 1996). However, as many textbooks
admit, statements and wh- questions clearly take both rising and falling
intonation patterns, each of which carries a different meaning. But
initially tying intonation and grammar together implicitly tells teachers
and students that certain patterns are normal and that others are
relatively unimportant.


In reality, neither falling nor rising intonation can be said to be
normal, as they serve complementary functions that make each normal
in particular conversational contexts. The choice of contour depends
not on grammar but on the use of the utterance. For wh- questions, rising
intonation is normal if the function is to ask for repetition of informa-
tion. For statements, rising intonation is normal to indicate that a
question of sorts, as opposed to an assertion, is being presented. Even
here, though, blanket statements may run into trouble. Brown, Currie,
and Kenworthy (1980) found in a corpus of Edinburgh Scottish English
speech that statement questions were asked with falling intonation. This
indicates that judgments of question versus statement are likely based on
variables besides grammatical structure or intonation.


Linking intonation and grammar is understandable. From a re-
searcher’s point of view, the connection may be the only way to carry out
cross-linguistic comparison (Cruttenden, 1986). But for pedagogy, the
link need not be inevitable. Indeed, British textbooks almost never
represent intonation as functioning in relation to grammatical form.
Even North American textbooks feature a more complex interaction of
intonation, grammar, and function in tag questions. Although the
treatment of tag questions usually does not address the complexity of the
structure (Bouton, 1981), there is an evenhanded presentation of the
fact that the structure occurs with different intonation contours. Perhaps
because of the obvious difference in meaning, neither intonation is said
to be normal, and each is allowed to have its own role.


A similar treatment is possible for other structures. For English, the
comparison of falling and rising intonation is invariably tied to different
grammatical structures. I propose carrying out the comparison for the
same grammatical structures and giving attention to the communicative
use of the utterances with the different intonations. The change, for
statements, would look something like that given in Example 13.


13. Statements in English may be spoken with either rising or falling pitch.
Falling pitch indicates that you feel confident about the statement
whereas rising pitch communicates uncertainty about what you are
saying. Statements with rising pitch are sometimes called statement
questions because the rising pitch sounds like you are asking a question.
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An Overemphasis on Affective Meaning


The role of intonation in affective meaning is also inadequately
described in textbooks. Pike (1945), the foremost spokesman for this
view, says that “in English . . . an INTONATION MEANING modifies the
lexical meaning of a sentence by adding to it the SPEAKER’S ATTITUDE
toward the contents of that sentence” (pp. 21–22). Modern textbooks
frequently follow this lead. Orion (1996) says that “different pitches help
us express our feelings: happiness, sadness, curiosity, surprise, annoy-
ance, anger, and so on” (p. 62). Dale and Poms (1994) say that
intonation “will also indicate if the person is confident, doubtful, shy,
annoyed, or impatient” (p. 247). Grant (1993) tells students that “some
intonation patterns express attitudes and emotions like anger, doubt,
irony and sarcasm” and then adds, rightly, that “these patterns are
variable and difficult to learn” (p. 135).


Like textbook pronouncements about the grammatical function of
intonation, statements about affective meaning and intonation are
neither very helpful nor accurate. Ladd (1980) convincingly shows that
the attitudinal function of intonation assumed by Pike (1945) is served
by more than intonation. In research carried out using adjectives to
measure affective meaning, Levis (1996) found that judgments of affect
were strongly constrained by the grammar, vocabulary, and communica-
tive context. Judgments of affect were rarely consistent even within the
same kind of grammatical structures, so that one yes-no question did not
result in affective choices consistent with other yes-no questions. Crystal
(1969) found that subjects who read sentences to express certain
attitudes or emotions could not consistently identify the meanings later
and described the meaning communicated by the sentences spoken
earlier with many adjectives that were different from those originally
included.


But the inaccuracies of the affective meaning approach are not its
greatest failing. For students, and for nonnative teachers, such com-
ments promise help that they cannot give. Students do not have native
speakers’ intuitions about meaning, usually do not have ready access to
the cultural norms that allow a native-speaking teacher to make these
judgments, and have little possibility of generalizing such appeals to
affective meaning. Such a gap exists even for highly advanced learners
(Coppetiers, 1987). Problems are likely to occur even among different
English-speaking communities. On one occasion, while discussing res-
taurants, a British linguist told me that he had ordered breakfast once
from a U.S. waitress and used an intonation that for him was very polite.
However, the request was clearly perceived as rude. After suffering a
similar difficulty another time, he identified the problem as the use of an
unexpected falling-rising intonation when North American speakers
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would be more likely to use a falling intonation. Describing another use
of unexpected intonation, Gumperz (1984) reports that Pakistani and
Indian women who used falling rather than rising intonation to offer
food were perceived as rude by British airline employees.


The difficulty with attributing attitude to intonation is addressed by
McLemore (1991), in describing judgments of affect for sorority speech.
McLemore contends that describing speakers’ attitudes adequately in-
volves understanding the contribution that intonation makes to interac-
tion along with the many other important characteristics of the speech
situation. Cauldwell (1997) even argues that attitudes do not reside in
the intonation at all but in the conversational context. To be specific
about affective judgments requires a fully developed theory of pragmat-
ics that specifies the role of other factors as well as of intonation. With
the best of intentions, textbook writers or teachers tell students that
intonation contours carry a particular affective meaning, and teachers
may believe that the meaning is quite accurate. This does not make the
statements any more helpful. At best, such judgments might be valuable
for the same utterance in the same or a very similar context, a situation
that rarely occurs except in certain fixed, functional routines such as
greetings.


A Missing Communicative Focus


While focusing primarily on the grammatical and affective uses of
intonation, many textbooks seem to actively discourage a communicative
focus. Far too much intonation practice in pronunciation textbooks
occurs in single, isolated sentences, as in the exercise in Figure 1. This
all-too-common exercise consists simply of intonation pattern practice
(see also Dale & Poms, 1994, p. 249; Dauer, 1993, p. 227; Grant, 1993, p.
123; Hagen & Grogan, 1992, p. 129; Lane, 1997, p. 139). This kind of
practice, which is equally common for statements and yes-no questions, is
no doubt necessary at times but should at least be tied to a larger
context. However, in Figure 1, the sentences are unrelated to each other
or any context. The goal is to produce sentences with a particular pitch
pattern, with meaningful or communicative use assumed to occur
somewhere outside the classroom. Although questions such as those in
Figure 1 are among the most useful structures for interaction, their
interactive possibilities are usually forgotten in favor of practicing a
prescribed intonation pattern.


Textbooks should provide practice with variations in intonation as a
communicative tool. As Pirt (1990) expresses it, “Learners need to be
made aware of the communicative value of intonation rather than
merely its physical characteristics. They then need . . . a chance to use
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intonation interactively, and not simply to repeat it” (p. 155). Thus
intonation should always be taught in a context because its contribution
to meaning cannot be properly defined or learned in any other way.


Even the use of context, however, does not completely address a more
fundamental issue, communicative use. A case in point is that of tag
questions, whose intonational variants are frequently found in both
pronunciation textbooks and textbooks on other skills. Despite an
evenhanded treatment of the tag question in relation to intonation,
textbooks do not begin to treat the communicative use of the structure.
After a few exercises to practice the intonation and perhaps structure of
the tags, tag questions are abandoned with no discussion of the situations
in which native speakers use such questions and situations in which the
tags are not appropriate.


In one textbook, for example, international teaching assistants (ITAs)
are told that “question tags use rising intonation to request confirmation
or denial of a statement that the speaker thinks is true [and] use falling
intonation to ask the listener to agree with the speaker about the truth of
the statement” (Smith, Meyers, & Burkhalter, 1992, pp. 100–101).
Although tag questions likely serve important purposes in the classroom
environment, ITAs are told neither why they would use a tag question
instead of a more common inverted question nor what kind of difference
the tag implies by its more direct, intimate feel. For example, imagine a
situation in which a student comes in to talk to an ITA about math
problems that she does not understand. After working through several
problems, the ITA begins to realize just how hard the problems are for
the student. Of the four questions in Example 14, only the tag with the


FIGURE 1
Intonation Taught in Isolated Sentences


Use falling intonation with wh-questions. Wh- questions begin with such words as “when,”
“what,” “where,” “why,” “how,” “who,” “whose,” and “which.” Listen and repeat.


1. Who’s coming to dinner? 5. How do we get to the place?


2. Where is it being held? 6. Where should we wait?


3. Why are we going there? 7. Who’s giving us a ride?


4. When should we be ready? 8. Whose car is it?


Note. From Orion (1996, p. 63).


➚➚


➚➚


➚➚


➚➚
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affirmative stem and falling intonation is appropriate. The other three
(preceded by a question mark) are rather insulting, although the
standard yes-no question with rising intonation could also be understood
as sympathetic.


14. Student: Oh, I’m just not getting these problems.


ITA: This is really hard for you, isn’t it?


? This isn’t really hard for you, is it?


? Is this really hard for you?


? This is really hard for you?


Clearly, teaching the intonation of these structures is not enough.
Even if students can produce the intonational contrasts perfectly and
form the structures correctly, teaching the pragmatics of the structures is
essential. Teachers have failed if they tell students how to pronounce
something that the students do not have the sociolinguistic competence
to use.


ANOTHER APPROACH TO TEACHING INTONATION


Many of the problems in textbook treatments of intonation can be
resolved or greatly lessened by thinking differently about the uses of
intonation and the needs and abilities of learners. The four principles
offered in this section, if followed, will result in materials with a more
appropriate pedagogical approach that is markedly different from that
which currently dominates North American textbooks.


Principle 1: Teach Intonation in an Explicit Context


Intonation carries communicative value only in particular contexts,
and the communicative value of a particular contour often changes
dramatically, not only with a change in grammatical structure but also
with a change of conversational context. This is evident both in nuclear
stress and in final intonation.


Textbook presentations of the meaning of nuclear stress, for example,
inadequately address the role of context. A common exercise, the use of
a single sentence with the nuclear stress shifted to different words
(Figure 2; see also Hagen & Grogan, 1992, p. 135; Orion, 1996, p. 68),
ostensibly shows how the (potential) meaning changes with different
nuclear stress placements. Native speakers usually accept this kind of
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exercise readily, but it assumes much that is not obvious to a learner.
First, not all the sentences are appropriate to begin a conversation, and
most are strongly constrained. Sentence 5, for example, can only be
heard in response to a previous (likely extended) denial of George’s
moving, as in Example 15.


15. A: Hey, did you know that George is moving to Toronto?


B: No way! He just bought a house here.


A: He told me this morning that he was going next month.


B: Is this an April Fool’s joke or something? He isn’t moving next
month.


A: Why won’t you believe me? George IS moving to Toronto next
month.


Although the nuclear stress placement makes sense only in a certain
context, the sentences in Figure 2 suggest to learners that they can freely
change the meaning of an utterance by changing the nuclear stress and
that, depending on what they mean, any nuclear stress placement is as
good as the next. This view is sometimes encouraged by textbook writers,
for example, “sentence stress can be moved to any word in the sentence that you
want to call attention to or emphasize for any reason” (Dauer, 1993, p.
230). However, beginning a conversation with such a nuclear stress
would likely be met with a response more like the one in Example 16 and
by a hearer’s questioning the speaker’s state of mind.


16. A: George IS moving to Toronto next month.


B: Nobody ever said he wasn’t. What are you talking about?


In addition, it is difficult to come up with appropriate contexts for
sentences like No. 6 in Figure 2, primarily because sentences with such a


FIGURE 2
Exercise on Shifts in Nuclear Stress (Dauer, 1993, p. 230)


Listen to your teacher or classmate and identify which sentence you hear.


George is moving to Toronto next month. (not some other time)
George is moving to Toronto next month. (not some other month)
George is moving to Toronto next month. (neutral; not some other city)
George is moving to Toronto next month. (not just going there)
George is moving to Toronto next month. (he really is)
George is moving to Toronto next month. (not someone else)


Note. From Dauer (1993, p. 230). The nuclear stress is underlined in each sentence.
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nuclear stress will most likely be elliptical; that is, the old information will
not be consistently repeated.


17. A: Hey, did you know that George is moving to Toronto next month?


B: I think you heard wrong. JIM is moving to Toronto next month.


A: No, I’m sure of it. GEORGE is (moving to Toronto next month).


Even more innovative exercises can fall into the same trap. The
exercise in Figure 3 attempts to link nuclear stress placement and
meaning by focusing on contrasting meanings for two possible nuclear
stress placements. In my pronunciation classes, I ask students to write
dialogues in which the different nuclear stresses would be appropriate.
This exercise usually proves to be valuable because, even in this relatively
easy context, advanced university students find the task very difficult, as
they do not have ready access to the knowledge of a native speaker of
English. A dialogue for one of the nuclear stress placements in No. 1 in
Figure 3 is given in Example 18 (contrasted words are in italics).


FIGURE 3
Exercise for Teaching the Meaning of Nuclear Stress


Listen for the special focus word in each statement. Check the most likely meaning.


1. Make that a medium pepperoni pizza.


_____ Not a large.


_____ Not a sausage.


2. I sprained my ankle playing soccer.


_____ Not my wrist.


_____ I didn’t break it.


Note. From Grant (1993, pp. 119–120).


18. A: May I help you?


B: Yeah . . . I’d like a large pepperoni, an order of bread sticks, and three
large cokes.


A: OK, that’s a large pepperoni, one order of bread sticks, and three
large cokes. Will there be anything else?


B: No, thanks. Wait a minute, you’d better make that a MEDium
pepperoni pizza.


A: [etc.]
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It is very difficult, however, to come up with a dialogue for No. 2 in
Figure 3 in which “not my wrist” is an appropriate answer. The nuclear
stress on ankle does not mean “not my wrist” but means rather “not [any
other part of the body likely to be hurt playing soccer].” Just as in No. 1,
the meanings given by this exercise appear to be more specific than they
really are. “Make that a MEDium pepperoni pizza” does not mean “not a
large.” It means that the speaker is changing the membership of a
previously announced category, that of size. Gilbert (1993) uses this
more general approach by including more than one equally possible
meaning of nonneutral nuclear stress placement; for example, Let’s do it
on TUESDAY morning could mean not Wednesday as well as not Monday or
any other day of the week. Teachers should not assume that their
students will be able to understand and use nuclear stress without an
explicit reference to the factors that help determine such placement.


Principle 2: Make Learnable and Generalizable
Statements About Meaning


A basic belief of researchers is that intonation makes an independent
contribution to the meaning of utterances. This assertion alone makes
intonation an extraordinarily important part of oral communication.
However, it is also clear that descriptions of intonational meaning in
terms of attitude or with specific labels, such as boredom, excitement,
surprise, and anger, cannot easily be generalized to new sentences. Thus,
an intonation that sounds “bored” in one sentence, for instance, may
sound “level-headed” in another, “angry” in another, and “interested” in
yet another.


This state of affairs leaves teachers in a quandary. If intonation
contributes meaning to what is said, then students should be given
information about these meanings. However, if meaning cannot be
generalized to other sentences, then it is nearly impossible to give
students useful rules about meaning. This difficulty can be illustrated by
a sampling of statements about meaning from a recent textbook.


Information questions normally ask for particular types of information and
are said with a fall. If you rise sharply on them, it adds the meaning, “Please
repeat what you just said. I didn’t hear you well and I’m checking to see if I
understood you correctly. Is this what you said?” . . . . In informal English, a
rise can change a statement into a question with no change in word order. It
adds the meaning: “Really? I didn’t know that. I’m surprised.” . . . . The low
fall may show boredom, unfriendliness, or even anger, especially on an
information question. It is used on strong commands by people of superior
rank to those of inferior rank . . . . The rise-fall can show that the speaker is
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really impressed, strongly affected emotionally, or surprised, and is often used
for exclamations. Although the rise-fall can make a speaker sound really
interested and enthusiastic, it can very easily sound insincere or negative.
Non-native speakers should avoid using the rise-fall unless they are certain
they are using it properly . . . . Non-native speakers will sound very indecisive,
hesitant, and unsure of themselves if they don’t use a clear rise or fall at the
end of intonation groups. In our culture, non-finality is perceived as a
weakness in men. (Dauer, 1993, pp. 234–236)


Although almost every one of these statements can be traced to
research on the emotional-attitudinal effect of changes in intonation,
the overwhelming collection of meanings and functions should give any
teacher pause. It is unlikely that students can internalize such semantic
variety and, indeed, that they need to do so. Instead, several guidelines
can help make intonational meaning learnable:
1. Because intonation interacts with many other factors that affect how


a listener understands an utterance, teachers should describe intona-
tional meaning very generally and show more specific meanings by
presenting them in particular contexts.


2. Teachers should focus more on what intonation does in a conversa-
tion than on what its affective meaning is. Rather than using
intonation to convey a specific state of mind, like boredom, speakers
use intonation to manage and construct conversations by taking
turns and keeping the floor, defining speakers’ roles, and negotiat-
ing meaning (Dalton & Seidlhofer, 1994). These functions of intona-
tion are largely excluded in an approach that emphasizes affective
meaning, but they fit well in an approach that sees intonational
meaning as a tool to achieve communicative goals.


3. To be fair to students, teachers should never use affective meanings
that depend on native speakers’ intuitions. Overly precise meanings
such as surprise or anger are rarely conveyed by intonation alone.
Even overtly emotional utterances are frequently the result of both
extra-high pitch on the nuclear stress and an emotion-laden word, as
in the following example.


That’s terrible! (Prator & Robinett, 1985, p. 78)


Principle 3: Teach Intonation in the Context of a
Communicative Purpose


The primary reason to teach intonation should be to highlight its use
in communication, not simply to teach the intonation pattern. In other
words, intonation should not be the only or even the central reason for
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the instruction. Paradoxically, intonation can be central in language
teaching only if it is subordinate to communicative uses of language.


Typical pronunciation textbooks teach intonation in much the same
way that they teach consonants and vowels. Exercises for listening come
first, both to hear individual patterns and to distinguish them from each
other, followed by descriptions of the common patterns and sentence-level
practice with each pattern. Following this, intonation may be practiced
in dyads and dialogues. There are always predictive rules for normal
contours for each grammatical form and perhaps a very few exercises
meant to allow slightly more communicative practice. Actual usage is
assumed to occur outside the classroom, as in this comment about tag
questions:


The fall is more demanding and allows little disagreement; the rise is more
doubtful and allows . . . much more possibility to disagree. In actual
conversation, tag questions can be confusing even for native speakers. Often
they are not answered directly. (Dauer, 1993, p. 239)


Similar statements can be found in most other pronunciation texts (see
Chan, 1987, pp. 58–59; Hagen & Grogan, 1992, p. 140; Orion, 1996, p.
65) as well as in grammar and communicatively oriented speaking texts.
The descriptions, which are accurate as far as they go, unfortunately do
little to address a more fundamental question: why and in what situations
a student should use a tag question with either a negative or an
affirmative tag.


Explicitly joining intonation and communicative uses of language
would greatly change the way intonation is taught. For pronunciation
textbooks, it would result in a connection between intonation and
specific communicative uses to which the intonation clearly contributes.
For oral communication textbooks, intonation would have an explicit
role in the syllabus, as it contributes to an overall ability to communicate.


Recent publications indicate progress in teaching intonation commu-
nicatively. Celce-Murcia et al. (1996) provide a large number of exercises
for teaching intonation in context, whereas 10 years earlier Celce-Murcia
(1987) complained that the major failing of her attempts to teach
pronunciation communicatively was that she was unable to incorporate
stress and intonation into her communicative framework. Several mod-
ern pronunciation textbooks are strongly communicative (e.g., Beisbier,
1995; Grant, 1993) and attempt to consistently teach segmentals and
suprasegmentals through nonmechanical exercises. However, the value
of many textbook exercises for intonation is strongly limited by their
failure to address intonation as part of a larger communicative purpose.
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Principle 4: Teach Intonation With Realistic Language


Principle 4 is closely related to Principle 3. One of the most common
oddities of language teaching textbooks is the insistence that students
speak in complete sentences rather than use genuine language, which
often consists of elliptical utterances. Nowhere does this seem more
common than in teaching intonation.


To illustrate how nuclear stress is sensitive to preceding information,
for example, textbooks may use exercises similar to that in Figure 4. It is
highly unlikely that the answers to the questions would differ only in
nuclear stress. Only Question 1 could appropriately be answered with the
full statement. The answers to the rest would naturally consist of only the
essential words (e.g., “MINE” for Question 2, “My NEW one” for
Question 3, and “No, it’s MINE” for Question 4). Dauer (1993) says that
“if the old information is repeated, it will not receive sentence stress . . .
the same meaning can also be expressed by using auxiliaries, omitting
the old information, reordering the sentence, or using pronouns” (p.
231). Crystal (1969), in an analysis of naturally occurring conversation,
found that over 90% of all utterances had a nuclear stress on the last
content word (noun, verb, adjective, adverb). This high percentage
likely comes from the fact that the utterances in natural conversation are
not completely formed sentences but are frequently elliptical, not
repeating information that is recoverable from the context (Gunter,
1963).


Exercises like the one in Figure 4 only make proper nuclear stress
placement more difficult for students, who by and large cannot deaccent
many syllables after the nuclear stress. However, they should not have to.
The answer to Question 5 in Figure 4, for example, would require that all
the syllables after that be deaccented. Native speakers of English,
however, are unlikely to repeat all this old information, merely answering
“THAT is” or “THAT one.” Starting with a primary goal of communica-
tive proficiency rather than of teaching the mechanics of intonation will
mean that exercises containing unnatural language are less likely to
haunt the pages of ESL textbooks.


CONCLUSION


Intonation carries meaning, highlights important information while
backgrounding less crucial information, and plays a significant role in
conversational management. The way intonation is taught in North
American ESL textbooks, however, shows little evidence of what is known
about how intonation functions in communication.
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Over a quarter of a century ago, Allen (1971) described a problem
that is still common today: Little of what is taught of intonation in the
classroom makes it into real life. Although language teaching and
intonational research have progressed tremendously since the time of
her remarks, the teaching of intonation is still largely trapped in another
era, in which its communicative power is shackled by outdated descrip-
tions and teaching practices that comfortably exist in the absence of
communicative purpose.


The abundance of creative teaching exercises in resource books has
had little power against the entrenched beliefs that students can learn
intonation without clear and consistent practice in communication.
Change in the approach to teaching intonation will come not with better
exercises alone but with a change in thinking. Unless teachers and
textbooks change their expectations about how intonation should be
taught, most students will not carry over what they learn to spontaneous
speech, will not understand how English intonation communicates
meaning and controls interaction without practice, and will continue to
speak without effectively using one of their strongest aids to intelligibility.
Intonation can take its rightful place as part of a communicative
approach to language teaching only if its communicative value is made
obvious and if it is used for communication rather than pattern practice.
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FIGURE 4
Use of Unnatural Language to Illustrate Nuclear Stress Placement


Pronounce the following sentence in different ways in order to answer each question
that follows:


That is my new black leather jacket.


1. What’s that?


2. Whose new jacket is that?


3. Is that your new jacket, or your old one?


4. Is that his new jacket?


5. Which is your new black leather jacket?


Note. From Hagen and Grogan (1992, p. 136).
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This article critiques past approaches to identifying phrasal verbs and
proposes an alternative approach. Instead of requiring verb + particle
combinations to demonstrate specific features in order to be identified
as phrasal verbs, the new approach calls for researchers and teachers to
consider all verb + particle combinations to be potential phrasal verbs
until they can be proven otherwise. This approach clarifies the process
of classifying phrasal verbs and eliminates curriculum-based problems
encountered by students.


The phrasal verb is generally defined as a verb + particle combination
that functions as a single verb, both parts giving up meaning in


order to form a new lexical item. Some examples are bring about, take on,
and give up. For students and teachers in the field of ESL, there is little
doubt that this construction is problematic. Many consider mastering
phrasal verbs to be a very difficult task for the ESL learner (Celce-Murcia
& Larsen-Freeman, 1999), and using them correctly in speech, a true test
of fluency (Cornell, 1985). This is especially true for ESL learners with
non-Germanic L1s because verb + particle combinations are rarely found
outside of the Germanic family (Celce-Murcia & Larsen-Freeman, 1999,
p. 425). Thus, the phrasal verb is a syntactic oddity in the language
world, which, as Dagut and Laufer (1985) and later Laufer and Eliasson
(1993) show in their study of Hebrew-speaking ESL students, often
causes learners both to misinterpret received messages and to avoid
using the construction by opting for single-word verbs instead. This
avoidance, of course, only compounds the problem, preventing learning
and causing unnatural speech, such as I encountered an old photograph for
I came across an old photograph (Celce-Murcia & Larsen-Freeman, 1999).


Not only learners with non-Germanic native languages experience this
difficulty with phrasal verbs, however. Continuing the work of Dagut and
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Laufer (1985), Hulstijn and Marchena (1989) have shown that Dutch
ESL learners also have a tendency to misunderstand or avoid English
phrasal verbs even though there are similar constructions in their native
language. The problems ESL learners have with phrasal verbs, whether
syntactic, semantic, or a combination, are increased by the highly
productive nature of the phrasal verb in English. Although they were
once thought to be common only in speech and informal writing, it is
now accepted that phrasal verbs are found in all registers, from comic
books and street slang to the most academic forms of the language
(Cornell, 1985). Thus, although phrasal verbs are more common in less
formal language, it should come as no great shock that Lincoln used
brought forth in the first line of the Gettysburg Address or that the
translators of the King James Version of the Bible used lie down in the
Twenty-Third Psalm because the phrasal verb is virtually unavoidable
without lengthy and often pretentious circumlocutions. After all, to show
off is to show off, not to impress another with one’s prowess by performing
difficult yet completely unnecessary feats.


To further complicate the problem, native speakers of English have an
understanding, albeit unconscious, of the meaning and use of particles
that allows them to create, almost at will, new phrasal verbs. Indeed,
Bolinger (1971) considers the phrasal verb to be the “most prolific
source” of new words in English (p. xiii). For example, as Side (1990)
explains, “If I tell somebody to bog off, that person is well aware that what
I am saying has nothing to do with bogs and everything to do with
beating a retreat” (p. 146). The ESL student, however, cannot be
expected to have such an understanding. Thus, being told to bog off
would be confusing.


Clearly, to alleviate the difficulties phrasal verbs present, ESL teachers
and material writers need to approach the problematic areas of
phrasal-verb pedagogy systematically, developing and presenting mate-
rial in a manner that avoids unnecessary confusion and loss of time for
both student and instructor. This, however, is not the practice. In
research and pedagogy, approaches to the phrasal verb have been, and
still are, rather arbitrary. By saying so, we do not wish to imply that what
has been done is not valid or useful but simply that the understanding of
the phrasal verb, by both students and instructors, has not progressed as
far as it might have if a more systematic approach had been used. The
purpose of this article is to provide such an approach.


The reasons for the lack of progress in the understanding of
phrasal-verb pedagogy seem to be threefold, the first having to do with
definition. Although the phrasal verb is usually defined as a verb +
particle combination acting as a single verb, the application of that
definition produces conflicting results. Thus, Brinton (1988) would
admit drink up, but Quirk and Greenbaum (1990) are uncertain about its
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categorization, using the verb phrase as an example of both a phrasal
verb (p. 336) and a free combination (p. 337).


The confusion among sources, obviously, leads to confusion for
students and instructors. For instance, if students are told that particles
in phrasal verbs cannot be fronted yet are given examples like improve on
(Cornell, 1985) and go down (McArthur, 1989), which do permit fronting
of the particle, one can expect students’ avoidance of phrasal verbs.


Another reason for the somewhat arbitrary presentation of phrasal
verbs is that very little has been done to determine the frequency of
particular phrasal verbs. Thus, instructors, curriculum designers, and
researchers are left working with what they determine by intuition to be
the most common or most needed phrasal verbs. Their intuition,
though, may not be correct. As an example, in conducting his research
on the number of phrasal verbs the average advanced ESL learner
knows, Cornell (1985) selected phrasal verbs that he regarded as
“commonly used” (p. 271), yet when the 60 common phrasal verbs used
by Cornell (1975, p. 272) were compared with the results of a count we
made while preparing this article, only 4 matched (Gray & Darwin,
1998).


At the extreme, this use of arbitrary lists of phrasal verbs means that
the instructor, though having the best intentions, may be presenting the
student with a list of terribly difficult phrasal verbs that have very little
use in the world outside the classroom. To remedy this, Cornell (1985)
has called for the assembling of a “core of phrasal verbs” (p. 276). To
assemble such a core, a systematic basis for selection is necessary.


The third reason for a limited understanding of phrasal verbs is the
continued use of a method for presenting phrasal verbs that usually
consists of grouping them together according to the verb (Side, 1990, p.
144). For example, Frank (1993) presents five phrasal verbs that begin
with bring, four that begin with make, and five that begin with take.
Likewise, Raimes (1990) includes an exercise in which students write
sentences with phrasal verbs, of which four begin with take, five begin
with look, and four begin with turn. Although this method may help a
student become aware of the idiomatic nature of these combinations,
one would speculate that it does little to promote their use.


DEFINING THE PHRASAL VERB


Classification of phrasal verbs may be slippery, as Bolinger (1971)
points out: “being or not being a phrasal verb is a matter of degree” (p.
6). Thus, to avoid an ambiguous classification procedure, linguists must
agree upon a definition, thereby requiring them to begin from the same
point. To this end, the definition in Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, and
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Svartvik (1985) has served as the standard. Of course, this is not to say
that A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language is the only source of
a usable definition for the phrasal verb, only the most clearly delineated;
Bolinger (1971, p. xii), Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (1999, p.
265), Fraser (1976, p. v), Kilby (1984, p. 99), and Palmer (1968, p. 180)
propose similar definitions.


According to Quirk et al. (1985), the phrasal verb is defined in two
parts. The first is primarily syntactic: A phrasal verb is a verb (which, for
distinction, will be called the verb proper, as it is in Bolinger’s 1971 work)
followed by a morphologically invariable particle, which functions with
the verb as a single grammatical unit (p. 1150). As an illustration of
grammatical unity, the phrasal verb turn on (excite), diagramed according
to Celce-Murcia and Larsen- Freeman’s (1999) guidelines, branches off
the verb phrase (VP) as a phrasal verb (PV), which consists of a verb (V)
and a particle (Prt). However, turn on (become hostile) does not fall as a
unit under the VP. Rather, turn is the verb, whereas on is diagramed as
the preposition (P) in a prepositional phrase (PrepP).


The second part of Quirk et al.’s definition is lexical: “The meaning of
the combination manifestly cannot be predicted from the meaning of
the verb [proper] and particle in isolation” (p. 1152); hence, they
function as a single lexical unit as well. The lexical unity of the phrasal
verb is noted in the verb proper’s frequent inability to carry the same
meaning when its particle has been deleted or replaced. For example, the
plane touched down is not the same as the plane touched or the plane touched
downward, even though down and downward could be considered syn-
onyms. Thus, in the phrasal verb touch down, touch and down combine,
losing some of the significance they have outside this phrasal verb, to
form a lexical item roughly equivalent to the verb land.


Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (1999) describe three semantic
categories of phrasal verbs: literal, idiomatic, and aspectual. Literal
phrasal verbs have constituents that appear to retain much of their
meaning. For example, the meanings of take and down in take down the
picture are recoverable. In idiomatic phrasal verbs such as make up (be
reconciled), however, the usual meanings of make and up seem to be lost.
The meanings of aspectual phrasal verbs are more transparent than
those of idiomatic phrasal verbs but perhaps not as transparent as those
of literal phrasal verbs. Whereas the verb proper in aspectual phrasal
verbs can be understood literally, the particle contributes meanings, not
commonly understood, about the verb’s aspect. For example, up in They
ate up all the chips and drank up all the soda signals that the actions are
complete.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF PHRASAL VERBS


Knowing that the verb + particle combination acts as a single word
both syntactically and lexically, one would suspect that the phrasal verb
would have the same characteristics as single-word verbs, and, with one
exception, this is exactly the case. There are transitive phrasal verbs (e.g.,
I filled out the form), intransitive phrasal verbs (e.g., First I passed out, then I
came to), and ergative phrasal verbs (e.g., The firewood burned up). Most
transitive phrasal verbs form passives (e.g., The form was filled out) and
form action nominals as well (e.g., the filling out of forms . . . .). There are
also phrasal verbs, termed phrasal-prepositional verbs by Quirk et al. (1985,
p. 1160), that require specific prepositions. Examples are put up with
(tolerate) and come up with (devise).


Even in the area of phonology, phrasal verbs tend to follow the
patterns of single-word verbs. That is, like the final syllable in many verbs
(e.g., conSUME), the final syllable in phrasal verbs (e.g., USE UP)—
which will be the particle—will receive some degree of stress (Celce-
Murcia, Brinton & Goodwin, 1996, p. 143).


The phrasal verb veers from verb norms because the particle can often
be separated from the verb proper in a position after the object. Thus,
with many transitive phrasal verbs there is a choice as to where the
particle appears:


I looked up his name in the phone book.


I looked his name up in the phone book.


Bolinger (1971) postulates that this flexibility in particle placement may
be a result of prosodic need, allowing a movement in stress to match
speech rhythm. He also believes that this flexibility may account in part
for the popularity of the phrasal verb.


THE PARTICLE


From the phrasal-verb definition given above, one learns that particles
are morphologically invariable. This fact carries two major implications,
the first being that all inflections are of the verb proper. Thus, you’re
putting me on and he makes up lies are expected whereas *you’re put me
onning and *he make ups lies are reserved for children, ESL learners, and
slips of the tongue. The second implication is that morphologically
variable words do not serve as particles. Thus, multiword combinations
that seem to be acting as verbs but have what are usually considered
nouns, personal pronouns, adjectives, or verbs in the particle position
are not considered phrasal verbs (e.g., set straight and get it).
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Another reason, aside from morphology, that these examples are not
considered phrasal verbs is that according to the second part of the
definition, the particle and verb proper must function as a single unit
both lexically and syntactically. In the above cases, the phrase-final words
are acting as their usual parts of speech—adjective and personal pro-
noun—even if the phrase is being used figuratively. This idea of unity
also rules out words usually considered adverbs of manner, frequency,
and time and the remaining types of pronouns because these words seem
incapable of losing any of their normal meanings or functions (e.g., pay
handsomely).


What is left, then, are words usually considered to be prepositions or
spatial adverbs; the most frequently encountered (or, according to
Fraser, 1976, all that have been observed to function in phrasal verbs) are
about, across, along, around, aside, away, back, by, down, forth, in, off, on, out,
over, and up (p. 5). To this list one could add those from Kennedy’s
(1920): at, for, to, through, and with. Bolinger (1971) even includes
nautical particles such as aboard and aft (p. 18). To distinguish the role of
the particle, O’Dowd (1994) shows how on a continuum some of the “P”s
(O’Dowd’s label for particles, adverbs, and prepositions) mentioned
above are used more often as particles (viz., up, out, down, away, back)
whereas others (viz., with, of, for, from) are used as prepositions. The
remaining “P”s fall into the midsection of the continuum.


Referring to a standard dictionary does not alleviate confusion about
what constitutes a particle. For example, The American Heritage Dictionary
of the English Language (3rd ed., 1992) includes several definitions of up as
an adverb:


2. In or to an upright position: sat up in bed. . . . 4. Into view or existence:
draw up a will. 5. Into consideration: take up a new topic. . . . 9. With or to a
greater intensity, pitch, or volume: turn the sound up. 10. Into a state of
excitement or turbulence: stir up; rouse up. 11. Completely; entirely: drink it
up in a gulp; fastened up the coat. 12. Used as an intensifier of the action of
a verb; typed up a list. (s.v. “up”)


As one can see, all of the above definitions are derived from the
phrasal verbs given as examples. Thus, the unwary dictionary user may
not realize that up is an adverb particle in these cases. For example, take
up is used to show that up means into consideration. Yet take up is listed as
a phrasal verb under take.


As Side (1990) has indicated, it is good that dictionaries are beginning
to include these alternate definitions. But if dictionaries give the
meanings under the heading of adverb without mentioning that they
occur only in phrasal verbs, they can be quite misleading, as such
designations divide up along semantic lines combinations that function
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as a single unit. Perhaps defining them under the heading of adverb
particle would help. Clearly, it would be useful to list aspectual particles
(e.g., sleep away, drink up) as described by Brinton (1988) and Jackendoff
(1997).


TESTS FOR PHRASAL VERBS


The traditional remedy for confusion in classification has been to
develop a series of tests to prove, in a sense, that a verb + particle
combination is indeed a phrasal verb. In this section we describe and
discuss the nine tests Bolinger (1971) presents.


1. Replacement. The most common test to determine whether a verb +
particle combination is a phrasal verb is to replace it with a single-word
verb. Although it is true that many phrasal verbs can be replaced with
single-word verbs, such as assume for take on and experience for take in,
using this test alone is problematic in two ways. First, many phrasal verbs
do not have single-verb equivalents; examples are take over (assume
control) and pay off (be worthwhile). The other problem with this test is
that it accepts as phrasal verbs combinations that are not so. Most would
consider refer to and improve on to be prepositional verbs (i.e., verbs in
which the second part assumes the syntactic role of preposition);
however, these combinations can be easily replaced by the single-word
verbs mention and improve.


2. Formation of passives. Transitive phrasal verbs are also generally
thought to occur in the passive voice. Indeed, Palmer (1968) claims that
all phrasal verbs other than the intransitives have a corresponding
passive (p. 180). Again, this is true for many transitive phrasal verbs, but
some transitive phrasal verbs do not form passives:


I came across some old letters in the attic.


*Some old letters were come across in the attic.


The train picked up speed.


*Speed was picked up (by the train). (Quirk et al., 1985, p. 1155)


In addition, some prepositional verbs do form passives (e.g., The incident
was alluded to).


3. Formation of action nominals. The idea behind this test is that action
nominals can be derived from transitive phrasal verbs (Lees, 1963).
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Thus, from He brought up the facts, one derives his bringing up of the facts.
Bolinger (1971) finds this test unsatisfactory because of problematic
applications, such as The running up of the hill was a matter of minutes (p. 8),
in which the combination is clearly free.


To rectify this problem, Fraser (1976) adds that the phrasal verb does
not allow separation of the verb proper and particle in the action
nominal (*the throwing of his dinner up) whereas free combinations do (the
throwing of the ball up) (p. 3). However, Fraser’s test seems equally
unsatisfactory because it does not account for phrases such as The
handing of anything over that has so much value must be attended by proper
safeguards (Bolinger, 1971, p. 10). Further, some transitive combinations
that most would consider phrasal verbs do not form acceptable action
nominals:


I came across an old photograph.


*the coming across of an old photograph


4. Object movement. This test states that the particle can be placed either
before or after the direct object of transitive phrasal verbs, and this is
indeed the case with many:


He looked up his friends.


He looked his friends up. (Bolinger, 1971, p. 10)


And the test can be used to rule out prepositional verbs and free
combinations:


Let’s focus on the facts.


*Let’s focus the facts on.


She walked past the school.


*She walked the school past.


The problem is that some transitive phrasal verbs are inseparable
(Celce-Murcia & Larsen-Freeman, 1999):


They came across a problem.


*They came a problem across.


And in some, object movement causes changes in meaning:


Why don’t you run down the list? (review)


Why don’t you run the list down? (find)
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I don’t want to take on Jill. (hire)


I don’t want to take Jill on. (challenge)


5. Pronoun placement. According to this test, direct-object pronouns are
placed before the particle in transitive phrasal verbs:


Let’s take them on in a game of chess.


*Let’s take on them in a game of chess.


Although this is usually the case, some inseparable transitive phrasal
verbs prove to be exceptions to the rule, as in the above test. Also, in
some odd cases, such as phrasal verbs with reflexives and multiple
objects, object pronouns are not placed before the particle (Bolinger,
1971, p. 40):


Excuse me, Mr. Robber, should we tie up ourselves?


No, I’ll tie up you and the rest.


6. Adverbial insertion. This test distinguishes phrasal verbs from other
combinations by showing that phrasal verbs do not allow the insertion of
adverbs between the verb proper and the particle. With adverbs that end
in -ly, this is usually a good indication; however, some examples are
questionable:


?“The mine caved quickly in.” (Fraser, 1976, p. 4)


A few types of adverbials act as intensifiers of the particle, which are
usually acceptable violations of this test’s predictions. Quirk et al. (1985)
note right and straight (p. 1152), and Fraser (1976) adds adverbials
involving all (p. 25) and expletives such as the hell (p. 27):


They set right off for home.


You messed it all up.


7. Stress. As mentioned earlier, phrasal verbs tend to follow established
patterns of stress, placing some degree of stress—if not primary stress—
on the particle, even when it is separated from the verb (Celce-Murcia et
al., 1996, pp. 142, 143). Thus, one finds the following:


He FIGured OUT the problem.


He FIGured it OUT.
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Noting stress is very useful when distinguishing particles from preposi-
tions because prepositions, not being content words, do not receive
stress (Celce-Murcia et al., 1996, pp. 142, 143):


They WALKED to it.


This test, however, does have exceptions. First, any word can receive
primary sentence stress if for some reason it is emphasized or contrasted
with another word (Bolinger, 1971, p. 14). Therefore, the following
sentences are perfectly acceptable in the right context:


I said, “What are you looking UP, not what are you looking AT.”


In addition, bisyllabic prepositions, such as after, upon, around, and
over, do receive some degree of stress (i.e., cannot be completely
reduced; Bolinger, 1971, p. 14; Quirk et al., 1985, p. 1157).


The test also fails to satisfactorily account for free combinations. In
verb + adverb combinations, the adverbs, being content words, cannot be
completely reduced (Celce-Murcia et al., 1996, p. 153) and thus may
have stress patterns similar to those of phrasal verbs (The elevator WENT
UP).


8. Definite noun phrases. According to Bolinger (1971), this test is a
refinement of the object movement test. Instead of noting the particle’s
occurrence following a noun phrase, it highlights its ability to “precede a
simple definite noun phrase (a proper noun or the plus a common
noun) without taking it as its object” (p. 15). Thus, we expect to find They
pushed in the door but not *They pushed inward the door and Why don’t you
bring over John? but not *Why don’t you bring here John? Although the test
seems very reliable in distinguishing between particles and adverbial
adjuncts, the results are less clear in making the distinction between
particle and preposition. The definite noun phrase the word appears in
the same position in both look up the word and focus on the word, but only
look up is a phrasal verb.


9. Listing. The final idea Bolinger (1971) reports, which is not a test at all,
is to define phrasal verbs by simply listing them, but as he points out, this
method has two obvious faults. The first is that the phrasal verb is one of
the most productive ways to create new lexical items in English. Thus, the
list would be out-of-date before it was created. The other problem is that
of regional differences. A citizen of Great Britain and a citizen of the U.S.
find many of each other’s phrasal verbs odd.


Perhaps more practical, suggests Bolinger (1971), would be to list the
particles, as they are a relatively closed class of words (p. 17). As
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mentioned earlier, some analysts have attempted this type of list but not
without controversy. Fraser (1976) says that only 16 words have been
observed to act as particles (p. 4) whereas Bolinger’s (1971) list seems
not to end (p. 18). Moreover, listing is not a test because words that
appear as particles may also appear as other parts of speech.


AN ALTERNATIVE APPROACH TO PHRASAL VERBS


The above nine tests presented by Bolinger are no doubt useful.
Indeed, each provides a better understanding of the various characteris-
tics of the phrasal verb. However, each admits noteworthy exceptions.
The result is a problematic lack of agreement among those who study
phrasal verbs as to exactly which verb + particle combinations are or are
not included in this category. In fact, of the many works cited here, all
contain examples of phrasal verbs that would be excluded in at least one
other. Although scholars may readily tolerate this disagreement, it can
seriously impair the learning of phrasal verbs by ESL students, prevent-
ing the placement of verb + particle combinations in a grammatical
paradigm.


What is needed, then, is a more systematic classification of the phrasal
verb, one that will promote greater agreement among the experts and
better presentation of verb + particle combinations to the ESL learner.
This may not be possible with the traditional approach; however, it does
seem possible with a reversal in perspective.


Again, the current approach to phrasal-verb classification tries to
prove that a potential combination is a phrasal verb by showing that it
has distinctive characteristics. Thus, look up is a phrasal verb because, by
the nine tests of Bolinger (1971), it can be replaced by one word (find),
it forms a passive (is looked up), it yields an action nominal (the looking up
of ), the particle can occur after the direct object (look the word up), direct
object pronouns normally precede the particle (look it up), most adverbials
cannot be placed between the verb proper and the particle (*look it
quickly up), the particle receives stress (LOOK UP the word), and up is on
Fraser’s (1976) list of particles.


Of course, look up is the perfect example. When the tests are used with
an intransitive combination, only three of the nine apply (replacement,
stress, and listing), and almost any free combination can pass these. Go
back, sail back, and drive back all mean return, place stress on back, and have
a particle on Fraser’s (1976) list, yet few would consider them phrasal
verbs as they do not work as single items; that is, they can be divided up
as in Back he went.


The alternative to this system of exceptions and ambiguities is to take
the opposite stance. Rather than excluding a verb + particle combination
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from the phrasal verb category until it is proven to belong, linguists
should consider all verb + particle combinations to be potential phrasal
verbs until they can be proven otherwise. That is, linguists should make
it their business to throw out rather than to throw in. Using this
approach has two advantages. The first is that it adds a degree of
definiteness. Although combinations in the phrasal-verb category will
range widely, from loosely connected to tightly bound, idiomatic to
literal, one can say that those outside the category are definitely not
phrasal verbs for such and such a reason.


Perhaps the idea is best understood through analogy. In a way, the
difference between past attempts to classify phrasal verbs and the
throw-it-out approach lies in qualifications versus performance. Thus,
one can say, for example, that if an institution were hiring for a tenured
teaching position, the sensible course would be to grant tenure after a
trial period during which performance could be evaluated rather than at
the time of hire. This procedure eliminates the possibility of granting
tenure to an individual who, although initially having the required
qualifications, lacks the ability to perform satisfactorily in the classroom.
In much the same way, the throw-it-out approach gives all potential
phrasal verbs a trial period so that their performance can be observed
but grants tenure only to those which cannot be dismissed for violating
the definition, eliminating the possibility of including verb + particle
combinations that do not perform as phrasal verbs. The past approach is
thus faulty because it bases inclusion mainly on characteristics, or
qualifications, rather than on performance. The alternative approach
proposed here should make it easier to distinguish phrasal verbs and
thus promote greater agreement among those studying verb + particle
combinations.


The second advantage to this approach is that it eliminates some of
the curriculum-based confusion students have with phrasal verbs. As
mentioned in the introduction, students are often given a set of
characteristics for phrasal verbs—written as rules—along with a list of
phrasal verbs that do not have the listed characteristics. Developing a set
of criteria and a list of phrasal verbs based on the throw-it-out approach
will decrease greatly—in fact virtually eliminate—the number of excep-
tions. That is, if the experts who study the phrasal verb cannot prove why
a particular combination is not a phrasal verb, then it is unlikely that ESL
students will or will need to.


Such an approach, however, necessitates a standard for deciding
whether a combination should be discarded. Fortunately, this standard
seems to be well in place, as the definition of a phrasal verb presented
earlier is widely accepted. Combining the two parts yields the following
definition, which is deemed the standard in the discussion that follows: A
phrasal verb consists of a verb proper and a morphologically invariable
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particle that function together as a single unit both lexically and
syntactically.


The other necessity for this approach is a set of criteria or tests based
on the standard that can be used to judge a potential phrasal verb’s
performance. We establish these tests by focusing on the idea of a single
unit expressed in the definition (which is the essence of the phrasal
verb). Using this focus, one can say that any test showing that the verb
proper and the particle in a potential phrasal verb are not functioning as
a single item, lexically or syntactically, has provided sufficient grounds
for exclusion. Such criteria are advantageous in that one needs only a
single test showing a division between a potential verb proper and
particle to eliminate it instead of having to use several tests and an
educated guess to determine if a verb + particle combination should be
included in the phrasal-verb category.


Note that when referring to “division” and “not functioning as a single
item,” we do not include the idea of separation discussed earlier, as it is
a characteristic of many transitive phrasal verbs. Here the discussion is
only of function, specifically syntactic and lexical function. As a means of
preventing any confusion between these ideas, we use the phrasal verb
divide up to describe the act of demonstrating that a verb + particle
combination is not functioning as a single unit syntactically or lexically,
whereas we continue to use the concept of separation to describe the
role of the phrasal verb in relation to the direct object.


Seven tests constitute this approach. Each focuses on semantics,
phonology, or syntax, although there is some overlap. Assuredly, other
tests exist, but those listed have served well; we tried and discarded
several others. Note that not all the tests apply to all combinations, nor
do they need to. Only one of the following tests is needed to divide up a
combination. If, however, a particular test yields unclear results, it should
be discarded for another that provides better results.


1. Particle repetition. Because the meaning of a particle is dependent on
its inclusion in a phrasal verb, the repetition of a particle without its verb
proper, other than in rare instances that call for contrast, is not
acceptable (Fraser, 1976, p. 2):


In


*I looked up, up, up your name.


*I looked up your name, up her name, and up his name.


*Bring on the music, on the wine, and on the merriment.


Prepositions and adverbs, on the other hand, may be repeated without
the verb:
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Out


I looked up, up, up to the very highest point.


I looked up one aisle, then up the next.


They brought wine on one tray and cheeses on the next.


This test is useful in dividing up combinations like talk about (discuss) and
go on (continue), which initially seem to be phrasal verbs:


Out


We talked about life, about love, and about marriage.


He went on and on until I couldn’t stand it anymore.


2. Where questions. Because many particles resemble spatial adverbs,
asking where questions is often useful in determining the status of
potential particles because adverb and prepositional phrases are needed
to answer them. That is to say, if the particle retains its non-phrasal-verb
meaning, which it needs to in order to answer a where question, it is not
part of a phrasal verb. In the first example below, up retains its
non-phrasal-verb meaning, whereas in the second example it does not.
Hence, look up is a phrasal verb.


Out


He ran up the alley.


Where?


Up the alley.


In


I looked up the address.


Where did you look?


*Up the address.


3. Fronting. By definition, the particle in a phrasal verb follows the verb
proper, and in observing the characteristics of phrasal verbs, one finds
that inverting this normal order produces unacceptable utterances:


In


He made up a story.


*Up he made a story.


*Up a story he made.
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In contrast, prepositional phrases and adverbs are often placed on either
side of the verb in acceptable sentences (Celce-Murcia & Larsen-Freeman,
1999):


Out


Up the tree he went.


Celce-Murcia and Larsen-Freeman (1999) have suggested two tech-
niques to implement the fronting test (p. 430). The first, phrase
fronting, is simply to begin the sentence with the particle, and the noun
phrase if there is one, as was done in the examples above. The second is
to form questions using an interrogative pronoun:


Out


I came across the river.


Across which river did you come?


In


I came across a dollar.


*Across which dollar did you come?


A third technique described by Celce-Murcia et al. (1996) is to use a
relative clause:


Out


The river across which you came is the Columbia.


In


*The dollar across which you came is mine.


4. Verb insertion. This test divides up a potential phrasal verb by inserting
an additional verb between the verb proper and the potential particle. If
the original combination is working as a single unit, then both verbs
proper cannot share the particle. Conversely, if the sentence stands with
the original verb proper not losing meaning, the original combination
has been divided up.


Out


He pulled on the lever, but it was stuck.


He pulled and jerked on the lever, but it was stuck.
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The sentence is acceptable because on is not working with pull or jerk as
phrasal verbs. In the following, foul steals the particle, forms foul up, and
leaves mess in a mess. That is, I really messed on my test differs greatly in
meaning from the original sentence. Hence, both foul up and mess up are
phrasal verbs.


In


I really messed up on my test.


*I really messed and fouled up on my test.


5. Adverb insertion. In our discussion of Bolinger’s (1971) tests, we noted
that adverbial insertion is problematic for the following reasons: Some
people are more willing to accept adverbial insertion in certain in-
stances, and almost everyone accepts the insertion of particle intensifiers.
However, with a few modifications, this test becomes useful, the reason
being that adverbs modify verbs that occur before or after them but not
constituents that occur on both sides. Therefore, in order to modify a
phrasal verb in its entirety, the adverb must lie outside the combination.


The problems associated with this test lie in the modification of the
particle, which is a partial modification of the phrasal verb. That is,
adverbs like all, right, straight, and the hell are intensifiers of the particle,
not of the entire phrasal verb. For this problem to be eliminated, two
things must be done. First, only adverbs ending in -ly should be used, and
second, following Fraser’s (1976) suggestion that the chances of separa-
tion decrease as the distance of separation increases, two adverbs should
be used. This makes the following unacceptable:


In


*The mine caved quickly and forcefully in.


*I came suddenly and unexpectedly across an interesting article.


The test, then, is to insert two -ly adverbs between the verb proper and
the particle of a potential phrasal verb. If the sentence is acceptable, the
combination is not a phrasal verb:


Out


They crept slowly and silently down the hall.


6. Stress. A phonological test based on Bolinger’s (1976) seventh test is
also useful in determining phrasal verbs. Bolinger notes that phrasal
verbs follow the typical stress patterns of many verbs, requiring some
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degree of stress on the phrase-final syllable of the combination. This
pattern, of course, means the particle will receive some degree of stress.


In


She RAN UP a huge bill.


Knowing only this, one can conclude that any verb + particle combina-
tion whose particle can be completely reduced cannot be a phrasal verb.


Out


She RAN to the park.


7. Intonation units. This phonological test involves the insertion of a pause
between the verb proper and particle of a potential phrasal verb. In their
discussion of intonation in discourse, Celce-Murcia et al. (1996) refer to
Chafe’s (1980) notion that spoken English is divided into intonation
units that “correspond to phrases, clauses, or longer utterances that
reflect how speakers organize their thoughts” (p. 225) and are marked
by pauses before and after a single prominent element, an intonation
contour, and a grammatically coherent structure. They also note that
incorrectly placing pauses will lead to “difficulty in processing and
comprehending the overall message” (p. 176).


Using the above information, one can speculate that a phrasal verb
lies entirely within an intonation unit for the following two reasons: (a)
The intonation unit corresponds to phrases or larger elements, and the
entire phrasal verb is contained within the verb phrase; and (b) dividing
a phrasal verb into two intonation units would cause them both to lack
grammatical coherence because they would contain only part of the
verb. What this means is that a pause, which would mark the intonational
unit boundary, cannot be placed between the verb proper and particle of
a phrasal verb without an adverse effect on prosody and comprehension.
For demonstration, we denote a 1-second pause by a slash (/):


In


*I passed / out in the doctor’s office.


On the other hand, this pause insertion is permissible, if not neces-
sary, between verbs and preposition or adverbs:


Out


I hid / behind the door.
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CONCLUSION


We piloted these tests on 2,100 pages of introductory academic texts
(viz., world history, psychology, and sociology texts) and derived a list of
phrasal verbs freshman college students may need to know for their
reading assignments (Gray & Darwin, 1998). When we compared our list
of the 20 most frequently occurring phrasal verbs with the phrasal verbs
presented in a typical ESL grammar book (Raimes, 1990), we found that
students using the grammar book would have the opportunity to learn
only 3 of the 20 phrasal verbs on our list. This comparison is not meant
to show the shortcomings of a grammar book but rather to suggest that
this new approach will help determine purposefully which phrasal verbs
to present to ESL students in order to eliminate the confusion previously
mentioned.


In closing, we note that the alternative approach to phrasal-verb
classification presented here is really nothing new. It is simply an
adjustment of the perspectives of work already accomplished. Our hope
is that by using this alternative approach, those who study and teach
phrasal verbs will be able to establish clearer guidelines for and reach an
agreement on the classification of verb + particle combinations. This
would be a great advancement in the field of ESL.
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Nonnative-English-Speaking
Professionals in TESOL
JUN LIU
The University of Arizona


This study explores the labels native speaker (NS) and nonnative speaker
(NNS) from the perspective of seven nonnative-English-speaking pro-
fessionals in TESOL. Using data from e-mail and face-to-face interviews
gathered over a 16-month period, the author delineates a number of
dimensions surrounding the terms, such as precedence in learning
languages, competence in the learned languages, cultural affiliation,
social identities, and language environment. Participants also discussed
related professional issues, such as the power relations imposed by the
labels, the impact of the labels on the hiring process, and the pedagogi-
cal implications of the labels. The study calls for more case studies to
thoroughly examine other common professional labels.


Recent TESOL conventions have witnessed an increase in the number
of nonnative speakers (NNSs) of English voicing their concerns and


expressing their visions as TESOL professionals (Braine, 1996, 1997; Liu,
1998). Their unique perspectives have increased an awareness of the
impact nonnative-English-speaking professionals have on their students
(e.g., Braine, 1995; Kresovich, 1988; McNeill, 1994; Medgyes, 1994;
Palfreyman, 1993; Rampton, 1990). Although the majority of profession-
als in TESOL in the U.S. speak English as their L1, the important role
nonnative-English-speaking professionals play in TESOL should not be
ignored. Their interests, concerns, perspectives, and impact on ESL
students have led to an examination of the label nonnative-English-speaking
professional in TESOL (Liu, 1996, 1998; Medgyes, 1992). With the global-
ization of English and the recognition of world Englishes (Bautista, 1997;
Crystal, 1997; Kachru, 1992b), the stereotype of nonnative-English-
speaking professionals who were born in foreign countries and who
learned English in EFL contexts and thus lack native proficiency in
English needs to be challenged.


Admittedly, the labels native speaker (NS) and NNS have been a cause
for concern for years (Kachru, 1992a; Medgyes, 1994; Paikeday, 1985;
Rampton, 1990). As Kachru and Nelson (1996) point out, the casual
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labeling of “the native speaker,” which “used to be so comfortably
available as a demarcation line between this and that type or group of
users of English, must now be called into serious question” (p. 81). Being
labeled as an NS is “of no particular a priori significance, in terms of
measuring facility with the language” (p. 79). Kachru and Nelson
maintain that deciding who will be labeled an English user is not as
straightforward as might be imagined. Hidden beneath the label of NNS
or ESL speaker are, in fact, attitudinal problems, “for it is almost
unavoidable that anyone would take ‘second’ as less worthy” (p. 79), not
to mention nonnativeness. Based on their recognition of the great
variety of users and uses of English today, Kachru and Nelson caution
that TESOL professionals would err if they held too tightly the di-
chotomy of native versus nonnative, that is, “us versus them” (p. 79).


Davies (1991) posits that the dichotomy of NNSs of English versus NSs
of English, like majority-minority relations, is power driven, identity
laden, and confidence affecting. However, he believes that NNSs of
English can penetrate the boundary between the two. On the other
hand, Medgyes (1992) maintains a noninterface position between NSs
and NNSs of English. Although he acknowledges the problems in
labeling NSs and NNSs of English in TESOL, he clearly sees the
difference between native and near-native proficiency. According to
Medgyes, recognizing such a difference should be an asset in that those
who see themselves as nonnative-speaking English teachers can work
toward becoming nativelike speakers. Note that the position Medgyes
holds is both linguistic and pedagogical, as he places linguistic compe-
tence as a priori in the distinction.


As the number of English users around the world surges towards a
probable 2 billion (Crystal, 1985), NSs and NNSs use English in ever
more numerous ways that are unrelated to the nationality of the speaker
(Strevens, 1992). One of the consequences, as Strevens posits, is related
to “profound perceptions of identity and to major differences in such
perceptions between native speakers of English and non-native speakers”
(p. 27).


Needless to say, NSs and NNSs of English differ. However, from
sociolinguistic, sociopolitical, linguistic, and pedagogical perspectives,
what difference do those differences make in teaching English? What
does the term nonnative-speaking professional in TESOL mean? That is,


1. What is the rationale for classifying a certain group of people into
this category?


2. In what way, under what conditions, and to what extent do TESOL
professionals consider themselves either NNSs or NSs?


3. Who defines exactly what an NNS of English is?
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4. Is acknowledging oneself as a nonnative-speaking professional in
TESOL a disadvantage in finding a job?


5. What conflicts do NNSs who teach English usually have in the
language classroom?


These issues, which are of great importance for both language teachers
and students, are the guiding research questions of this study. In the
remainder of this article, I explore the complexities of the labels NS and
NNS and several relevant professional issues (e.g., the power relationship
the labels entail, the conflicts between nonnative-English-speaking pro-
fessionals in TESOL and ESL/EFL students, and the difficulties NNSs
face in the hiring process).


THE STUDY


The study was conducted over a period of 16 months (December
1996–March 1998) at a major midwestern university in the U.S. Eight
TESOL professionals—two full-time instructors and six graduate teach-
ing associates in the ESL programs of the university (a postadmission
composition program, an international teaching assistant education
program, and a preadmission intensive language program)—were in-
vited to participate in the study. These eight professionals were the only
ones in the ESL program whose L1s were not English. One instructor,
whose L1 was Polish, opted not to participate in this study as she was
engaged in a similar study. The remaining seven professionals repre-
sented a wide variety of cultural and linguistic experiences—Cantonese,
Danish, Dutch (an official language in Surinam), French (an official
language in the former Zaire), Italian, Korean, and Tagalog (a native
language in the Philippines).


This study relied on e-mail as the main means of communication. The
participants agreed e-mail not only was convenient but also allowed them
sufficient time to reflect on the issues raised. The interactions between
me as researcher and each participant involved initiating topics, re-
sponding, probing, and reflecting. To clarify the uncertainties and
confirm the key points discussed with the participants via e-mail, I
periodically conducted individual, half-hour face-to-face interviews. Be-
cause of the complicated nature of some of the issues that emerged in
the study, the participants’ responses raised new questions that war-
ranted discussion.


I started the initial interviews with general questions about each
participant’s educational background and professional experiences. I
then asked the participants what the label nonnative-English-speaking
TESOL professional meant to them and how they defined it based on their
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own experience. Depending on the responses I received from each
participant, I engaged each individual in further discussion over an
extended period of time. At times, I posted prompts to all the partici-
pants for open discussion, and the different perspectives I received from
this discussion led to further interaction. Not all the questions used in
e-mail interviews and face-to-face interviews were predetermined. Rather,
they emerged in the process of data collection and communication.


To facilitate the data analysis, I assigned the seven participants
pseudonyms based on the initial letter of their L1. The seven pseudo-
nyms are as follows: Mr. C (Cantonese), Ms. DK (Danish), Mr. D (Dutch),
Mr. F (French), Ms. I (Italian), Mr. K (Korean), and Ms. T (Tagalog).
The Danish participant was identified as Ms. DK to avoid confusion with
Mr. D, who speaks primarily Dutch. As these participants come from
diverse educational backgrounds characterized by rich experiences of
language learning and teaching, their perspectives on the issues ad-
dressed were multidimensional. They defined the term nonnative-speaking
professional in TESOL and explored its pedagogical implications largely
dependent on their own experiences.


The fact that I, the researcher of the study and a colleague of the
participants, speak English as an L2 facilitated and strengthened the data
collection and data analysis. Having gone through experiences similar to
the participants’ in learning English and teaching ESL, I was able to
meet them on common ground and discuss the relevant issues with them
by sharing my background and experiences.1 My subjectivity unavoidably
affected my analysis of the data, but it also allowed me to elicit more
insights from the participants on the issues discussed.


The Participants


The demographics of the participants in the study are summarized in
Table 1.


Mr. C was raised in Hong Kong. He started learning English from
native English speakers in kindergarten, and English was the medium of
instruction in his secondary education. He taught freshman English
composition while working toward an MA in TESOL at a U.S. university.
After receiving an MA and teaching certificate, he taught English for 4
years to university students in Hong Kong, came to the U.S. for his


1 I was born in China and started learning English at the age of 14. I received a BA in English
language and literature from Suzhou University and an MEd in curriculum and instruction
from East China Normal University. I taught EFL for 10 years before coming to the U.S. to work
toward a PhD in foreign and second language education at a major research university. On
graduation, I was hired as a full-time academic program specialist at a major research university
in the U.S. I taught ESL composition at this university while conducting this study.
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TABLE 1
Background of the Participants


First exposure
to English Other languages Age on


Partici- learned or arrival
pant Birthplace L1 Time Context spoken in U.S.


Mr. C Hong Kong Chinese Kindergarten Bilingual Japanese, Greek 23
(Cantonese)


Ms. DK Denmark Danish Fifth grade ESL German, Japanese 10
Mr. D Surinam Dutch Junior EFL Sranan, Spanish 30


high school
Mr. F Zaire (now French High school EFL Kimbala, Kikongo, 35


Dem. Repub. Lingala
of the Congo)


Ms. I Italy Italian First grade ESL Spanish, French 6
Mr. K Korea Korean Fourth grade ESL Spanish 9
Ms. T Philippines Tagalog Birth Bilingual Spanish 21


doctoral training, and a few years later became an academic program
specialist, teaching ESL composition to graduate and undergraduate
students at a major U.S. university.


Ms. DK, born and raised in Denmark, moved to the U.S. with her
family at the age of 10. While in Denmark, she spoke Danish and learned
German mostly through television. It took her approximately 2 years
(from the fifth grade to seventh grade) to become fluent in speaking and
writing English. Meanwhile, she spoke and read Danish at home. After
earning an MA in English, Ms. DK taught English in Japan for a year and
a half. She then enrolled in the second language acquisition program at
a major U.S. institution as a doctoral student and at the time of the study
had taught ESL to prospective international teaching assistants for more
than 3 years.


Mr. D received his initial teacher training in a 4-year program in
Paramaribo, the capital of Surinam. Upon graduation from the Institute
of Advanced Teacher Training with a degree in English language and
literature, Mr. D came to the U.S. and obtained an MA in applied
linguistics from a major U.S. university. He then enrolled in a foreign
and second language education program at another major U.S. univer-
sity and served as a teaching assistant in ESL composition classes. Mr. D
had learned four languages: Dutch and Sranan in his home and
neighborhood, and English and Spanish in school.


Mr. F’s educational background includes (a) attending elementary
and high school in French, the official language of the Democratic
Republic of the Congo, the former Zaire; (b) earning a BA in TESOL (in
the former Zaire); (c) earning a diploma in TESOL and linguistics (in
Scotland); (d) receiving an MA in linguistics and TESOL (in the U.S.);
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and (e) being a doctoral candidate in a foreign and second language
program at a major U.S. university. Mr. F speaks five languages. He
learned Kimbala from his parents; grew up speaking Kikongo, the lingua
franca of the former Zaire; learned French when he went to school;
studied English as a high school subject; and learned Lingala when he
moved to Kinshasa, the capital city of the former Zaire, after graduating
from high school.


Ms. I came to the U.S. from Italy as a first grader, so she received all
her education in English. She received an MA in Spanish literature and
completed a minor in Italian literature as a doctoral candidate in a
foreign and second language education program at a major U.S.
university. She served as a teaching assistant in both Italian and spoken
English classes.


Mr. K immigrated to the U.S. from Korea with his parents when he was
9. He received a BS in business administration and an MA in TESL from
the same university in the U.S. He taught in a preadmission ESL
program while taking doctoral courses in a foreign and second language
education program at a major U.S. university. Mr. K’s language learning
experiences included Korean, English, and Spanish.


Ms. T grew up in the Philippines, where English is an L2 (i.e., the
medium of instruction in school and the language of media, religion,
business, and government but not of the home or of personal communi-
cation). Her parents encouraged her to learn English by speaking to her
in English at home and commanding everyone who came in contact with
her to do the same. Her parents were confident that she would pick up
Tagalog from playmates, which she did, when she was 6 or 7 years old.
She received an MA in English from a U.S. university and a PhD in
languages and literature from a major university in the Philippines. She
taught ESL/EFL in the Philippines, Jamaica, and the U.S. before she was
hired as a full-time academic program specialist at a major U.S. university.


Two of the seven participants started learning English as a foreign
language in their own countries (Mr. D in junior high school in Surinam
and Mr. F in high school in the former Zaire). Three learned English
after they came to the U.S. with their parents at an early age (Ms. DK at
the age of 10 as a fifth grader, Mr. K at the age of 9 as a fourth grader, and
Ms. I at the age of 6 as a first grader). The other two participants learned
English in a bilingual environment in which English was treated as a
second official language. (Mr. C received a formal English education
from kindergarten while living with his Cantonese-speaking family in
Hong Kong, and Ms. T spoke English before she spoke Tagalog even
though she was surrounded by Tagalog-speaking family members.)


All the participants had received professional training in ESL/EFL
contexts. Except for Ms. T, who had obtained a PhD in languages and
literature in the late 1980s, they were working toward PhDs in foreign
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and second language education during this study. Their ESL/EFL
teaching experiences ranged from 5 to 10 years, and all of them had
taught English in both ESL and EFL settings. The participants had been
hired to teach ESL at a major research university in the U.S. because of
their solid professional training, both linguistic and pedagogical, coupled
with their extensive ESL/EFL teaching experiences.


THE LABELING CONTROVERSY


Identifying an individual as an NS or an NNS of English is a difficult if
not impossible task. A fundamental question is, Who is doing the
labeling and for what purposes? Undoubtedly, at times being labeled an
NS is advantageous, and at other times being labeled an NNS is. In this
section I explore the attributes that cause individuals to be identified as
NSs or NNSs of English.


The seven participants defined the term nonnative-English-speaking
professional in TESOL in various ways. Ms. DK, Mr. K, and Ms. T found
it hard to accept the simplistic reduction of a complicated phenomenon
to the dichotomy NS-NNS, and thus they expressed concerns about
affiliating themselves with either category. Mr. C, Mr. D, Mr. F, and Ms. I,
however, seemed to have no difficulties in defining the term and felt
relatively comfortable associating themselves with a chosen category. The
diverse backgrounds and experiences of the participants, as expressed in
the interview data, reveal various dimensions of the label nonnative-
English-speaking professional in TESOL.


Precedence or Competence


Is it the order in which languages are learned (e.g., learning English
as a second, third, or foreign language) or competence in a language
that differentiates NSs from NNSs? Three participants expressed their
opinions as follows:2


1. NNSs refer to those who are professionally trained (through graduate
level language education courses and/or by research) but not raised in
families where English is used as the mother tongue, the major, if not
only, form of communication. Therefore I do consider someone like
myself a NNS professional. (Mr. C, E: January 7, 1997)


2 Each data sample is identified by the name of the participant, the type of data (E = e-mail
message, I = interview), and the date of collection.
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2. Typically I would say that a NNS is someone who learned the target
language as a second/third, etc., language, not as the initial language or
mother tongue. However, in terms of being a professional in TESOL, I
rarely consider myself to be a NNS; I have been speaking English for 20
years, since the age of 10, and so I consider myself to be a NS of English
and therefore a NS professional in TESOL. (Ms. DK, E: January 12, 1997)


3. A Non-Native Speaker Professional in TESOL is a person whose English
is not a mother tongue (or L1) and who teaches English. I am an
example of NNS professional in TESOL because my L1 is not English,
and I’ve been teaching English for 15 years! (Mr. F, E: January 14, 1997)


A theme echoed in the above definitions is that an NNS of English is
someone for whom English was not the L1. Even though Mr. C started
learning English in kindergarten, the major means of communication in
his family was Cantonese. Therefore, he considers himself an NNS.
Similarly, Mr. F’s L1 was not English even though he had taught English
for the past 15 years. Nevertheless, how the participants defined the term
does not necessarily reflect their affiliation with it. Ms. DK stated that an
NNS was someone who did not learn English as a mother tongue, but she
did not see herself as fitting into this category even though her mother
tongue is Danish and she did not start learning English until the age of
10. To her, the term nonnative-English-speaking professional in TESOL
is political and difficult to define:


4. I am not sure whether I agree with the above definition because it
categorizes speakers into neatly-defined NS and NNS categories. I think
of NS and NNS as more of a continuum, with a person who learned the
language as the L1 on one end, and a person who learned it as an adult,
and thus may not master the language as well as a child, on the other
end. However, that gets into issues of competence—do we define people
as NS or NNS depending on their competence in the language? I guess to
a certain extent we/I do. I would clearly identify myself as being close to
the NS on the continuum, but not exactly there because I also want to
identify my status as a NNS. (E: January 12, 1997)


Ms. DK raises the issue of competence. She criticizes the narrow-
mindedness of the dichotomy NS-NNS. Using as an example the over-
shadowing of her 10 years of Danish in Denmark by her 20 years of
English in the U.S., she challenges the order of the languages learned as
a determining factor of nonnative-English-speaking professionals. In-
stead, she raises the issue of competence in the target language as the
criterion for being an NS, a position advocated by Medgyes (1992).


Ms. DK’s idea of competence as a determining factor was confirmed
by Ms. I, who considered English her native language even though she
had spoken Italian exclusively until she was 6 years old. She considered
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herself a native-English-speaking professional because English became
her native language after she had started school in the U.S. and because
it was the language in which she was the most competent, even though
she could also speak Spanish and Italian.


According to Ms. I, even if an individual learns other languages before
learning English, it is ultimately competence in a language that deter-
mines native or nonnative status as a speaker of that language. However,
she also reveals that the nativeness of a language is related to its culture
and one’s identification with it.


Cultural Affiliation or Dual Identities


Ms. T had learned English first and relied heavily on English for both
oral and written communication yet did not consider herself an NS of
English. Instead, she saw herself as an NS of Tagalog, a language she had
picked up from childhood playmates. Hence, she challenged the notion
of language precedence. Likewise, the fact that Ms. T was more compe-
tent in English than in Spanish or Tagalog but did not consider herself
an NS of English challenges the concept that competence differentiates
NSs from NNSs.


For Ms. T, even being asked to classify herself as either a native- or a
nonnative-English-speaking professional was problematic. Although she
was born in the Philippines, where English is the official language, and
although she spoke English before she learned Tagalog, she was reluc-
tant to place herself into the category of nonnative-English-speaking
professional—not because she wanted to identify herself as an NS of
English but because the dichotomy of NS versus NNS constrained her
from finding a suitable term to define herself. Ms. T’s sense of being an
NS of a language was deeply connected with cultural affiliation and
identity. She viewed herself as an NS of Tagalog rather than English
because she considered Tagalog a reflection of her native culture. She
felt strongly that Tagalog was the language that made her an in-group
member, as she had learned it from the children in her neighborhood.
Cultural affiliation is an important dimension of how an NS of a certain
language is defined.


However, if, like Ms. T, speakers of a language are affiliated with and
thus consider themselves natives of one culture, can those individuals be
NSs of another language or natives of another culture? Is it possible for
someone to prefer to be identified as an NS on one occasion and as an
NNS on another? Why should one prefer to do so? The following
introspection by Ms. DK brings forth another dimension of the discus-
sion, namely, dual identities:
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5. I tread a fine line in terms of being an NS and an NNS because if
someone categorizes me as a NS, I might correct them and state that I am
actually an NNS. I guess if someone is questioning my abilities or
knowledge of the language, then I would undoubtedly call myself an NS
of the language. But if I want to show my achievement or show empathy
with my students or identify myself as a non-American, which I am, then
I might call myself an NNS. (I: March 3, 1997)


Although Ms. DK considered Danish her native language, she made a
distinction between speaking a native language and being an NS of a
language. To her, a native language was naturally acquired as the L1, but
an NS of a language is someone who binds the language with social
identity, cultural affiliation, language competence, and confidence.
Although having a particular native language is not a matter of choice,
being an NS of a language is. Ms. DK viewed herself as an NS of both
Danish and English and thus had a dual identity, which allowed her to
define herself differently on different occasions.


Mr. K arrived in the U.S. from Korea at the age of 9. He regarded
himself as raised bilingually and biculturally and as a Korean American
who is an NS of English. Therefore, he felt uncomfortable defining the
term nonnative-English-speaking professional, as such a definition is
always arbitrary. He admitted that he did not have a definition that he
himself was comfortable with.


6. In simplistic terms, I would say that the phrase referred to teachers of
English for whom English is not their L1, as judged personally or by
others. I consider myself a Korean-American who is an NS of English. I
consider myself bilingual (English & Korean) and bi-cultural (American
& Korean). So, although I learned English as an L2 from the age of nine,
I don’t consider myself a nonnative speaking professional in TESOL. (E:
May 26, 1997)


Although social identity can help individuals identify themselves as
NSs, sometimes it also complicates the NS-NNS distinction. As Ms. I
revealed,


7. As for my cultural identity. I would consider myself as American and
Italian primarily, but more recently because of my contact with the
international culture in the spoken English courses, I like to think of
myself as broadening my persona to include more international under-
standing. Sometimes I think about my name and what it reflects about
me. The name is both an Italian and Spanish name, so I could say that I
have become my name. What I mean by this is my studies in Spanish and,
of course, my familial culture is Italian. My name also has an English
pronunciation, and that explains my American cultural identity. I would
really like to be identified with these many dimensions because it is who
I am and who I am becoming. (I: May 24, 1997)
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Thus, people can have multiple social identities. These identities can
change with new experiences and new social interactions, according to
people’s needs and their readiness to accept how they are perceived by
others.


Environmental Matters


Although social identity and cultural affiliation are important psycho-
logical factors on the NS-NNS continuum, the environment in which an
individual is exposed to languages is a crucial social factor. Among the
seven participants, the three (Ms. DK, Ms. I, and Mr. K) who had learned
English in the U.S. at an early age seemed to have the most problems,
though different ones, in categorizing themselves as NSs or NNSs. All
three spoke English without any trace of a nonnative accent, and all
valued and acknowledged their native languages and cultures. However,
Ms. I identified herself as an NS of English, Mr. K identified himself as
Korean American and bilingual in Korean and English, and Ms. DK
identified herself as an NS of both English and Danish.


Ms. T and Mr. C had learned English in bilingual situations in the
Philippines and Hong Kong, respectively. Although Ms. T viewed herself
as a bilingual speaker of English and Tagalog, Mr. C viewed himself as an
NNS of English, as he continually used Cantonese with his family and in
his social surroundings. However, both Mr. D and Mr. F had learned
English in EFL settings, and both of them considered themselves NNSs
of English although they spoke nativelike English.


Language competence is central to the NS-NNS distinction. However,
competence is relative to that of the people with whom one interacts.
Mr.␣ C asked,


8. Do we not also consider the competence of the people whom the learner
interacts with? For instance, few would disagree when in a
one-parent-one-language setting, the child is considered bilingual (say,
Chinese and English) if both parents are NSs of the respective language.
But what if the parents themselves are non-natives? A non-native speaking
father may insist on speaking to his child in English for educational
reasons, or political reasons, maybe. (E: April 6, 1997)


Competence is difficult to define. Mr. C was considered by many to be
an NS, but he considered himself incompetent with regard to the
language used in a kitchen. Even though he had started learning English
in kindergarten, Mr. C was, after all, living in a Cantonese environment
outside his school. In contrast, Ms. I, who started first grade in the U.S.,
learned English in an English-speaking environment even though she
continued speaking Italian with her family. Her exposure to English was
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greater than her exposure to Italian. The same was true for Ms. DK with
regard to English and Danish and Mr. K with regard to English and
Korean. This environmental difference may thus have contributed to Ms.
I’s perception of herself as an NS of English and Mr. C’s perception of
himself as an NNS of English.


Accepting the Label as a Given


The fact that three participants (Mr. C, Mr. D, and Mr. F) did not seem
to have trouble defining either the term nonnative-English-speaking
professionals in TESOL or themselves is problematic. They appeared to
be comfortable perceiving themselves the way others did.


Mr. D, who started learning English in junior high school in an EFL
context, accepted the term nonnative-English-speaking professional in
TESOL as a given. To him, the term referred to instructors who make
their living by teaching English. What instructors and learners have in
common is that both have English as their second or foreign language.
Under his own definition of the terms, he considered himself a non-
native-English-speaking professional.


9. First, the language I was brought up in was other than English (namely
Dutch). Secondly, English is not spoken in my country but taught in
school as a foreign language. Third, I make my living by teaching
English, and, finally, throughout my career my students have been
individuals who, like myself, have studied English in school and (particu-
larly in the light of my current position) come from countries where
English is not one of the languages spoken in the communities they
come from. (I: May 15, 1997)


Mr. D had no difficulty classifying himself into the nonnative-English-
speaking professional category as he himself defined it. But such a
classification reinforces a stereotype of so-called nonnative-English-
speaking professionals like Mr. D and Mr. F, who learned English in an
EFL context.


Individuals who learn English as adults in a non-English-speaking
environment might better fit the category of nonnative English speakers.
But what about individuals who start learning English in an EFL context
and move into an ESL environment to develop their English? Will such
individuals be forever categorized as NNSs of English regardless of their
English proficiency? Is it fair to discriminate against individuals whose
pronunciation might be slightly different from that of NSs of English by
labeling them NNSs of English? What does being an NNS of English
entail politically? Is there a power differential between native- and
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nonnative-English-speaking professionals? Does the term NNS solely
apply to those professionals in ESL who learned English in EFL context?


RELEVANT PROFESSIONAL ISSUES


These questions raise several professional issues: the power relations
imposed by the label NNS of English, the impact of the label on the
hiring process, and the pedagogical implications of such a label in ESL/
EFL classrooms.


Power Relations


Who defines TESOL professionals as NNSs versus NSs, and why? What
is the rationale for developing such a dichotomy?


Ms. DK perceived the label as politically incorrect. She thought that
labeling a person as an NNS must have a purpose, political or otherwise.
She saw the dichotomy as a result of the U.S. and British linguistic
imperialism. Mr. C, even though he had begun to learn English in
kindergarten, was labeled an NNS of the language despite his nativelike
English competence. The reason is simple: Mr. C does not come from an
Inner Circle country (see Kachru, 1992b, 1996). The impact of linguistic
imperialism can also be seen in the case of Ms. T, who considered herself
an NNS of English even though she had learned English before her
native language, Tagalog. She came from a country where English is an
official L2, but her case is not standard for most Filipinos, who are
typically considered NNSs. Hence Ms. T preferred to be recognized as
bilingual because she grew up surrounded by two languages.


Ethnicity can also affect how one is judged. For instance, Ms. DK’s
students saw her as an NS of English because she is Caucasian, whereas
Mr. K, an Asian, was not viewed as an NS even though he had come to the
U.S. at an earlier age than Ms. DK had. This fact demonstrates the
invisible power relations in the labels NS and NNS. Furthermore, the
labels reinforce the idea that NSs are better at using and teaching the
language than NNSs are.


The experiences of the participants in this study demonstrate that a
child can grow up bilingually (e.g., Ms. T) or trilingually (e.g., Mr. F) and
have dual or multiple native languages, a term mentioned by Ms. DK. If
people can be NSs of many languages, then the NS-NNS dichotomy is
limited in scope and perhaps “politically incorrect” (Ms. T, E: November
11, 1997).
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The Impact of the Label on the Hiring Process


A delicate issue that emerged in the interview data is the problems the
NNS label may entail in the hiring process. Although the scope of the
problems varied, the participants in the study expressed their concern
about who is hired for ESL/EFL teaching jobs if an NS-NNS dichotomy
is maintained. In the ESL/EFL job market, being a nonnative-English-
speaking TESOL professional seems to be less desirable than being a
native-English-speaking TESOL professional. For instance, many ads
request that NSs only apply. A potential danger, according to Mr. K, is
that labeling teachers as NSs or NNSs may further the common percep-
tion that more proficient native speakers of a language necessarily make
better teachers of that language. Such a perception disadvantages
nonnative-speaking ESOL teachers, vis-à-vis native-English-speaking teach-
ers, in the job market.


Ms. DK was very proud of being an NNS, but she also wanted to be
recognized as an NS because of her superior command of English,
especially in employment situations. At such times she might have
needed to identify herself as an NS initially; after prospective employers
interviewed her, she could clarify her background if necessary. Ms. DK
chose not to reveal her NNS status to prospective employers in Japan
until after her interview. What Ms. DK’s case suggests is the significance
of NNS status in the initial screening of job applicants. Identifying
oneself (e.g., in a letter of application) or being identified (e.g., because
of a foreign name or a particular educational background) as an NNS of
English in the TESOL job market can be a distinct disadvantage.


Mr. D was struck by the fact that some countries in Asia and the Middle
East were specifically recruiting NSs of English as EFL professionals,
thereby effectively discouraging NNSs of English from applying. Mr. D
felt genuinely discriminated against, not by the recruiting of native-
English-speaking TESOL professionals, as he well understood such a
policy coming from an English-speaking nation. What Mr. D could not
understand was how educational officials in nations where English is
spoken as a foreign language could maintain a policy that effectively
rejected English language professionals originating from similar nations.


Because of the increasingly large pool of applicants for the limited
openings in the current TESOL job market, those classified as NNSs of
English are cautious when they submit their curriculum vitae to prospec-
tive employers. Many try to minimize their identity as NNSs (e.g., taking
an English name or Anglicizing their name) so they will not be
overlooked before their qualifications for the job are considered. As
Mr.␣ C noted, his English name could serve as a disguise in the initial
screening process. Another participant recalled how, in a job search, a
member of the committee raised the question of whether NNSs should
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be considered for an ESL teaching position. Although an increasing
number of NNSs are being hired as English language teachers in both
ESL and EFL contexts, the above examples indicate that NNSs are still
disadvantaged in the hiring process and that NSs are still assumed to be
the best teachers of the language.


Pedagogical Implications


How do the NS and NNS labels affect teaching and learning in the
language classroom? Does being an NS of English or an NNS of English
matter in language teaching? What impact does the label have on
language learners who are taught by these professionals?


There is some support in the literature for the effectiveness of NNSs as
TESOL professionals. D’Annunzio (1991), for example, attributes the
success of his program to the hiring of bilingual tutors “who shared the
students’ experiences” (p. 52). Phillipson (1992), in discussing the
advantages of teachers being NNSs, posits that they have gone through
“the laborious process of acquiring English as a second language and .␣ .␣ .
have insight into the linguistic and cultural needs of their learners” (p.
195). Auerbach (1993) argues that “it is not just the experience as a
language learner, but the experience of sharing the struggles as a
newcomer that is critical” (p. 26) and that ESL programs therefore
benefit greatly from hiring nonnative-English-speaking professionals.
Medgyes (1994) maintains that nonnative-English-speaking teachers
have an advantage in “providing a good model” (p. 51), “teaching
language learning strategies” (p. 55), “supplying information about the
English language” (p. 57), “anticipating and preventing language diffi-
culties” (p. 61), “showing empathy” (p. 63), and “benefiting from the
mother tongue” (p. 65).


The seven participants in this study did not necessarily agree that
being an NNS or revealing NNS status is beneficial; rather, it depends on
the teaching environment and the specific learners. For Ms. DK and
Ms.␣ I, whether they were NSs or NNSs was rarely an issue in class. Even
though they sometimes told their ESL students that they were NNSs of
English for the purpose of encouragement, they saw their NNS status as
more of a story than a crucial concern in teaching. This was because the
ESL students in their classes (as well as most Americans) perceived them
as NSs of English. To them, revealing or concealing their NNS status was
merely a matter of appropriateness and relevance.


However, students’ reactions were mixed when Ms. DK and Ms. I
revealed their language backgrounds. Ms. DK, for instance, was always
complimented by her students: “But your English is so good” (I: January
10, 1998). Mr. C, who is Asian, believed that his nativelike English
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“intimidated rather than encouraged” some of his ESL students (E: May
1997). These students believed that, because he had “made it to the top”
(E: May 1997), he would demand the same degree of excellence from
them. Had Mr. C not spoken so well, would his Asian students have
ironically felt closer to him?


Like Mr. C, Mr. K is Asian and speaks nativelike English, but his
students viewed him differently. Although Mr. C identified himself as an
NNS of English, Mr. K emphasized the fact that he was a Korean
American. Mr. K’s emphasis on his Korean background created a rapport
with his Asian students, and his emphasis on being an American helped
his students associate him with NSs of English.


If sharing the students’ culture can generate mixed reactions, how do
students react to ESL teachers from cultures totally different from those
of their students? Mr. D, from Surinam, and Mr. K, from the Democratic
Republic of the Congo, both experienced some classroom conflicts with
their ESL students, the majority of whom were Asian. However, neither
Mr. D nor Mr. F associated the conflicts with their being NNSs of English.
For instance, some students expressed concerns about Mr. F’s handling
of the class, which Mr. F attributed to poor preparation and exhaustion.
Mr. D also encountered conflicts with some of his Asian students and
attributed the misunderstanding to cross-cultural differences. Mr. F’s and
Mr. D’s cases indicate that being an NNS of English may not be the cause
of classroom problems. Rather, professional handling of a class is crucial,
and professional education may play a greater role in an ESOL teacher’s
success than NS or NNS status does. As one of Mr. D’s students said, it
really does not matter whether the teacher is an NS or an NNS of
English, as having either as a teacher carries advantages as well as
disadvantages. What matters is the teacher’s professionalism.


CONCLUSION


What difference does being an NNS or an NS of English make in
language learning and teaching? The examples noted above suggest that
the answer to this question is complex and involves the sequence in
which languages are learned, competence in English, cultural affiliation,
self-identification, social environment, and political labeling.


In her discussion of the definitions of literacy, McKay (1996) posits
that “the terms literate and illiterate are clearly the most highly charged
labels in terms of providing one with a social identity.” McKay continues,
“whereas use of these terms suggests that one is either literate or not,
such a view of literacy is a tremendous oversimplification” (p. 433).
McKay’s viewpoint confirms Crandall’s (1992) assertion that “the com-
plex notion of literacy cannot be captured by any one definition of skills,
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functions, or practices” (p. 88). In a similar vein, the dichotomy of NNS
versus NS is as complex as that of literacy versus illiteracy. The labels are
simplistic and reductionist.


Rather than reducing the rich complexity involved in being a speaker
of a language to an NS-NNS dichotomy and letting this dichotomy
override qualifications to teach ESL/EFL, we as TESOL professionals
should shift our focus to the importance of being a TESOL professional
and consider whether an individual has received adequate professional
training to teach ESOL. In addition, we should explore further the
complexities of the label nonnative-English-speaking TESOL profes-
sional, emphasizing professional matters. To do so, more case studies in
different language settings are needed. Such studies will be essential in
helping us understand the effect that the labels NS and NNS have on our
classroom teaching, on our self-perceptions as English teachers, and
ultimately on our students.
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THE FORUM
The TESOL Quarterly invites commentary on current trends or practices in the
TESOL profession. It also welcomes responses or rebuttals to any articles or remarks
published here in The Forum or elsewhere in the Quarterly.


Connecting With English in the Context of
Internationalisation*


ANNE PAKIR
National University of Singapore


Access to the emerging global language—widely perceived as a language
of opportunity—needs to be guaranteed. (Crystal, 1997, p. 220)


■ This commentary deals with the major concerns that have arisen with
the widespread use of English at the end of the 20th century. Most of the
world connects with English in the international arena. I use the
preposition with in a double sense—first in the usual one of an
instrumental link (by means of, through the medium) and, second, in
the less usual sense of in association, in the company of English. I first
describe how countries in Kachru’s (1986) Outer Circle and Expanding
Circle of English speakers have increasingly connected with English in
both these senses to establish an international presence. I then describe
some of the implications of such a pursuit for the English language
teaching (ELT) profession and suggest the links that exist between
teaching English internationally and preparing for the next millennium.


Four themes dominate this attempt: (a) the connected community
and the future of English, (b) the Outer Circle connecting community,
(c) English-knowing bilingualism, and (d) English-knowing bilingualism
and the TESOL profession.


* This commentary is a revised revision of an Alatis featured paper delivered at the 32nd
Annual TESOL Convention, Seattle, Washington, March 1998. It is dedicated to James E. Alatis,
whose lifetime of work with the Georgetown University Round Table of Languages and
Linguistics (1964–1995) represents an active commitment to the ideals of educational linguis-
tics, cross cultural communication, and global interdependence.
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THE CONNECTED COMMUNITY
AND THE FUTURE OF ENGLISH


The dominant themes of the first century of the next millennium are
almost certainly going to be internationalization, global interdepen-
dence, and interconnectivity. The slogan of the 32nd Annual TESOL
Convention in 1998 was “Connecting Our Global Community,” a timely
maxim that came about through earlier formulations of the global
interdependence theme that first became popular in the 1980s and the
early 1990s. A recent example is the Georgetown University Round Table
of Languages and Linguistics (GURT) 1994. James E. Alatis, in orga-
nizing GURT 1994, aptly built the Round Table on the theme of
educational linguistics, cross-cultural communication, and global
interdependence.


The theme of TESOL ’98 was coincidentally reflected in the March
1998 address given by Bill Gates in Singapore on the issue of the
connected community. Gates, founder of Microsoft Corporation, ad-
dressed business leaders, partners, and government officials, telling
them that the world could actually be as small as a miniature globe held
between the thumb and the index finger. Whatever the size of the world,
the question that really matters is, when Bill Gates goes around the world
promoting a World Wide Web–based lifestyle, offering better alternatives
to the world of paper and fleeting images, what language does he use to
share his vision? Another relevant question is, what language will his
addressees use to access his ideas?


Needless to say, it is English. And in the imminent linguistic future,
with rapid telecommunications, mass communications, and Internet
links, English will continue to feature prominently. The wheels were set
in motion midway through the present century, when the English
airplane took off circa World War II and flew across time and space,
throwing a net over the globe, connecting and internationalizing its
speakers. English is a global vehicle that refuels at every stop, creates
economic and other opportunities, and returns to its home bases, each
time upping the financial ante for English users. English has become a
global commodity that seems to have no sell-by date attached to it.
Inevitably, then, in the closing years of the 20th century, the future of
English and its role in globalization has attracted keen attention,
especially because it has become the main language on the Internet.


Obviously, the connections in and of a global community have largely
come about through the widespread use today of the World Wide Web, a
window for fast access to the universe. In A World’s Fair for the Global
Village, Malamud (1997) traces the exciting creation of the 1996 Internet
World Exposition (http://www.park.org/) and the way it connected the
global community. The virtual World’s Fair attracted 5 million visitors
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from 130 countries, who used English in cyberspace to go to pavilions,
attend events, and talk to people from all over the world. According to
Malamud’s account, the whole world, with the exception of a few
pockets, is connected in a global village. Larry Landweber’s Interna-
tional Connectivity Chart (Malamud, 1997, p. 218) has tracked the
growth of the Internet since its earliest days, giving a clear picture of the
interconnected world. Barring Africa, where the Internet has not taken
off yet, the whole world has achieved Internet connections or is net-
worked—mainly in English.


English has obviously achieved a universal presence and thus naturally
lends itself to study as an international phenomenon. Among the most
recent writers on world wide English, Graddol (1997), Crystal (1997),
and Kachru (1996) are representative.


Graddol (1997), in his practical briefing document for the British
Broadcasting Corporation (BBC), called The Future of English? (note the
punctuation), takes stock of the present position of English in the world
and asks whether its status will remain the same during the coming
decades of unprecedented social and economic global change. The
document is an ambitious attempt at forecasting the popularity of the
English language in the 21st century. Graddol estimates that the future
of English as a world lingua franca is assured, at the very least for 50 years
or so. Graddol’s conclusion is that “no single language will occupy the
monopolistic position in the 21st century that English has—almost—
achieved by the end of the twentieth century” and that “rival languages
are left far behind” (p. 58).


Crystal (1997) speaks about a critical era:


It is impossible to make confident predictions about the emergence of a
global language. There are no precedents for this kind of linguistic growth,
other than on a much smaller scale. And the speed with which a global
language scenario has arisen is truly remarkable. Within little more than a
generation, we have moved from a situation where a world language was a
theoretical possibility to one where it is a rapidly approaching reality.


No government has yet found it possible to plan confidently, in such
circumstances. Languages of identity need to be maintained. Access to the
emerging global language—widely perceived as a language of opportunity—
needs to be guaranteed. Both principles demand massive resources.


Fundamental decisions about priorities have to be made. Those making
the decisions need to bear in mind that we may well be approaching a critical
moment in human linguistic history. It is possible that a global language will
emerge only once. Certainly . . . after such a language comes to be established
it would take a revolution of world-shattering proportions to replace it. And
in due course, the last quarter of the twentieth century will be seen as a
critical time in the emergence of this global language. (pp. 22–23)
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Crystal believes that all the signs suggest that this global language will be
English, although in reality two thirds of the world’s population does not
yet use it, and it has a limited presence in many countries today. He cites
Sridath Ramphal, the cochair of the Commission on Global Governance,
who in 1996 proclaimed, “There is no retreat from English; no retreat
from an English-speaking world” (cited in Crystal, 1997, p. 20).


Kachru (1996), whose lifetime of work has concentrated on establish-
ing new paradigms for teaching English as an international language
(EIL), writes about issues that arise because of the global advance of
English. He believes that “the universalization of English and the power
of this language have come at a price; for some, the implications are
agonizing, while for others they are a matter of ecstasy” (p. 135). For
Kachru, “the success story of English, its alchemy, and the resultant
ecstasy, have unleashed a variety of issues related to identity, elitism, and
attitudes toward and perceptions of its users” (p. 150).


THE OUTER CIRCLE CONNECTING COMMUNITY


The scholarly research of these writers and scholars is of some
relevance to big and small countries that have had to grapple with the
increasing force of English. Kachru’s (1986) three concentric circles of
English classify the three types of English speakers in the world today
based on their relationship with the language. Graddol (1997) aptly
describes them as follows:


First language (L1) speakers are those for whom English is a first—and often
only—language. These native speakers live, for the most part, in countries in
which the dominant culture is based around English. These countries,
however, are experiencing increasing diversity as a result of immigration.
Second language (L2) speakers have English as a second or additional
language, placing English in a repertoire of languages where each is used in
different contexts. Speakers here might use a local form of English, but may
also be fluent in international varieties. The third group of English speakers
are [sic] the growing number of people learning English as a foreign
language (EFL). (p. 10)


Graddol (1997) estimates that there are 375 million Inner Circle English
speakers, 375 million Outer Circle speakers, and 750 million Expanding
Circle speakers (p. 10).


Singapore, along with other post–British colonial societies such as
Malaysia and Brunei, produces speakers of English in the Outer Circle.
One of the smallest countries, the island city-state-nation of Singapore
(measuring 226 square miles), where I come from, has a stable multilin-
gual population of 3 million, although 77% are of Chinese origin. The
three major races—Chinese, Malay, and Indian—live together in peace-
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ful coexistence. There are four official languages: English, Malay, Man-
darin, and Tamil. English is the working language of the country and the
connecting language for the population. Of the people, all of whom are
bilingual, one of every five uses English as a predominant household
language, and everyone recognizes its economic worth. English is used in
almost all the major domains and subdomains in Singapore, although it
is the native tongue of less than 20% of the population. Every young
child has a bilingual education that will make him or her biliterate in
English and in a mother tongue, which may be Chinese, Malay, Tamil,
and, for the northern Indians, Punjabi, Hindi, Gujerati, Urdu, or
Bengali.


Small countries like Singapore and Brunei have little choice but to use
English to plug into the international grid of business and finance.
Singapore’s 3 million people and Brunei’s one-quarter million people
enjoy a gross domestic product that is very high, and English can be
regarded as the cause and effect of their economic state of well-being.1


In sum, there are about 6.0 billion mouths to feed in the world, of
which 1.5 billion utilize English to a greater or lesser extent to buy their
daily bread, whether in a metaphorical or literal sense. These global
numbers prompt the questions, who will be using English in the next
millennium? Will many of these users be L2 Outer Circle users rather
than L1 Inner Circle speakers of English? Will they be speaking mostly to
each other or to L1 speakers? What are the implications for teachers of
ESL? Should they change their ways of teaching in preparation for the
next millennium?


Outer Circle countries like Singapore, Brunei, and Malaysia are
rapidly producing what I term English-knowing bilinguals. English-knowing
bilingualism has to be a focus for the world because in the 21st century,
more than ever, people will connect with English-knowing and
English-using bilinguals in the context of globalization. The focus on
English-knowing bilingualism inevitably leads to the question of whether
speakers in the Outer and Expanding Circles will undergo language
shifts and all that they entail. What are the implications of such a shift?
What will be the future for English and the ELT profession within the
new parameters or dimensions?


A related question is, What are the consequences of connecting with
English in the context of internationalization? The fact that most
countries have tried to internationalize their operations by systematically


1 Large countries like India and the Philippines have also adopted English as an important
language, but unlike the smaller countries, they have not done so as successfully, perhaps
because of the greater linguistic demands within the countries. Language policies that have to
arise from the accommodation of several ethnic groups’ interests may impede economic
advancement.
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plugging into the grid of commerce and industry dominated by English
has a number of implications. Three can immediately be observed. I will
touch briefly on the first and second and discuss the third in fuller detail.


The first implication is that global flows of people and of language will
multiply (see Graddol, 1997, on cultural flows). Barriers will dissolve as
economic and cultural currents sweep away any resistance, including
linguistic resistance, in their paths. Borders, especially those to which the
English language has reached, will become porous. The borderless
world, most evident in the dominant communication mode of the 21st
century, the Internet, in turn reflects the interdependency of a shifting
world. There are clear indications that world economies and cultures will
become increasingly interconnected and interdependent. A fruitful area
of study is the impact of economic globalization on patterns of commu-
nication. On the linguistic front, landscapes will also change, and as with
any change, there will be pacesetters and their followers. At the moment,
speakers of English in the Inner Circle set the pace in terms of research
paradigms on second language acquisition (SLA) and ELT. In time, the
pace may be set by different research groups and their agenda and by the
interdependency of users of English in the Outer Circle and in the other
circles of English.


Knowledge will also flow globally from one circle to the other and
back again. Graddol’s diagram (1997, p. 10) clearly suggests that the
center of gravity will shift toward L2 speakers at the start of the 21st
century. From the Expanding Circle, 750 million EFL speakers may shift
toward the Outer Circle of 375 million L2 speakers. And among those L2
speakers, some will shift to the Inner Circle of 375 million L1 speakers.
As a result, the largest number of English users will be found in the
Outer Circle.


The second implication is that English has become and will increas-
ingly be worldly (a term first used by Pennycook, 1994), in the sense that
“English can never be removed from the historical, social, cultural,
economic or political contexts in which it is used” (cover). English must
pay respect to other languages and cultures. English has no choice but to
become more worldly.


Indications are that ELT will have to be contextualized and recon-
textualized for new speakers, new environments, different pasts, and
different futures. The worldliness of English forces the ELT field to
rethink English teaching as embedded in and intertwined with the
day-to-day existences and everyday contexts of diverse peoples. Questions
of modernity, self, and identity in the connected community using
English will then have to be raised.


In a recent paper (Pakir, 1997), I spoke about English becoming a
glocal language —global yet rooted in the local contexts of its users.
English will acquire a new status as a global language supporting local
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users of English in the Outer and Expanding Circles and their specific
uses for the language.


The international community, representing transnational economic
interests, will also want to recognize the local aspects in their global
reach so that their multinational corporations survive as the fittest in the
world. Such recognition perhaps can be seen in a catchphrase that I
think will make sense to English-knowing bilinguals: going global with a
glocal destination.


The third implication is relevant to teachers of ESOL. What will be the
impact of English-knowing bilingualism on the ELT profession? How will
English language teachers from a dominant Western paradigm, teaching
ESL, perhaps within their Inner Circle locations (e.g., teaching immi-
grants within their host country), prepare themselves for the next
millennium? The answers to these questions will have to be found within
the TESOL membership.


How best can one prepare for the changing landscape of English or
the worldliness and the glocalization of English? There are no direct
answers to such questions, but L2 educators can begin to understand the
complexity of the task when they examine the notion of English-knowing
bilingualism.


ENGLISH-KNOWING BILINGUALISM


English-knowing bilinguals are found mainly in high concentrations
in metropolitan centers of the countries in the Outer Circle of English.
English-knowing bilinguals are also the main actors in the growth of
technologically driven hubs. Most English-knowing bilinguals have had a
level of education that allows them access to the tremendous opportuni-
ties of capitalism, democratization, modernization, and globalization.
Global media, electronic landscapes, and contemporary cultural experi-
ences are commonplace in their everyday life. However, many other
people currently aspire to learn English and possess it as an important
other language. The scenario for the 21st century is that English-knowing
bilingualism will soon be a norm throughout the world. But the
phenomenon of English-knowing bilingualism is not yet clearly under-
stood. The study of this new phenomenon is important because never
before has there been the promise of such a colossal number of new
speakers of English.


The research agenda for ELT should reflect such questions as the
following: Where is ELT today, and where is it headed? Who will L2
educators be teaching? Where and how will they be teaching? And, as
Pennycook (1994) asks in his book of the same title, what are the cultural
politics of English as an international language? The theme of TESOL
’93 was “Designing Our World.” The questions then, raised by Widdowson
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(cited in Pennycook, 1994, p. 70), were: Whose world is being designed?
Who is doing the designing? For whom? And how? Increasingly, English
teachers should pay attention to the linguistic and sociolinguistic pro-
files of countries and their citizens who desire to learn English. Increas-
ingly, English teachers should reexamine their priorities and paradigms.
The linguistic outcomes could lead to linguistic power or linguistic
complacency.


Among the sociolinguistic outcomes L2 educators try to examine are
the interfaces of language and society: languages in discourse, language
and identity, and speech strategies. All too often, ESL teachers have
concentrated on what they consider the important pillars of language
competence: grammatical, strategic, and communicative. For example,
in teaching pronunciation, teachers have often aspired to improve on
undesirable accents of English. The term accent reduction comes from a
particular paradigm in which ESL teachers feel responsible for changing
the speech habits of learners of English. Why not consider another term
that could possibly come from the perspective of those who teach and do
research in the ESL world: accent addition? English-knowing bilinguals are
often capable of demonstrating convergence in their speech acts by
approximating the accent of monolingual English speakers while being
deeply aware of and proud of their own distinguishable accents. Will
teachers in BANA (Holliday, 1994), representing the group of British,
Australian, and North American ESL teachers, consider sufficiently that
“my accent represents who I am; meddle with my pronunciation and you
meddle with my identity”? But as an English-knowing bilingual, I have to
be responsible for intelligibility when connecting with people in English.
The problem of balancing identity with intelligibility has to be reexam-
ined from the fresh perspective of English-knowing bilinguals as they
emerge as the new actors on the world stage. It is perhaps time to rethink
the identity and intelligibility issue because the English that English-
knowing bilinguals will use will be inextricably intertwined with who
their interlocutors will be.


Thus far, I have taken the concepts of global, world, and international-
isation as unproblematic. Certainly, if one thinks naively of the term
national as being represented by ideas of home, flag, borders, and
boundaries, then the term international is represented by ideas of hotel
lobbies, United Nations flags, and world news conveyed by the Cable
News Network or the BBC (see Pennycook, 1994). But the concepts can
be problematic because the world does not know what they involve or
how the involvement takes place. What is important is that connections
with English carry connotations of class, gender, age, and educational
status. Connecting with English carries with it ideas of international
academic relations and international English on the Internet. Graddol’s
(1997, p. 51) survey of Internet servers demonstrates that English is the
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main connector: 84% of Internet servers are estimated to use English,
with German as a distant second (at 4.5%; see Table 1).


In 1997, 90% of Internet hosts were based in English-speaking
countries, and not surprisingly, users who normally work in other
languages find that they have to communicate in English with the
cyberspace community at large. As mentioned earlier, Internet Exhibi-
tion 1996 (Malamud, 1997) was dominated by English users visiting
pavilions, places, and people, all in English. This fact raises the questions
of international gateways, international gatekeeping, international capi-
talism, international prestige, and international discourse (EIL, ESL,
EFL). Is English serving as a means of connection only among people
belonging to a special stratum of society? Are social stratification patterns
reproduced on the global scene in a somewhat disconcerting replay
of national patterns? Who will be the movers in the multimedia
supercorridor?


ENGLISH-KNOWING BILINGUALISM
AND THE TESOL PROFESSION


What are the implications of English-knowing bilingualism and the
rise of English as a glocal language for the TESOL profession? The
consideration of English as a global commodity, a global resource, and a
glocal language raises concerns about cultural assumptions and practice.
The fact that English has become glocal is reflected in the increased
vocabulary of the language (now around 8 billion words, according to
the English Company, Graddol, 1997, p. 51), which carries local contexts
and flavors. But the lexicon is easy to measure. Much harder to measure
would be the increase in communicative competencies, the creation of


TABLE 1
Languages Used by Internet Servers, 1997


Servers (estimated)


Language No. %


1. English 332,778 84.3
2. German 17,971 4.5
3. Japanese 12,348 3.1
4. French 7,213 1.8
5. Spanish 4,646 1.2
6. Swedish 4,279 1.1
7. Italian 3,790 1.0
8. Portuguese 2,567 0.7
9. Dutch 2,445 0.6


10. Norwegian 2,323 0.6


Note. From Graddol (1997), p. 51.
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new grammatical structures, and the addition of new and different
speech patterns.


Perhaps the established tradition of communicative teaching must
now include a context of study because English is fast becoming a glocal
language. Perhaps professional practice, based thus far on Anglo-Saxon
assumptions, may not be the best way of sharing English as a glocal
language. That is, the theory and the applications of the theory that
emanate from Inner Circle speakers of English may not be the best basis
for teaching the speakers of English in the Outer Circle and the
Expanding Circle in the coming millennium. Whether or not to learn
English often will not be a choice for the coming generations of
English-knowing bilinguals; the demand for access to English, brought
about by the interconnectivity of the world today, will produce English-
knowing bilinguals.


CONCLUSION


The construction of a global community through English is an
overwhelming concern. This commentary has attempted to examine
English in the context of internationalization. I hope to have imparted
the idea that English is no longer a form of development aid or even just
a global commodity with one buyer and many sellers. It is now a rich and
important global resource that many buyers and sellers want trade in,
and it is rapidly becoming a glocal language because of vast numbers of
English-knowing bilinguals.


I close by reiterating that the future of English is assured for at least 50
years (Graddol, 1997). After that, if one accepts the forecasting model
that Graddol uses, English will remain influential, although the big
regional languages (Arabic, Chinese, French, German, Hindi, Malay, and
Spanish) will have some impact on global interconnectivity.


But within the 50 years of assured ascendancy for English, the
research and teaching paradigms for SLA, ELT, and TESOL have to
change in the face of the language shift that will be taking place within
the circles of English. In the near future, L2 speakers of English will
greatly outnumber L1 speakers of English. The new ELT scene has to
recognize shifting identities and the multiplicity of flows that have come
about with the Internet revolution and the interconnectivity of the
globe.


This era is a critical one for English, according to Crystal (1997), as
“there is still some way to go before a genuinely global lingua franca
becomes a reality . . . and there are many linguistic battles still to be
fought” (p. 23). He sounds a warning bell about letting a golden
opportunity slip by:
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Governments who wish to play their part in influencing the world’s linguistic
future should therefore ponder carefully, as they make political decisions and
allocate resources for language planning. Now, more than at any time in
linguistic history, they need to adopt long-term views, and to plan ahead. If
they miss this linguistic boat, there may be no other. (p. 23)


To prepare themselves for a world in which English occupies a firm
position as a global language, individuals and organizations involved in
the ELT profession must help the connected community international-
ize with English—that is, through English and as equal partners in the
company of English. In conclusion, English must not fail the test. Nor
should teachers of English, whether from the Inner Circle, the Outer
Circle, or the Expanding Circle, because internationalization is no
longer optional but inescapable.
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■ As the 21st century approaches, L2 educators are facing a world where
a number of factors have catapulted English into becoming the world’s
most taught, learned, and used second or foreign language. Conse-
quently, there is an increasing demand for English and, therefore, a
greater need for well-educated teachers of ESOL. A mass e-mail (April
17, 1998) from the TEFL Professional Network declares that it offers “a
minimum of 500 posts per issue” in its weekly subscription service, ELT
Job Source, and one has only to look at the Employment Clearinghouse at
TESOL conventions to convince oneself of the many opportunities
available for professional ESL/EFL teachers around the world. In short,
the job opportunities for native English speakers interested in teaching
English in foreign countries—which is where most of the English
language learning is occurring in today’s world—seem to be better than
ever.


One could argue that in the current global context of English
language teaching (ELT), the U.S. has certain leadership responsibilities
for training teachers of ESL/EFL. The U.S. is, after all, the largest
English-speaking country in the world and is looked upon by much of
the world as a model in political, economic, educational, and social
qualities of life. With nearly 200 institutions offering graduate programs
for prospective ESL/EFL teachers (Garshick, 1998), the U.S. produces


* The authors, who put in equal amounts of time and effort on this commentary, are listed
in alphabetical order.







THE FORUM 115


many qualified ESL/EFL personnel. Many graduates of these programs
look forward to teaching abroad, and most of them have no reason to
doubt that their MATESOL is adequate preparation for facing teaching
situations anywhere in the world. Given these circumstances, we think it
is appropriate to examine if and how well the MATESOL programs in
U.S. universities are meeting the challenge of preparing their students,
both U.S. and non-U.S., for teaching English abroad.


To evaluate the MATESOL programs from this perspective, we con-
sider first the English teaching situation abroad. Then we look at the
descriptions of English teaching positions abroad that appeared in the
TESOL Placement Bulletin (Bulletin), the Chronicle of Higher Education
(Chronicle), and the Sunday edition of the New York Times (Times) over a
1-year period (January–December 1996) in order to examine the qualifi-
cations and duties expected by employers abroad. Next, we look into the
Directory of Professional Preparation Programs in TESOL in the United States
and Canada, 1999-2001 (Garshick, 1998) (Directory) to examine the
MATESOL programs offered by U.S. universities as well as the kinds of
courses they offer as listed in the Directory. Finally, we try to assess how
well these programs are preparing teachers to teach abroad, how much
the preparation corresponds to the advertised position descriptions, and
how much the programs are and should be informed by the realities of
English teaching abroad.


Our choice of the above sources to collect the information about job
descriptions abroad is based on our own considerable experience in the
monitoring of ESL/EFL positions in the world and on informal feedback
on preferences from several of our colleagues and former students who
have gone through the experience of searching for a job abroad. Sources
that did not reveal any significant overseas job announcements (like the
MLA Job Information List) were discounted. The Directory, an official
publication of TESOL, is the only recognized document we know of that
provides a comprehensive listing of MATESOL programs in the U.S.
Although it may not provide comprehensive accounts of the contents of
the programs or course descriptions, the information in the Directory is,
indeed, significantly informative.


THE ENGLISH TEACHING SITUATION ABROAD


From remote rural India to populous China to the Arctic freeze of
Lapland, the English language learning population has been on the rise
in recent years. However, the actual teaching of English, whether in
private sector language schools or in public institutions, is often carried
out in situations that can only be described as “teaching English in
difficult circumstances” (Sheorey et al., 1994). At a recent TESOL
colloquium (Sheorey et al., 1997), the panelists, whose collective teaching
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experience covered more than a dozen countries around the world,
discussed a number of the issues involved in the teaching of English
abroad (with enthusiastic participation from the audience, many of
whom had also taught abroad). Among the issues discussed were large
classes (ranging from 50 to 150), lack of teaching aids, un(der)trained
local teachers with low English proficiency, lack of appropriate textbooks
and teaching resources, unfamiliar educational bureaucracies, anti-
quated examination systems, and lack of congruence between the
educational ideologies and practices of the visitors and hosts. The
general consensus was that teaching English abroad is a challenging task
that requires a prospective English teacher to carefully take into account
a variety of factors, including the educational culture of the target
country, the status and role of English in the curriculum and the society,
the language(s) of the students and their attitude toward English, and
the availability (rather, the lack thereof) of instructional resources. The
audience resoundingly agreed with the panelists that the situations
abroad could be shockingly different and much more demanding than
what are perceived as ESL or EFL situations in many training programs
in the U.S.


Another interesting point on which the members of the panel and the
audience concurred was that the exploding demand to learn English in
the developing countries had led to unscrupulous private enterprise
exploiting the gullible. To run and operate a financially successful
English language school or English training program in a number of
countries (even when they are run by local business people who have
little or no knowledge of EFL), the only qualification often expected and
required is that the front-line personnel be natives of one of the
traditional English-speaking countries (see Kaplan, 1997). (For the
sociopolitical motivations for the native speaker preference, see Maley,
1991; Nayar, 1994, 1997; Phillipson, 1992; Prator, 1968.) This becomes
exploitative in both directions, in that the host nationals often pay to be
taught by native speakers with enthusiasm and good intentions but little
training or even linguistic expertise in English, while the teachers, being
aware of their inadequacy, are in no position to protest against having to
work long hours with inadequate remuneration.


ADVERTISED POSITIONS FOR TEACHING ABROAD


As mentioned above, we examined all the advertisements for English
teaching positions that, in our opinion, were specifically intended to
recruit ESL/EFL teachers for teaching abroad in the Bulletin, the Sunday
edition of the Times, and the Chronicle, covering the 1996 calendar year.
A total of 237 ads were examined (Bulletin, 130; Times, 70; Chronicle, 37);
ads for the same positions repeated in subsequent issues were counted
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only once. Of these, only 26 ads (under 11%) specifically asked for a PhD
in TESOL or a related field, leaving 211 for which MATESOL graduates
would have qualified (although for a few only a bachelor’s degree was
required). In the ads, we found a great deal of variation in the titles for
the positions, in the minimum qualifications required, and in the duties
expected with regard to teaching abroad. The titles of the positions
advertised ranged from basic ones like English (or English language)
instructor, ESL (or EFL) instructor, English tutor, or simply English
teacher to more academic ones like lecturer, assistant professor, and
professor. However, these titles had very little systematic or consistent
correspondence with the job description or with the duties and respon-
sibilities expected. Although it is true that different positions entail
different levels of academic qualifications, we did not find any minimum
qualification that was used as a standard common denominator, even for
positions of a similar nature. Being native or nativelike—whatever these
vague terms mean—was the main and perhaps the only common
requirement (see also Kaplan, 1997). The qualifications required for the
positions advertised ranged widely from being a native speaker with a BA
or BS (any major); to having an MATESOL; to having a PhD in English,
ESL, linguistics, applied linguistics, or a related field. Some employers
asked for a TESL/TEFL certificate in addition to or, in some cases, in
lieu of a college degree.


The job responsibilities in the ads were considerably varied and
included duties such as teaching, advising, counseling, tutoring, develop-
ing curricula, working in a language lab, directing writing programs,
training teachers, directing research, preparing materials, and even
providing general academic leadership. One position, for instance,
asked for an ESL instructor/trainer/ writer/editor/proofreader (Bulle-
tin, March 1996, p. 5). A majority of the positions, however, appeared
straightforward and clear, and nothing, prima facie, would trigger in the
mind of an applicant any reason to doubt the efficacy of MATESOL
programs as adequate training for teaching English abroad. But we, who
have both taught in other countries and studied and trained teachers in
the U.S., are skeptical (see Nayar, 1989). Audience feedback at the
colloquium mentioned above (Sheorey et al., 1996) resoundingly con-
firmed that in many instances, irrespective of the job title, the actual
expectations of employees abroad often involve all-round ESL/EFL
expertise from a know-all to a specialist to a troubleshooter. In the event,
the ESL/EFL teacher may be called upon to teach any or all of the
following: listening, speaking, reading, writing, composition, English or
U.S. literature, syntax, general linguistics, descriptive linguistics, English
linguistics, English grammar, morphology, semantics, and pragmatics.
ESL/EFL teachers are also expected to develop curricula, prepare
placement and achievement tests, supervise other foreign teachers, and
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translate materials (if they know the language of the host country), and
they may even be asked to make time to tutor the children and relatives
of politicians or other influential people.


TESOL’S GUIDELINES
TESOL (1997) as an organization expresses the consensus of its


members that “teaching English requires skills beyond just knowing the
language” and that one must be trained in “methodologies for language
teaching and [have] a foundation of knowledge based on an interdisci-
plinary study” (p. 3). In other words, applicants are expected to have
specific training in TESOL. These requirements were, predictably, borne
out by our examination of the advertisements in the Bulletin: A majority
(93%) of the ads there required job applicants to have at least a BA/BS
in TESL/TEFL or a related area, and many of the ads asked for relevant
teaching experience. In the Chronicle, however, a third of the ads did not
specify any minimum qualifications, whereas in the Times only about 10%
of the ads asked for any specific or relevant ESL/EFL qualifications. This
means that 35% of the advertised positions were vague if not indifferent
about the need for ESL/EFL qualifications.


To find out if TESOL has any recommendations on the preparation of
teachers specifically for teaching abroad, we turned to the guidelines for
professional preparation programs in the TESOL Directory. The latest
edition of the Directory (Garshick, 1998) contains no guidelines, but an
earlier edition (Garshick, 1995) states that “regardless of variation [in
the goals and objectives of such programs], each [education] program
should have courses that present basic theory and practice covering L2
and teaching paradigms, such as those guidelines TESOL and other
professional organizations have established” (p. 282). In a footnote to
this statement, the reader is asked to refer to TESOL’s guidelines for the
certification and preparation of ESL teachers who expect to teach in the
U.S. (pp. 284–288). The guidelines are comprehensive and provide for a
well-rounded teacher education program in TESOL. However, those
guidelines, as the title suggests, do not apply to programs that would
prepare one to teach abroad. In fact, missing from the guidelines—and
from the Directory in general—is any specific or direct reference to the
preparation of ESL/EFL teachers for teaching English abroad, which is
where the bulk of students as well as teachers of English are—certainly
far more than within the U.S. and other English-speaking countries
combined.


MATESOL TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAMS IN THE U.S.
Even a cursory glance at the Directory (Garshick, 1998) would show


that U.S. colleges and universities offer myriad programs under the
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umbrella term ESL. The Directory lists 350 different programs in the U.S.,
including 194 institutions that offer master’s degrees (see Table 1). Even
so, the task of the prospective English teacher wanting to be prepared for
teaching abroad is by no means easy.


Our analysis of the degree programs in the Directory confirms that
there is, indeed, a great deal of variation among them. MATESOL
programs tend to be multidisciplinary and are typically offered through
English, education, or linguistics departments. The degrees conferred by
these programs also vary considerably. By our count, the Directory lists 120
different master’s degree titles (including ones that are only slightly
different from one another, such as MA in TESOL and MA in TESL).
Some titles are clear enough for prospective ESL teachers to know what
they are getting into, such as MA in TESOL, MAT in ESL, MA in
education (TESOL concentration), MA in English with a TESL option,
MA in TESL, and so on; some have a TESOL bias or orientation, such as
MA in applied linguistics, MA in English language and linguistics with a
concentration in TESL, MA in English (applied English linguistics),
interdisciplinary MA in TESOL, or MA in second or foreign language
education with a concentration in TESOL; and others are only tangen-
tially concerned with TESOL (at least judging from their titles), such as
MSEd in intercultural education, MA in interdisciplinary studies or
foreign languages, MA in linguistics with an emphasis in L2, MA in
English with a concentration in linguistics, or MA in foreign language
education.


Graduate students hoping to teach English abroad can easily be
overwhelmed, confounded, and misled by the sheer profusion of pro-
grams and by their diversity in content and constituent structure, more
so because few programs are exclusively in TESL/TEFL. Many will, as
Brown (1984) recommends, decide on a program “that has a substantial
number of faculty members who are strongly allied to the TESL/TEFL
field,” although “in actuality many of those faculty members can be in
fields only distantly connected to ESL” (p. 5). There are at least two


TABLE 1
Teacher Preparation Programs in TESOL Offered by U.S. Institutions


Type of program No.


Doctoral 29
Master’s 194
Graduate certificate 46
Undergraduate 81


Total 350a


Note. Data, from Garshick (1998), are for 194 institutions. aIncludes 107 programs leading to a
state teaching credential in TESOL.
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presuppositions behind Brown’s reasoning that we believe are crucial for
our focus here: (a) that MATESOL programs in the U.S. can often be
something of an academic smorgasbord of units, some of which are
irrelevant or only peripherally relevant to TESOL, and (b) that the
TESOL focus of the degree program is controlled not by the structure or
objective of the program but by the specific and sometimes incidental
interests of the faculty. Additionally, the list of such varied course
offerings reflects some realities of academia: that courses offered in a
program need to be sensitive to the overall priorities of the offering
department and its faculty in general; that ESL/EFL programs and
modules therein are often low-prestige affiliates of more prestigious
subject areas of the offering department (English, education, or linguis-
tics); or that many of the courses have to contribute concurrently to
many programs like TESL/TEFL, bilingual education, K–12 certification
requirements, and adult education teacher training, not to mention
linguistics, rhetoric, and composition. Consequently, choosing an appro-
priate program with the right courses that will adequately train the
prospective applicant to teach ESL/EFL abroad remains a daunting task.


COURSES IN MATESOL PROGRAMS


The muddle caused by the profusion of titles of degrees offered is
further aggravated by the staggering diversity in the course units offered
by different MATESOL programs. The Directory includes well over 800
different course titles, from Acoustic Phonetics to Writing Theories in
ESL. Although many of the course titles do indicate course content
clearly related to TESL (even if not specifically geared toward teaching
abroad), a majority of the courses, in our opinion, seem to have little to
do with teaching English to nonnative speakers, let alone preparing
graduate students to teach abroad. At the risk of being theoretically or
epistemologically provocative about what constitutes essential require-
ments for ESOL teacher training, we want to evaluate the state of affairs
from the perspective of our combined experiential, academic, and
pedagogic expertise and wisdom. A number of U.S. universities (of the
194 in the Directory) do offer what we call core TESL courses, as Table 2
indicates. However, a large number of courses listed in the Directory have
at best only a remote relevance to TESL/TEFL and, therefore, reveal the
extent of padding in the programs.


To illustrate our point, here are some examples of courses that, at least
when judged by their titles, appear to deal with subject matter only
marginally relevant to TESOL: Adult Psychology/Learning, Advanced
Educational Psychology, Analyses of Uncommonly Taught Languages,
Creole Linguistics, Ethnicity and Education, Language and Gender,
Literary Criticism, and Women as Transformational Leaders. Committed
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instructors of any of these courses or of contents therein may argue and
validate the relevance of the topics or course units; what we are
suggesting, however, is simply that such arguments or advocacy may
reflect an inadequate awareness of the priorities of TESL/TEFL abroad,
particularly in Asian countries, where most of the advertised jobs we
examined were.


We contend that such courses are of doubtful relevance as part of an
education program for TEFL abroad and hence are of the lowest of
priorities in the situations we are focusing on. We suspect, however, that
many of these courses are taken in good faith by graduate students in
MATESOL programs because of the constraints on course choice,
because of the exigencies of course availability, and because of idiosyn-
cratic academic guidance.


SHORTCOMINGS OF THE MATESOL PROGRAMS


An examination of individual programs does convey the impression
that, broadly speaking, their objective is to help graduate students
enrolled in them acquire a considerable amount of information and
knowledge in linguistics, English, pedagogy, and the theory and practice
of learning another language. International students also gain in that by
enrolling in these programs they obtain valuable language enrichment
through living and studying in the natural environment of the target
language. Nonetheless, in terms of the efficiency and productivity of the
programs for equipping graduate students to teach English abroad, we
feel there is considerable room for improvement in the content, consti-
tution, orientation, and general imaging of these programs. We list
below some features of the content structure of many of the programs


TABLE 2
Number of Universities Offering Core TESOL Courses


Course topica No. of universities offering the course


TESL methodology 118
Linguistics 120
Practicum/supervised teaching 102
Materials developmentb 90
Second language acquisition 96
Testing 91
Language and culture 70
Error analysis/contrastive analysis 13


Note. Data, from Garshick (1998), are for 194 institutions.
aActual course titles differ from institution to institution. bDoes not include methods courses
that include materials as part of the title.
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that we think require revision and modification from the point of view of
teaching English abroad:
1. an overinfusion of elements from linguistic theory (e.g., syntactic


theory, various schools of theoretical phonology, historiography of
linguistics), which are only remotely relevant to language pedagogy;


2. an overemphasis on theoretical aspects of second language acquisi-
tion instead of the more practical applied linguistic components,
such as cross-linguistic studies, discourse analysis, pedagogic gram-
mar, sociolinguistic aspects like multilingualism, and new Englishes;


3. a somewhat insular and narrow perception of ESL and TESL (as
generally what is learned by foreigners in English-speaking coun-
tries);


4. a fragmented perception of methodology as a collection or battery of
various discrete methods (some of which, like Total Physical Re-
sponse, are even commercialized and marketed) and an improper
evaluation of their validity, applicability, and market share in the
world (How many situations in the world can afford or provide
comfortable chairs and baroque music as advocated by suggestopedia?
How far is counseling part of the psychosocial role of the teacher?);
and


5. an inadequate profile of the glossography (see Nayar, 1997) of
English in the world (i.e., a composite picture of the status and
entrenchment of English in world communities together with its
perceived role in their ethnonational identities).


Based on our analysis of MATESOL program descriptions and course
titles in the Directory, we cannot identify any program that is quintessentially
geared toward preparing ESL/EFL teachers for teaching abroad. In
other words, although most programs may contain in varying measures
courses that address aspects of teaching English abroad, no one program
appears to contain all the units comprehensively packaged together and
catering specifically to the needs of those desirous of teaching abroad.
TESOL as an organization is surprisingly silent on this important issue.
Although TESOL has provided detailed guidelines for teacher prepara-
tion programs in the U.S. to serve limited English proficient students in
K–12 classes, it has not suggested any specifics for those planning to
teach English abroad in different circumstances. Obviously, either the
field of teaching English abroad is not accorded the distinct status it
deserves, or there is a naive belief that the knowledge and skills acquired
for TESL at home are easily transferable to situations abroad.
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A SUGGESTED PREPARATORY PROGRAM
TO TEACH ENGLISH ABROAD


In the absence of a set of specific guidelines for preparation to teach
English abroad, we suggest the following as minimally essential compo-
nents in a program that trains students to teach English in foreign
countries. These suggestions are based on our own experience in TESL/
TEFL abroad and on an extensive, though unstructured, collection of
consensual views from a number of our colleagues who have taught
abroad.
1. a general unit of courses in descriptive linguistics and English


linguistics that would develop an awareness of the nature, structure,
and functions of language in general and modern English in
particular—including a course in pedagogic and functional grammar;


2. units that introduce the theoretical and practical aspects of learning
an L2, including cross-linguistic aspects of language behavior;


3. units that deal with individual and societal aspects of bi- and
multilingualism, particularly where English is involved;


4. units that enhance the teachers’ geographical and anthropological
literacy and respect for other countries and communities, their
cultures, their educational systems, and their conditions and ethics
of work, including those that provide the sociocultural flexibility to
cope with unfamiliar living and working conditions;


5. units in areas ancillary but essential to classroom teaching, like
curriculum and materials development, testing and evaluation, En-
glish for special purposes, ESL administration, management of
resource and learning support, and use of information technology;
and


6. units that directly address the principles and practice of L2 peda-
gogy. What is required here is not just instruction in the various,
ritualized, name-brand set of methods; rather, what novice teachers
need is the ability to assess the propriety, feasibility, applicability, and
practicality of any one or all of the methods against a certain set of
political, sociocultural, and pedagogic situations that they are going
to be working in.


Our contention is not that these need be the only areas novice
teachers wanting to teach abroad have to cover but that these areas must
be considered essential. Institutions should perhaps also consider offer-
ing a course that deals specifically with TEFL in a non-English-speaking
environment. Such a course would make the students aware of, as
England (1988) points out, “the nature of English language as it is used
‘over there’—who are its users, what are the uses to which the language
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is put and what social relations demand the use of English language” and
“of how the topics of the courses we teach here are defined and
conceptualized in [other] countries” (p. 2). Similar sentiments are
echoed by McKay (1992): “English teaching is an activity infused with
social and political significance,” and “expatriate language teachers need
to become aware of the manner in which English operates in the country
in which they are working or about to take up a post” (p. ix). A TEFL
program that focuses on teaching English abroad will give students an
opportunity to explore why students in a particular country want to learn
English; what the policy of the government of the country regarding
English is; what constraints on the teacher’s innovativeness might exist;
and what social, cultural, and academic adjustments the prospective
teachers will have to make to fit into the existing setup. Some literature
specifically on the teaching of English abroad has been emerging in
recent years (notably, e.g., Camenson, 1995; Griffith, 1991; McKay, 1992;
TESOL, 1990). Nonetheless, such literature is a supplement to and not a
substitute for systematic education in TESL/TEFL. As Griffith (1991)
points out, “Training in teaching English as a foreign language is not
absolutely essential for successful job hunting; but it makes the task easier by
an order of magnitude [italics added]” (p. 20).


We return here to our original point of the nature and extent of
international participatory responsibility of the U.S. in the teaching and
use of the English language in the world. Considering that not only the
language but also the pragmatics and interactional conventions of global
communication are modeled after native English speech, every native-
speaking English teacher abroad is not just a linguistic and cultural
ambassador but also a mediator and facilitator of international commu-
nication. It is intellectually and pedagogically naive to believe that
teaching English abroad is no more than an extension of ESL at home
just as it is socioculturally and perhaps even politically irresponsible to
think that native speakers can go abroad and teach their own language
without special training. It is time MATESOL programs in the U.S.
addressed this issue seriously.
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Comments on Kelleen Toohey’s
“‘Breaking Them Up, Taking Them Away’:
ESL Students in Grade 1”


The Use of the Community-of-Practice Perspective in
Language Minority Research


YASUKO KANNO
Keio University


■ Recently Kelleen Toohey wrote an insightful article on the socializa-
tion process of Grade 1 ESL students in a Canadian public school (Vol.
32, No. 1, Spring 1998). It was a sequel to her earlier article on the same
children published in 1996. Centrally featured in both articles are Lave
and Wenger’s (1991) notions of community of practice and legitimate
peripheral participation (LPP). Lave and Wenger conceptualize learning
as part of increasing participation in a community of practice; newcom-
ers initially participate in a community to a limited extent, but as they
become more knowledgeable and skilled in the local practices, their
participation becomes correspondingly more complex and involved. As
someone who is interested in both language minority students’ experi-
ences and sociocultural theories of learning, I found it interesting to
observe how Toohey’s understanding of the community-of-practice per-
spective seems to have evolved over time. In her 1996 article Toohey
adopts the community-of-practice perspective more or less wholesale. By
the 1998 article, however, she has come to recognize a discrepancy
between the centripetal involvement of the newcomer suggested by the
notion of LPP and the experiences of the ESL students she observed:


Conceptualizing L2 learning as a process of moving from being an outsider to
being an insider (marked either centrally or coincidentally by growing
individual proficiency in the L2) was much too simple a way to describe at
least these children’s experiences in the classroom. (p. 63)


I agree with Toohey’s latest position and would like to take it a step
further in discussing the implications of the use of the community-of-
practice perspective in language minority research. I argue that in
general the community-of-practice perspective can help embed the
discussion of language minority students’ L2 acquisition in its sociocul-
tural/political context and is therefore a positive addition to the field.
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But I argue against the idea of describing language minority students’
membership in schools as LPP. By believing that the current peripheral
participation of language minority students is a legitimate state of affairs
that will change as the students develop their L2 proficiency, L2
educators may end up sanctioning their students’ marginal existence in
school communities.


EMPHASIS ON THE SOCIOCULTURAL
EXPERIENCES OF THE STUDENTS


Before I raise my concerns about the notion of LPP as applied to
language minority research, let me first address the virtues of the
community-of-practice perspective. First, it places learning, or learners,
squarely at the center of inquiry (Lave, 1996). This emphasis on
learning, as opposed to teaching, could transform language minority
research into a forum in which students’ voices could be better heard. I
have always been concerned about the tendency of educational research
to equate education with teaching. One result of this tendency is that
students’ voices are hardly reflected in the discussion of theory and
practice. Students being the least powerful stakeholders in any given
curriculum, it is easy to ignore their voices. Erickson and Shultz (1991)
point out that “the commonsense view of educational practice, of what is
most important to pay attention to in and about schools, has left little
room indeed for the points of view of the very persons who are the
first-level consumers of educational services” (p. 481). If students at large
are liable to be silenced in educational research, what chance do
language minority students, with their even more marginalized existence
and lack of proficiency in the dominant language, have in getting their
voices heard? The community-of-practice perspective may be able to
help shift the focus of language minority research from teaching to
learning, thereby bringing in the students’ own perspectives as a legiti-
mate object of inquiry.


My second point, related to the first, is that because the community-of-
practice perspective equates learning to “the identity-making life projects
of participants in communities of practice” (Lave, 1996, p. 157), it opens
up a venue for addressing the relationship between students’ sociocul-
tural experiences and their language acquisition. Although ESL stu-
dents’ language development has traditionally been associated with
academic achievement, several recent studies (Cummins, 1996; Harklau,
1994; Kanno & Applebaum, 1995; McKay & Wong, 1996) have found that
negotiating identities—making friends, getting due respect, and estab-
lishing oneself as a full-fledged member of the school community—also
has a strong impact on students’ English acquisition. But so far the field
lacks a framework for discussing these issues as an integral part of
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language minority students’ language acquisition. The community-of-
practice perspective may indeed prove to be such a framework. One of
Toohey’s contributions is to introduce this framework to the field of
language minority research, demonstrating that it can illuminate those
aspects of student experience that L2 educators knew were relevant but
with which they did not know what to do.


LPP IS NOT HOW IT IS


Thus, although I recognize the advantages of adopting the commu-
nity-of-practice perspective for language minority research, I have strong
reservations about using the notion of LPP to describe the experiences
of language minority students in the school community.


In the original context in which Lave and Wenger (1991) used the
concept—novice midwives, tailors, butchers, and so on in apprenticeship
with masters—the newcomers’ participation is indeed legitimately pe-
ripheral: Their participation may be limited at the beginning, but with
time and effort they have a reasonable hope of becoming masters
themselves one day. The world of academia works in a similar manner:
Graduate students participate peripherally in academic discourses ini-
tially, but they engage in an apprenticeshiplike relationship with their
advisors (Belcher, 1994). In time at least some of them acquire the
necessary credentials (PhDs and publications) to become more fully
involved.


However, the situation of language minority students seems to me to
be considerably different from these highly specialized worlds in which
apprenticeship is the standard mode of learning. It is true that some
language minority students eventually acquire enough of the L2 and go
on to participate more fully in the school community. But many others
are probably permanently relegated to the margins, never allowed a
chance to become full participants. Sawako, one of the participants in my
narrative study of bilingual students’ identities (Kanno, 1996; Kanno &
Applebaum, 1995),1 whose comment Toohey quotes at length in her
TESOL Quarterly article, shared with me the following insight:


What I want you to let people know through this project is not the old story
of “ESL students make a clique of their own, stay quiet, and do not get into
the mainstream.” What I want you to emphasize is that we want desperately to


1 This study documented, over a 3-year period, the cross-cultural experience of Japanese
teenage students who lived in North America (mainly in Canada) for several years and then
returned to Japan. The focus of this study was how the bilingual students themselves understood
their experiences and identities. I argued that, despite apparent commitment to cultural
diversity and globalization, schools in both North America and Japan still tend to emphasize
bilingual students’ deficiencies while ignoring their rich linguistic and cultural knowledge.
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get into the mainstream, but we can’t because Canadians don’t allow us and
also because we know that they look down on us and despise us.2


I also think of the children of Japanese-Brazilian migrant workers who
have come to Japan in large numbers since the early 1990s in search of a
more stable economy and better-paying jobs. In Brazil, Japanese-Brazilians
boast a higher rate of professional and white-collar workers than the
national average; many who come to Japan are former doctors, profes-
sors, and company managers (Kobayashi, 1995). However, it is not very
common for their children to advance beyond junior high school in
Japan. It has certainly partly to do with their insufficient Japanese
proficiency but more to do with social expectations. Regardless of their
former occupations, the vast majority of Japanese-Brazilians in Japan are
engaged in manual labor (Ishikawa, 1995). Their sons and daughters are
therefore not considered university material. To think that these stu-
dents are peripheral participants now but will become full participants as
they learn more of their L2 seems exceedingly simplistic.


The problem is, among other things, access. Lave and Wenger (1991)
write, “To become a full member of a community of practice requires
access to a wide range of ongoing activity, old-timers, and other members
of the community; and to information, resources, and opportunities for
participation” (pp. 100–101). For language minority students, acquiring
the L2 is a key to increased participation although it is by no means the
sufficient condition. However, learners are often blocked from the very
resource that is vital to their acquisition of the L2: opportunities to
interact with native speakers. Peirce (1993) makes this point in relation
to adult immigrant English learners:


On the one hand, [language learners] need access to anglophone social
networks in order to practice and improve their English; on the other hand,
they have difficulty gaining access to these networks because common
language is an a priori condition of entry into them. (p. 78)


In my study of bilingual students, another participant, Kikuko, told me
that her attempts to approach native-English-speaking peers and strike
up a conversation with them—a rare event that took a lot of courage on
her part—tended to fall flat. Her inability to understand what her peers
were saying tried their patience, and they would invariably leave her,
saying, “Oh, never mind.” Kikuko, who had arrived in the U.S. when she
was 13, was convinced that real participation in the English-speaking
school was impossible unless you arrived before the end of elementary
school. For the students like herself, who arrived at the secondary level,


2 Student quotes that appear in this article have been translated from Japanese.
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access is permanently blocked, she claimed. Kikuko compared herself
with another Japanese student who had arrived at a much younger age
and who in her eyes appeared thoroughly assimilated, being a star
football player and dating a white cheerleader. “I thought that his world
was totally different from mine,” she said.


School not only systematically blocks participation but simultaneously
sends the message to language minority students that they are not
allowed in because they are not worthy enough. Studies by McKay and
Wong (1996) and by Harklau (1994) both point out that ESL is generally
“stigmatized and remedial” (Harklau, p. 259) and regarded as a “dummy
program” (McKay & Wong, p. 586). To the extent that identity is socially
constructed (Mead, 1934; Peirce, 1995; Taylor, 1992), it is difficult for a
person who is treated as a second-rate citizen to sustain high self-esteem.
Freire (1990) writes,


Self-depreciation is another characteristic of the oppressed, which derives
from their internalization of the opinion the oppressors hold of them. So
often do they hear that they are good for nothing, know nothing and are
incapable of learning anything—that they are sick, lazy, and unproductive—
that in the end they become convinced of their unfitness. (p. 49)


When I asked Sawako if she ever felt angry about ESL students’
marginalization in her school, she said, “Yeah, sort of. But I can’t do
anything about it. There’s no point in minorities standing up and
fighting.”


Also, it is not by virtue of earned skill or knowledge that some students
are situated in the center of the school community while others are
relegated to the margins. Lave and Wenger (1991) speak of old-timers and
newcomers. In the original apprenticeship cases they refer to, when
someone enters a profession, there are already old-timers in that milieu.
This applies to immigrant children who have arrived recently in their
newly adopted country as well. However, L2 educators should remind
themselves that even when children enter kindergarten or elementary
school at the same time, they are not positioned equally. From Day 1
some children are given more power and prominence than others. In
North American schools, White English-speaking children tend to be
situated closer to the center than minority children. Among White
English-speaking children, those from a middle-class background enjoy
more prominence than working-class children do. The stratification
exists from the beginning, and it is largely determined by the children’s
backgrounds.


One of Toohey’s focal students, Harvey, probably learned a bit more
English as time went by, but he seemed to become more marginalized
than before, not less: “He participated less and less frequently in circle-
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time activities and became generally less conspicuous than he was at the
beginning of the year” (Toohey, 1996, p. 561). I would not want to
describe a situation like this as one of LPP. It seems more like a case of a
social outcast, pure and simple.


Metaphors reveal certain things but also hide others. To describe
language minority children’s position in the school community as LPP is
to give an impression that at the end of the road full participation is
guaranteed for these children and that information and resources are
freely given to them to facilitate their involvement. However, this is not
what is happening.


CONCLUSION


In the perfect world, LPP is how language minority students should be
integrated into the school community: Newcomers arrive, they learn the
necessary knowledge and skills by actually engaging in the practices of
the community, and in time they, too, become experts and full-fledged
members of the community. But in reality this process is compromised
because (a) language minority students are systemically denied access to
resources they need to increase their involvement, (b) the knowledge
and experiences that these children bring to the classroom are con-
stantly devalued (Macedo, 1994; Pease-Alvarez & Hakuta, 1992)—to call
bilingual students limited English proficient is a good example of this
deficit-oriented practice—and (c) students’ stratification is largely deter-
mined by their backgrounds rather than by earned skill or expertise.
Until these obstacles are removed, language minority students will
continue to be certainly peripheral but not legitimate participants in
communities of practice.
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The Author Responds . . .


KELLEEN TOOHEY
Simon Fraser University


■ I am delighted to have the opportunity to respond to “The Use of the
Community-of-Practice Perspective in Language Minority Research.”
Kanno reviews and discusses my recent article in TESOL Quarterly and
another article (Toohey, 1996), both of which report on a longitudinal
ethnography of minority-language-background children attending a
Canadian school. I think the issues Kanno raises in her response will be
important in future studies that attempt to situate the study of L2
learning practices in sociocultural contexts.


In Kanno’s discussion of the community-of-practice perspective that I
have used to understand the data I report in those two articles, I believe
she is primarily concerned about the notion of legitimate peripheral
participation (LPP) as proposed by Lave and Wenger (1991). Her
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objection is, as I understand it, that LPP does not sufficiently recognize
the structural barriers to the participation of minority language back-
ground students in school activities. Kanno observes that many such
students are not granted the information and resources that permit their
full involvement in the activities with native speakers. She argues that
LPP is a whitewash: It ignores the marginalization of many minority
language students in that it assumes a welcoming community of hospi-
table old-timers eager to initiate newcomers into community practices.


Like Kanno, I find in close analysis of a schooling situation (with
children much younger than those in Kanno’s 1996 research) that the
access of some minority language background children to community
resources, like interaction with peers, is sometimes blocked. Hence the
children’s opportunities to appropriate some community practices (like
using English in particular ways, among other activities) are thereby
reduced. In my 1996 article, I wrote about how one child, Harvey,
demonstrated that decreased rather than increased participation in
some activities is a possible outcome of experience in a community. In
the 1998 TESOL Quarterly article, I wrote about how some individualizing
practices of classrooms reduced children’s access to community re-
sources (material and intellectual) and thus blocked some of the
children’s participation in some community activities. I argue that to the
degree to which children occupy desirable and powerful identities,
linked to the extent to which they have access to the resources (human,
material and intellectual) of their communities, they are able to appro-
priate successful linguistic and social practices. Examination of the data
reveals occasions when particular children are excluded from certain
classroom practices, when the identities available to them in those
activities are not desirable, when they are not successful in appropriating
desirable and powerful identities, and when the expertise of their
communities is not available to them. When these conditions obtain, the
possibilities for appropriating school language as well as for more
actively participating in the other activities of school are limited. These
observations articulate well with Kanno’s observations. Both Kanno and
I wish to critique assumptions of inevitable progress as minority language
background children attend schools.


Lave and Wenger’s (1991) discussion of LPP is subtle, complex, and
ambiguous and merely outlines many of their ideas rather than exhaus-
tively describing them. Their argument (outlined on pp. 35–37) is that
the qualifiers legitimate and peripheral cannot be contrasted with their
opposites and that all members of a community are legitimate peripheral
participants. However, the recognition of stratification in communities is
certainly not new in social science (or in human knowledge), and many
readers of Lave and Wenger have voiced concern about a social theory
that seems to assign equal positions to all members of communities.
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As I understand it, Lave and Wenger (1991) insist on the inseparability
of the words in the term legitimate peripheral participation so as to highlight
their notion that “learning is an integral and inseparable aspect of social
practice” (p. 31) and to propose a notion of social organization that is
complex and shifting. With regard to the first issue, Lave and Wenger
emphasize repeatedly their conviction that all participants in a commu-
nity learn, despite their positioning, because that is what practice
inevitably entails. Recognizing that there are “multiple, varied, more- or
less-engaged and -inclusive ways of being located in the fields of
participation defined by a community” (p. 36), they acknowledge the
complexity and evanescence of identity and participation in social
practice. Although what some participants might learn is to take a less
empowered position in this community activity, by virtue of their
participation they are learning about their social worlds (and their
place[s] in them) and how activities within that world are organized, as
well as how to participate in a particular social practice in a particular (in
this case, disempowered) manner.


More important, I believe, the notion of LPP is part of a conceptual-
ization of social collectives that rejects the dichotomy of centre versus
periphery. Rather than seeing social groups as having centres and
peripheries and seeing individuals occupying central or peripheral
identities in those communities, Lave and Wenger argue for seeing
communities as more complex structures interrrelated with other com-
munities. For them, communities are relations between groups of people
engaged in specific, local, historically constructed, and changing prac-
tices, related to and affected by other communities of practice. Although
they do not discuss this matter in any detail, I believe their argument for
more complex notions of social organization than centre-periphery is
similar to arguments in the social sciences generally that the positing of
marginality to groups or individuals within societies ignores their histori-
cal integration into political, economic, and institutional structures.
Marginality has often been applied to specific ethnic, cultural, class,
gender, and other groups, and the remedy often proposed for
marginalization is incorporation or acculturation, movement toward the
centre. What a rejection of a centre-periphery conceptualization offers is
the recognition that social collectivities have already incorporated those
who are marginalized; as Freire (1970) puts it, the oppressed are not
marginal: “They have always been ‘inside’—inside the structure that
made them beings for others” (p. 55).


Mistry’s (1995) recent and celebrated novel A Fine Balance helps me
understand why marginalization and, indeed, the metaphor of position
are sometimes inadequate to understand the complexity of social action.
Mistry tells of a group of people from various castes (including untouch-
ables) and religious backgrounds from the late 1940s to the 1980s in
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India. In no sense would these people be considered central players
(notice this metaphor) in India during this time; they lead no political
movements, their economic activities are not large scale, and some of
them belong to a religious minority that has had little influence in India.
Yet, Mistry’s attention to their lives, to the ever-shifting and precarious
means by which they support those lives and the ways in which, for
example, Indira Gandhi’s political campaigns affect their lives, shows
that naming them peripheral or marginal to the central events of India
is an oversimplification, and an imperialistic oversimplification at that.
Mistry encourages readers to embrace complexity with this novel and to
try to think in new ways about history and human interaction.


Another example from the institutional setting, elementary school
classrooms, in which I have conducted my research might make this
argument clearer. If classrooms are understood in terms of a
centre-periphery metaphor, teachers might be seen as the centres of
classroom communities in that they are the oldest old-timers and have
the most experience with the activities and practices of that community.
Children who are closer to the teacher in terms of participating actively
in classroom practices might be seen as something like community
journeyfolk. Other children, and perhaps most especially minority
language background children, might be seen as peripheral in that they
have least community experience. But matters are surely more compli-
cated than this: Teachers are also members of other overlapping commu-
nities, in which their positions may be variable (and for which they may
need to struggle), and their actions in their classrooms cannot be
understood merely by reference to local analysis. Students as well belong
to a shifting variety of communities (e.g., communities of children who
speak Polish at school, communities of children who play soccer,
communities of people who dislike immigrants) that may or may not
have observable relevance in classrooms, and their actions need to be
understood in their larger social contexts. Centres of activity shift in
classrooms, and at times centres become peripheries. Community par-
ticipants must struggle for position, and everyday practice in classrooms
is conflictual. I believe Lave and Wenger’s (1991) rejection of the
centre-periphery notion of social organization shows that marginalization
might not be sufficiently descriptive of the problems that face learners of
English. It might be more helpful to see these students not as marginalized
but rather as very much integrated into schools at particular levels and to
understand that their shifting positions show a great deal about this
community. In this way, attention might be shifted away from matters like
the personality traits or learning styles of the students to analyses of what
these communities are like and how processes of exclusion and subordi-
nation operate locally. From this perspective, the focus of interest then is
neither individual students nor their peculiar constellation of habits,
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talents, proclivities, or even motivations; rather, the community is
highlighted, and questions about how resources are distributed, what
identities are accessible there, and so on become of interest. I believe this
focus on community helps shift the focus from the individualistic one
seen in research on L2 learning to a broader concern with learners
situated in particular milieus.


Kanno argues in her response that the community-of-practice perspec-
tive is useful in that it forefronts the learner in educational research and
“opens up a venue for addressing the relationship between students’
sociocultural experiences and their language acquisition.” I certainly
agree, and I further believe that the perspective makes it possible to
understand the sociality of learning in deeper ways than L2 educators
have heretofore. However, theories about L2 learning, independent of
their coherence and elegance, have a purpose: to inform and invite
teachers to examine their practices so that they can fulfill their charge to
support children’s learning. The utility of any perspective on L2 learning
will be evident in its ability to support that purpose.
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Comments on Geneva Napoleon Smitherman’s
“‘Dat teacher be hollin at us’—What Is Ebonics?”


A Reader Reacts . . .


LYNN MARIE GLICK
Oakland Unified School District


■ As an elementary school teacher in the Oakland Unified School
District for 11 years, I read with interest the commentary, “‘Dat teacher
be hollin at us’—What Is Ebonics?” (Vol. 32, No. 1, Spring 1998) by
Geneva Napoleon Smitherman. In light of the controversy created by the
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Oakland School Board’s December 1996 Ebonics resolution, Smither-
man’s choice of Oakland to illustrate her premise that language is the
major factor in the failure of Ebonics-speaking students was to be
expected. Unfortunately, although she holds Oakland up as an example
of a system in which African American students are “experiencing a
severe educational crisis” (p. 140), Smitherman apparently did not
investigate conditions in Oakland, as demonstrated by her use of a
statistical inaccuracy to bolster her premise.


Specifically, Smitherman states that “71% of Oakland’s Black students
are tracked in special education or learning disabilities–type programs”
(p. 140). According to the California Basic Educational Data System, for
the 1996–1997 school year (the period covered in Smitherman’s com-
mentary) 53,273 students were enrolled in Oakland schools, of whom
27,641 were classified as African American. As set forth in information
provided by Oakland to the California Department of Education (CDE),
5,273 Oakland students, of whom 3,604 were African American, were
enrolled in some form of special education or learning disabilities–type
program (CDE classifies all such programs as special education). Thus
13%, rather than 71%, of Oakland’s African American students were
enrolled in these programs. Subtracting the number of students with
physical disabilities lowers the total to 3,403, or 12.3% of the district’s
African American students. Unfortunately, although one cannot isolate
from these data the number of African American students whose special
education classifications are based solely or even primarily on perceived
language deficiencies, it is safe to say that not all of these students are so
classified because of language issues. Regardless, the percentage of
African American students tracked in special education programs is far
less than the 71% cited by Smitherman.


By no means do I intend to criticize Smitherman’s conclusion that
educators need to account for their students’ language differences both
in setting educational policy and in creating and implementing effective
classroom teaching methods. Nor do I disagree with her contention that
the educational needs of African American students in urban schools are
not always well served. However, by using inaccurate statistical analysis to
support her points, Smitherman detracts from their forcefulness and
provides a convenient basis for those who disagree with her conclusions
to simply dismiss them. Particularly when accurate information is both in
the public domain and easily obtainable, it is inexcusable to misstate the
facts.
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The Author Responds . . .


GENEVA SMITHERMAN
Michigan State University


■ The statistical inaccuracy that is the subject of Lynn Marie Glick’s
commentary is a typographical error, the result of deleting and shifting
text around when the article was revised. The sentence in question
should have read, “For example, 71% of Oakland’s students who are
tracked in special education or learning disabilities-type programs are
Black students, tracked and trapped as were many of my homiez back in
the day.” I blame neither my secretary nor my research assistant for this
error. It is something I should have caught but did not. Having said that,
however, I ask, does the correction of this statement alter the educational
status of African American students in Oakland? What about the fact that
they constitute 71% of these special-needs students even though Blacks
constitute only 53% of Oakland’s student population? What about the
fact that African American students account for 80% of the suspensions?
What about the fact that the Black students’ overall grade point average
was 1.8 whereas the grade point average for all students in the district was
2.4? (For White students it was 2.7, and for Asian American students it
was 2.4.)


Even though Oakland teachers have been held up to negative public
scrutiny since the school board’s December 1996 resolution on Ebonics,
they need not be defensive. The fact of the matter is that schools are
failing African American youth all over the country, particularly those
from the working, nonworking, and underclass. A well-known but little
talked about consequence of what Woodson (1933) called the mis-education
of the Negro is that in the postmodern world, the longer African American
youths stay in school, the more behind they get. During the U.S. Senate
hearings on Ebonics in 1997, data were presented showing that, at age 9,
Black children are 27 points behind in reading; at age 17, they are 37
points behind.


Not one to hang out in the ivory tower, when I attend professional
conferences and meetings in the big cities, I do not go sightseeing on my
free time; I visit the schools. What is happening to Black youth in these
schools is not a pretty picture. The devastation and ugliness is so
awesome that it drove me to establish a mentoring program (now in its
9th year) involving university students and middle school students.
Saturday mornings the students and I make the hour-and-a-half drive
from the cozy comfort of our beautiful college campus to the city to work
with Black youth and their teachers. We do not have any illusions about
the impact of our work, nor are we naive enough to think that our efforts
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alone can save the children. We know it takes a village; we simply seek to
take our place in it.


Because language is the cornerstone of education and the venue for
instruction in all school subjects, it is a significant dimension of educa-
tion. Even if we as educators were able to solve the problem of poverty,
the problem of the lack of books and supplies, the problem of poor
facilities, the problem of the student-teacher ratio, and whatever other
obstacles there might be but did nothing to address the language issue,
we would still have a major hurdle in the education of Ebonics-speaking
students. The time is up for doing more of the things that have not
worked well in the past. It is time to try something new.


There are a few studies that we could look at as we seek to develop
something new. One of the most impressive was the work done by
Simpkins, Holt, and Simpkins (1975). They developed a reading curricu-
lum, called Bridge, which was based on the language and culture of
Ebonics with contrasting readings and exercises in standard English.
They sought to assess the efficacy of the Bridge approach by implement-
ing a research design comparing Bridge students with their counterparts
in traditional reading programs that did not take Ebonics into account.
The research involved 540 students, in Grades 7–12, in experimental
classes (Bridge) and control classes (traditional reading instruction with
no focus on Ebonics). The study was conducted over a 4-month period in
four cities (Chicago, Phoenix, Washington, and Memphis) and in Macon
County, Alabama. The Iowa Test of Basic Skills in Reading Comprehen-
sion was used for pre- and posttests of the students’ reading levels. At the
end of the 4 months, the Bridge group had progressed 6.2 months in
their reading level whereas the control group had gained only 1.6
months. These researchers had their hands on something. Teachers of
Ebonics-speaking students should be about the business of devising
curricula and pedagogical strategies to educate these students.
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TEACHING ISSUES
TESOL Quarterly publishes brief commentaries on aspects of English language
teaching. For this issue, we asked two educators, “What are the strengths and
limitations of the TESOL practicum at your institution?”


Edited by BONNY NORTON
University of British Columbia


The Practicum in TESOL


The Practicum in L2 Teacher Education:
A Hong Kong Case Study


JOHN FLOWERDEW
City University of Hong Kong


■ In this contribution I consider the question of the practicum, or
teaching practice, as it is known in British and British-influenced
jurisdictions, from the specific perspective of Hong Kong, where I work.
I mention some of the strengths and limitations of the practicum at my
institution, but the question I primarily wish to address is a general one
that I imagine applies in all contexts. This question is, How can we
ensure that the ideals and practices we encourage our students to
develop in the supervised practicum are carried over into their careers as
teachers?


Hong Kong is a society built on international trade and commerce.
Although 98% of the population has Cantonese as its mother tongue,
there is a tremendous demand for a bilingual workforce. From the 1950s
to the 1970s Hong Kong experienced an economic miracle based on
low-value-added manufacturing. This rapid economic development re-
lied on an unskilled labour force for which proficiency in English skills
was not a requirement. In the 1970s and 1980s, however, the manufactur-
ing that had been the mainstay of Hong Kong’s economy in the 1950s
and 1960s moved over the border to mainland China in search of
cheaper labour and land, these overheads having become internationally
uncompetitive in Hong Kong. It was replaced by high-value-added
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service industries that required a much more sophisticated, bilingual
workforce.


Along with its economic development, Hong Kong also made rapid
strides in education, although there was a time lag. It was only in 1971,
for example, that universal primary education was introduced, and
junior secondary education became universal only in 1978. At the
university level, up until 5 years ago only 5% of the 17–20 age group
could receive university or polytechnic education, with the figure now
having risen to 18%.


As a consequence of the relatively slow pace of educational develop-
ment at university level, the majority of the primary and secondary
teaching body was educated in 2-year college of education certificate
programmes. And those degree holders entering the teaching profession
were able to do so without any formal teacher education. The emphasis
was on producing teachers in large numbers rather than of high quality.
As far as English is concerned, the problem has been exacerbated by the
perception on the part of school principals that oral proficiency in
English is the primary requirement for English teachers, with the result
that teachers with no formal education in language teaching are often
drafted to teach the subject.


Conscious of this problem, City Polytechnic (now University) of Hong
Kong initiated a degree programme in TESL in 1991. The BATESL is a
3-year programme that prepares students to teach English in Hong Kong
secondary schools. It was hoped that graduates of the BATESL would
follow this with a 1-year postgraduate certificate of education before
starting their teaching careers. Because graduates are allowed to teach in
Hong Kong without a formal postgraduate teaching qualification, how-
ever, most BATESL students have gone straight into teaching without
doing the postgraduate certificate.1


In addition to courses on language teaching theory and methodology,
linguistic description, and language proficiency, the BATESL offers its
students a staged induction to classroom teaching, supervised by City
University staff with local Hong Kong secondary school teaching experi-
ence. In Year 1 our students do campus-based, video-supported observa-
tion of classroom practices. A corpus of recordings of authentic local
English language classes has been developed for this purpose, and a
reflective, small-group approach is used in working with these materials.
Students also do microteaching (practice teaching in controlled condi-
tions with their classmates). In Year 2 they do a field-based internship, in


1 One reason for this is financial; students need to start to earn some money. But other
constraints are the small number of places available on the full-time postgraduate certificate
courses and the possibility of doing the certificate part-time, in-service, after they have started
teaching.
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which they are assigned to work with a cooperating classroom teacher
and carry out classroom observation and supervised teaching. In Year 3
they return to the classroom and do a short teaching practice, again
under the guidance of a cooperating teacher, and supervised by a
member of staff at City University. The aim of the 3-year induction is to
take students from “idealised conception of teaching to the hard
realities” (Lo, 1996, p. 41). The teaching practice is generally perceived
as a success by students, and each year they ask to spend a longer time in
the classroom, a demand that has been fulfilled, to a certain extent, with
a lengthening of the time of the teaching practice on several occasions.
In spite of the short time available and complaints that the students are
too tightly supervised by their cooperating teachers, students clearly find
the teaching practice useful in alerting them to the various difficulties of
teaching as well as to successful strategies to overcome these difficulties.
In their teaching practice diaries and in verbal reports students have
consistently highlighted such areas as the following as ones in which they
have benefited:
• appreciation of the importance of variety,
• appreciation of the respective roles of the mother tongue and the


L2,
• awareness of the need for repetition and paraphrase in classroom


language,
• awareness of students’ preferences for different types of activities
• discipline,
• lesson timing,
• skill in building up relationships and motivating students,
• use of audiovisual aids, and
• voice production.


Johnson (1996) has called for teacher preparation programmes to
“put forth a realistic view of teaching that recognizes the realities of
classroom life and adequately prepares pre-service teachers to cope with
those realities” (p. 47). In spite of its shortcomings, especially the limited
time it offers in the classroom period, the above perceived benefits
indicate that the BATESL teaching practice contributes to this goal.


In a large-scale research project, Richards and Pennington (1996)
studied the way our graduates teach during their first year in the
classroom after they graduate. In some ways the results of this research
were disappointing, if predictable, given that the problems of beginning
teachers have been well documented across a wide range of disciplines
and countries (Veenman, 1984). Richards and Pennington discovered
that, in spite of their initial ideals, BATESL graduate teachers reverted to
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a range of pragmatic strategies that meant the abandonment of some of
the beliefs about appropriate teaching they had developed in the
programme. In a monograph based upon the project, Pennington, Lee,
and Lau (1996) list these strategies as follows:
• teaching became more teacher-centred;
• teaching was focused less on communication than on form and


discrete lexis and rules;
• teaching closely followed the textbook;
• teaching involved little creative lesson planning or materials design;
• teachers accepted greater use of Cantonese by the students than they


wished; and
• for certain communicational functions, teachers themselves made


greater use of Cantonese than they wished.
These findings may well not be surprising, given the stresses that


teachers are subjected to at the beginning of their careers (Fogarty,
Yarrow, & Costlin, 1993). The fact that they have had to compromise
various ideals they adopted in the BATESL does not necessarily mean
that they will not return to them, once they feel more secure in the
classroom. Describing the relationship between the teacher educator
and the novice teacher, Freeman (1989, cited in Bailey, 1992) has said,
“Change is not necessarily immediate or complete. Indeed, some changes
occur over time, with the collaborator [teacher educator] serving only to
initiate the process” (p. 254). Nevertheless, if we are to maximise the
likelihood of change and optimise the degree of change, then further
supervisions would seem to be highly desirable in the context of our
Hong Kong BATESL graduates. We need to ensure that our graduates
develop an awareness of their current practice, as described by Pennington
and Richards, how it diverges from their ideals, and an acknowledgment
on their part of the need to change (Bailey, 1992, p. 254).


In planning for the BATESL it is clear that we miscalculated in
assuming that our graduates would go on to do a postgraduate certificate
in education (which has a considerable teaching practice component).
However, the issue of the gap between the ideals that our students
develop in our programme and their pragmatic teaching strategies after
they graduate is a problem better addressed by us than by the organisers
of the independent postgraduate certificate, given our familiarity with
our students. In the short term, individual colleagues have attempted to
address this problem by offering an informal mentoring service for our
graduates, which gives them the chance of talking through their class-
room experiences and problems with a member of City University staff (a
survey of our graduates indicated a very strong demand for such
support). In addition, our graduates are encouraged to make use of the
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Hong Kong on-line mentoring network for English teachers (TeleNex,
http://www.telenex.hku.hk/). In the longer term, we are planning to
establish an integrated 4-year BATESL programme, with a much greater
emphasis on practice teaching in the extra fourth year. What our
experience has taught us, however, is the need for support for teachers
after the teaching practice, during the early years of their careers, if we
want to be sure that the lessons learned in our programme are carried
over into the teaching careers of our graduates.


THE AUTHOR


John Flowerdew is Associate Professor in the English Department at City University of
Hong Kong, where he is currently coordinating the research degrees programme.
He was previously programme leader of the BATESL and the MATESL. His research
interests include discourse analysis, ESP/EAP, curriculum theory, and teacher
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The TESOL Practicum: An Integrated Model in the U.S.


STEPHEN STOYNOFF
Minnesota State University, Mankato


■ In recent years, the practicum has emerged as an increasingly com-
mon feature of teacher preparation programs. A survey conducted by
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Palmer (1995) of graduate programs listed in the Directory of Professional
Preparation Programs in TESOL in the United States, 1992–1994 (Kornblum,
1992) revealed that two thirds of the programs that responded required
students to complete a practicum or internship course. In an earlier
study, Richards and Crookes (1988) reported that 75% of the programs
they reviewed included a practicum experience, although the authors
noted that a wide range of activities occurred under the rubric of
practicum, including observing experienced teachers, observing peers
live or on videotape, being observed by supervising or mentor teachers,
conferencing with supervising or mentor teachers, attending practicum
seminars, participating in peer teaching sessions, and delivering class-
room instruction. The evidence suggests the TESOL practicum consti-
tutes an important element in most ESOL teacher preparation programs
and that it often combines teaching and nonteaching experiences. What
is less clear, however, is how best to organize the experience so that it
effectively integrates knowledge about teaching and the act of teaching.


Despite its recognized importance and prevalence in MATESOL
programs, few published descriptions of practicum models exist (Johnson,
1996b). What follows is one model for delivering a campus-based
practicum in ESOL teacher preparation that operated at Oregon State
University from 1989 through 1994. It was supported by an external
contract and funds from the Oregon State System of Higher Education.
The model systematically sequences and integrates some of the most
significant teaching and nonteaching activities included in the TESOL
practicum, with the goal of developing teachers who have the
self-knowledge and skills associated with effective classroom practice (see
Figure 1). What distinguishes the model is the multiterm, developmental
nature of the experience; the degree of integration it achieves; and the
portfolio assessment used to evaluate students’ growth. This practicum
has five principal characteristics.


1. The practicum is integrated into the academic program. The stu-
dents’ academic program is 12 months in duration, and they begin
preparing for and participating in the practicum experience from
their first month in the TESOL program.


2. The delivery of the practicum emphasizes a team approach. The
team includes mentor teachers (who serve as ESL teachers, models,
and coaches); graduate program faculty (who serve as supervising
teachers, academic advisors, and graduate course instructors); lan-
guage institute administrators (who serve as language program
managers); and the practicum students (who serve as classroom
assistants, observers, and ESL teachers). Each team member is
involved in every phase of the yearlong experience and participates
in a collegial, consultative decision-making process.
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3. The practicum provides intensive modeling and coaching. Mentor
teachers spend an average of 5 hours per week working with the
student (assisting with lesson planning, reacting to proposed lesson
plans, and offering encouragement and practical tips).


4. The practicum incorporates extensive, systematic observation. Stu-
dents engage in general observations (Fanselow, 1988) and focused
or guided observations (Sayavedra, 1993) of mentor teachers during
the orientation and observation phases. Students are observed
regularly by their mentor teachers and by a supervising faculty
member during the teaching phase and observe (and coach) each
other during the teaching phase.


5. The practicum experience is assessed by means of a portfolio.
Prepared by the students, the portfolio documents their cumulative
development over the yearlong experience. The portfolio is shared
with the student’s graduate advisor and evaluated by the advisor
before credit is conferred for the entire practicum experience.


FIGURE 1
Model of the Practicum Experience


Portfolio development


Select Create


Lesson plans Teaching video


Materials Job documents


Reflection journal


Mentored teaching


Mentor teacher observations


Peer observations


Supervisor observations


Observation


Focused


General


1 2 3 4
Term


Pr
ac


ti
cu


m
 p


ha
se


Orientation


➡


➡


➡







148 TESOL QUARTERLY


STRENGTHS OF THE PRACTICUM MODEL


What are the major strengths of a practicum model that includes these
characteristics? Most notably, such a model acknowledges the long-term,
developmental nature of learning to teach. Students receive substantial
support when it is needed most: when they begin each new experience.
The amount of explicit modeling and coaching declines as students gain
confidence and competence over the course of the year. Moreover, fewer
demands are made on the students (cognitively and psychologically) in
the first two terms than in the last two. During the orientation phase,
practicum students attend weekly staff meetings; serve as program aides
who assist with class field trips, community-based activities, and small-group
work; and conduct general observations. In this way, practicum students
are introduced to the culture of the practicum site and afforded
opportunities to develop relationships with staff and ESL students before
they are required to assume the role of classroom teacher. By the time
practicum students begin the teaching phase in Term 3, they have been
oriented to the practicum site, have formed working relationships with
staff and students, and have completed 60–80 hours of classroom
observation of a mentor teacher. This pattern of providing more support
early in each new experience continues into the teaching phase, when
mentor teachers meet more frequently and offer more explicit direc-
tions and suggestions to the students at the beginning of the term than
at the end. As the practicum students gain greater self-knowledge and
skill, mentor teachers and graduate faculty increasingly frame their
comments as questions intended to stimulate reflection, exploration,
and discovery (Gebhard, 1984). Having been challenged throughout the
experience to reflect on and critique their (and others’) teaching—
using a variety of means, including journals, video recordings, observa-
tions of peers and mentors, and coaching sessions—students emerge
from the yearlong experience better prepared to teach and to continue
developing as professionals.


Another strength lies in the integration of learning activities and team
members into every aspect of the experience. For instance, valuable
nonteaching activities, such as observing mentor teachers and assisting
ESL students, are combined with teaching activities and the graduate
students’ academic program in a meaningful integration of learning
about teaching while watching and learning to teach. Whereas many
programs treat the practicum as a capstone experience (or at least as an
experience not to be undertaken before completing significant course
work), this model considers the academic and field experiences as
interrelated and complementary parts of a whole that students engage in
simultaneously. The model works, in part, because it carefully integrates
students into both the practicum site and the language teaching class-
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room in a systematic, gradual way that increases the likelihood that the
experience will be successful. Johnson (1996b) notes that tension can
develop between the vision students have of the practicum and the
reality they experience. This model narrows the gap between the two by
better articulating the academic program to the practicum and using the
knowledge gained in both contexts to promote students’ development.


MATESOL programs rely extensively on essay exams and research
papers to assess students’ learning and development. And these assess-
ment measures, though useful for evaluating some aspects of the
students’ experience in the program, are a myopic response to the
practicum. Wiggins (1993) submits, “What we should be assessing is the
student’s ability to prepare for and master the various ‘roles’ and
situations that competent professionals encounter in their work” (p.
202). Essay exams and research papers provide limited direct evidence
that students are capable of fulfilling their professional roles and
responsibilities. Portfolio assessment, on the other hand, is an appropri-
ate alternative given the purpose of the practicum, which, in principle at
least, forms the nexus between knowledge about teaching and the act of
teaching. Portfolio development constitutes the culminating task in this
yearlong practicum experience. The artifacts students place in their
portfolios provide direct evidence of what they do as language teachers
and offers a record of their development over the course of the
experience. In addition, the portfolio is designed to help students make
the transition from the graduate program to the world of work, a
consideration Reid (1995/1996) states needs to be addressed by more
MA in TESL/TEFL programs.


The portfolio contains five types of artifacts: (a) job search docu-
ments; (b) a teaching video; (c) lesson plans; (d) student-developed
instructional materials, and (e) a reflection journal in which students
record reactions to teaching—insights discovered, assumptions ques-
tioned, or alternatives considered. The portfolio development phase has
students select and organize the artifacts from the mentored-teaching
phase (items c through e above) as well as create job search documents
and a teaching video. The job search documents consist of a cover letter,
current résumé, and letters of recommendation from mentor teachers,
language program administrators, and supervising faculty. Additionally,
students can include teaching evaluations completed by supervising
faculty and ESL students. (See Johnson, 1996a, for a description of other
ways of using portfolio assessment in ESOL teacher preparation
programs.)


Portfolio assessment offers faculty in ESOL teacher preparation
programs a more complete and accurate picture of who their graduates
are and what they are capable of doing in L2 classrooms—something a
single paper or practicum log cannot. Moreover, students find that the
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portfolio development process increases their self-confidence and di-
rectly assists them in finding employment.


LIMITATIONS OF THE PRACTICUM MODEL


This particular approach to the practicum requires considerable
coordination and cooperation. Students, mentor teachers, language
program administrators, and graduate faculty must meet regularly to
plan and confer on practicum-related matters. Sharing responsibility for
the outcomes of the practicum requires a greater investment from each
team member than is required in less fully articulated practicum
experiences. The approach also assumes the willingness of team mem-
bers to accept new ways of doing things, which in the case of mentor
teachers, language program administrators, and graduate faculty may
mean relinquishing some control and authority.


Certainly the most obvious limitation in the model is the cost. Mentor
teachers meet with practicum students 5 hours a week, and coaching
sessions can last longer than scheduled. Including observations and
group meetings, the total commitment of a mentor teacher can easily
exceed 6 hours a week. Therefore, it is important to compensate ESL
teachers for the demands of intensive mentoring by offering reductions
in their teaching loads and monetary stipends. The intensity of the
mentoring relationship also makes it hard to serve as a mentor teacher
year after year. Thus, a sufficient pool of master teachers must exist in a
program so that mentors can be rotated every few cycles. Another
consideration is that practicum students receive assistantships for four
consecutive terms even though they assume full classroom teaching
responsibilities only in the last two terms. This can strain the resources of
some institutions. The cost of tuition remission and stipends limits the
number of graduate students who can participate in the experience.


In summary, this practicum model offers students an integrated,
developmental experience that acknowledges the long-term process of
learning to teach and becoming members of a profession. It connects
knowledge about teaching to the act of teaching and lays the foundation
for continued personal growth and professional development. In short,
it represents a commitment to developing teachers that contributes as
much to the individual as it does to the profession as a whole.
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Narration as Knowledge: Tales of the Teaching Life.
Joseph Trimmer (Ed.). Portsmouth, NH: Boynton/Cook, 1997.
Pp. xv + 205.


■ Currently there is a renewed interest in the power of stories. This
rediscovery is reflected in the field of composition in particular, and
increasingly in ESL as well, in many recent publications on personal
aspects of teaching. Teachers are hungry for stories about how other
teachers really live, feel, and deal with the teaching life. Narration as
Knowledge, a collection of 19 personal essays by composition teachers, is a
wonderful example of this trend. ESL professionals will find that many of
these stories overlap with their own experiences.


Trimmer, the editor of the collection, writes of its genesis, describing
his increasing dismay as he listened to conference presentations about
narration that contained no narration, only abstract theories. He be-
lieves that English educators “became English teachers because we loved
stories. We loved reading them, writing them, and talking about them.
We loved the way they intensified our lives and helped us understand
other lives” (p. x). But he believes that teachers soon concentrate so
much on interpretation and analysis that they forget the joy of the story.
“Most of our professional training has debunked teaching stories. . . .
They are not verifiable. They are not statistically generalizable” (p. xi).
Trimmer decided to gather teachers’ own stories about their teaching,
and he has compiled a fascinating collection.


Each story describes a specific classroom experience. The beauty of
these narrative essays is their specificity as well as the fact that they are
actually stories with compelling and even suspenseful plots. The imme-
diacy of the stories’ portrayal of distinct moments in and around the
classroom (e.g., prisoners reading Chaucer and then writing about
where they, like the pilgrims, would go to heal; younger and older
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women reacting completely differently to Kate Chopin’s “Story of an
Hour”; a novice teacher responding to a student’s essay on threatening
his sister with a butcher knife), complete with vivid characters and
compellingly realistic dialogue, makes this book very readable.


Another attraction is the authors’ willingness to write about moments
of failure. Even moments of success are shown to be ambiguous, and
some of the best stories are about the worst experiences. For example,
Lynn Z. Bloom describes “the worst course I ever taught” (p. 117).
Wendy Bishop writes about “What We Don’t Like, Don’t Admit, Don’t
Understand . . . ,” acknowledging the feelings teachers usually suppress,
such as strong emotional reactions—both positive and negative—to
certain students. And in excruciatingly honest self-revelation, Ruth Vinz
shares a horror story about the most disruptive student she ever had, the
ways in which his behavior invaded her class and mind and life, and her
fantasies about revenge.


These narratives are powerful both because of their specificity and
because of their universality. Any teacher reading them will experience a
sense of recognition. And despite the authors’ refusal to present an
artificially cheery, positive view of teaching, their love of teaching and
their belief that they can make a difference are evident. Thus this book
is, albeit indirectly, a true celebration of the teaching life.


STEPHANIE VANDRICK
University of San Francisco


Errors in Language Learning and Use: Exploring Error Analysis.
Carl James. New York: Addison Wesley Longman, 1998. Pp. xiv + 304.


■ The continuing popularity of error analysis (EA), according to James,
comes from its methodology for dealing with actual instances of lan-
guage data. Errors in Language Learning and Use summarizes EA’s history
and acknowledges those who have contributed to EA’s development as it
provides a comprehensive analysis of its current status and relevance for
language teaching and learning.


The book is divided into nine chapters. Chapters 1–3 provide a
rationale for EA. Chapter 1 examines related terminology and estab-
lishes the field’s parameters. Chapter 2 argues that EA is pertinent to
both L1 and L2 learning. Chapter 3 explores the various ways research-
ers have defined error.


Chapters 4–9 describe EA procedures. Chapters 4 and 5 characterize
language errors. Chapter 4 details ways of identifying and describing
language errors, and chapter 5 provides examples of some of the 60
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types James uses to classify them. Chapter 6 moves from the description
of errors to a diagnosis of why they occur and an explanation of the
forms they take. Chapter 7 discusses standards used to determine the
importance of different errors and the way those involved in language
teaching and learning feel about errors. Chapter 8 explores issues
involved in error correction, and chapter 9 provides a sample EA to
demonstrate the complete process.


Depending on the theoretical bandwagon in vogue, the significance
of errors in language learning has had a variable and, at times, controver-
sial history. James considers this book a companion volume to his 1980
work on contrastive analysis (CA). His original focus on CA and later
emphasis on EA reveal his more traditional theoretical orientation.


James succeeds admirably in critiquing earlier scholarly works in his
examination of EA. He brings much and often disparate information
together in a balanced, coherent, and readable fashion. James is perhaps
overly self-critical of his efforts in the final chapter’s sample EA, but he
indicates that its tentativeness should encourage future developments in
EA. A brief summary chapter might have assisted readers in putting the
larger picture together.


James does not view errors from a deficit perspective, that is, as an
indication solely of what learners cannot do. He sees much promise for
EA in the British language therapy technique of profiling, a procedure
used to describe and classify features present or absent in a language
sample. Although developed to explain pathological cases, profiling
could also be used to specify L2 learners’ achievement levels and the
areas in which they fall short of the L2 target. By extension, profiling
could also be used for L1 learners. The sample EA in chapter 9 includes
a profile; its chart format quickly reveals features present or absent from
the sample. James considers significant errors to be serious for the
teacher and learner but is not unduly concerned with minor violations of
standard language.


Errors in Language Learning and Use: Exploring Error Analysis is a useful
resource for both L2 teachers and L1 language arts teachers. The book
provides an extensive bibliography as a guide for more in-depth study of
the topics presented.


REFERENCE
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Psychology for Language Teachers.
Marion Williams and Robert L. Burden. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1997. Pp. ix + 240.


■ Psychology for Language Teachers is an excellent introduction to recent
developments in educational psychology. It highlights important influ-
ences on the development of current psychological ideas and theories
and identifies key issues of relevance to language learning and teaching.
Rather than conducting a comprehensive survey of different psychologi-
cal theories, however, the authors take one particular approach, that of
social constructivism, and successfully apply it to a number of different
issues in language pedagogy.


The constructivist approach emphasizes the view that the way in which
the participants in the teaching-learning process make sense of that
process and of the learning environment exerts the major influence on
the learning outcomes. The linking of the social interactionist perspec-
tive with this view of learning helps provide communicative language
teaching with much-needed theoretical underpinnings. Most important,
the conscious eschewing of prescriptivism and the genuine respect for
individual perspectives that underlie the spirit of personal construction
of meaning espoused here give a strong sense of the book’s stated aim of
encouraging readers to formulate their own views of the educational
process.


Chapters 1 and 2 present a historical overview of the various ways in
which psychology has been applied to language pedagogy, succinctly
assessing different schools of thought such as behaviourism, humanism,
and cognitivism in setting the context in which this discipline has
developed. The view of education proposed in chapter 3 has much in
common with the humanistic approach and the developmental theories
of psychologists such as Abraham Maslow, Carl Rogers, and Erik Erickson,
which require teachers to focus on both the cognitive and the affective
aspects of the learner as a whole person. In addition, potential valuable
contributions of different theorists such as Jean Piaget, Jerome Bruner,
George Kelley, Lev Vygotsky, and Reuven Feuerstein are drawn together
as a rich source of ideas for the practitioner. These contributions are
then discussed in terms of the four key elements of the teaching-learning
process: the teacher, the learner, the task, and the learning context.


Chapter 4 presents Feuerstein’s concept of mediation and Vygotsky’s
zone of proximal development as key factors in effecting learning. This
chapter is pivotal in that it not only links together many of the issues
discussed in subsequent chapters but also invites the reader to consider
alternative perspectives. One such alternative is picked up again and
developed in chapter 8 in the form of cognitive maps in applying
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Feuerstein’s cognitive processing model to the carrying out of language
learning tasks. Another is the concept of challenge in producing a sense
of flow as developed by Mihalyi Csikszentmihalyi and Jeanne Nakamura.


The combination of the social interactional perspective with the
constructivist approach provides a powerful, unifying theoretical ratio-
nale for linking a number of new ideas while at the same time
restructuring and redefining well-established ones. For instance, in
chapter 5 the authors reject conventional psychological approaches to
individual differences and their preoccupation with quantitative mea-
surement. They consider attribution theory as offering a more promising
area of research and suggest that, to help learners become truly
autonomous, it would be more fruitful to consider individuals’ views of
themselves as learners and as the locus of control with respect to their
learning. Throughout, the orientation taken is one that favours personal
control as opposed to push-pull theories, which emphasize elements
essentially outside one’s personal control. Similarly, a useful model of
motivation is presented in chapter 6, premised upon the concept of
choice within which the diverse perspectives on motivation proposed so
far can be freshly considered, whereas the assumptions underlying much
of the current work on learner training are questioned in chapter 7. The
result is a much-needed synthesis of current ideas in psychology and
education to support the thoughtful practitioner and an overall enrich-
ment of the discipline.


Chapter 9 deals with the broader issue of the context in which the
learning takes place, both at the macrolevel of the educational system
and the narrower level of the school or classroom ethos. Finally, chapter
10 presents 10 basic principles that the authors consider crucial for
language teachers.


The book is highly readable. Each chapter has a clearly stated
introduction and conclusion. Relevant examples illustrating the applica-
tion of ideas and many useful cross-references throughout the book
render it eminently accessible.


RANI RUBDY
National University of Singapore


A Framework for Task-Based Learning.
Jane Willis. Essex, England: Longman, 1996. Pp. vi + 183.


■ How to conduct a task-based classroom is an issue of theoretical and
practical interest in the field of second language acquisition. In A
Framework for Task-Based Learning, Willis draws thoughtful insights from
current research regarding communicative language teaching and
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develops a practical guide for second/foreign language teachers on how
to conduct task-based learning (TBL).


The book is divided into three parts. Part A illustrates the theoretical
principles underpinning her framework for TBL. Part B details the three
phases of the framework. The first phase allows learners to become
familiar with the task topic and prepare lexically for the task while
offering learners a rich exposure to the target language through
teachers’ talk. The second phase, task cycle, comprises three compo-
nents: task, planning, and report. In the task stage, learners perform the
task in pairs or small groups, and fluency and meaning negotiation are
the primary goal. The planning stage gives learners some space to
consider linguistic forms before reporting to the public. In the report
stage, learners report to the class about the task they have performed,
using the language they have prepared in the planning stage. This stage
encourages learners to attend to both accuracy and fluency. In the last
phase, language focus, learners have an opportunity to focus on lan-
guage form through activities such as consciousness-raising in order to
develop their linguistic repertoire. Part C illustrates some ways to adapt
this framework to some special teaching situations, such as teaching
beginners and young learners. Willis emphasizes the importance of
language exposure to help learners build up a stock of chunks they can
use in real-time communication. In this part, the author also talks about
how teachers in a traditional form-focused classroom incorporate TBL
into their teaching, including ways to gear form-focused teaching
materials toward TBL. In the appendixes, Willis provides some useful
teaching materials, such as lesson outlines and appraisal sheets.


The book has several strengths. First, it is a useful bridge between
research and practice. Willis bases her framework on current research in
language learning: the importance of exposure to and authentic use of
the target language and the significance of a balance between meaning
and form. Secondly, Willis takes a comprehensive look at the issue of
TBL in light of different teaching situations, from how to motivate young
learners to how to adapt TBL to the traditional form-focused classroom.
Strategies and techniques are offered to handle problems commonly
found in the classroom. Finally, this book offers a clear format for
readers to follow. Each chapter begins with a focus page that provides an
outline of the chapter and ends with a summary offering suggestions for
classroom activities.


FANGYUAN YUAN
Temple University
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Culture, Literacy, and Learning English:
Voices From the Chinese Classroom.
Kate Parry with Su Xiaojun (Eds.). Portsmouth, NH: Boynton/Cook,
1998. Pp. xvii + 270.


■ This collection of 47 essays examines L1 (Chinese) and L2 (English)
literacy among educated Chinese in the People’s Republic of China. The
articles were written by Chinese college teachers while they took part in
a teacher education program at Nanjing University in 1994–1995. The
formal essays and research reports were selected from papers submitted
in academic reading-writing and research methods courses taught by
book editor Parry. (Parry edited the papers for language and cut the
length of some of them; Su assisted by checking Chinese characters and
pinyin phonetic representations.) These courses aimed at improving the
participants’ academic reading and writing skills in English while help-
ing them grow as English teachers. The participants read ethnographic
studies about L1 literacy in homes and classrooms and pedagogical
articles about L2 reading strategies and English teaching, and they wrote
papers on these same themes, drawing on personal and family experi-
ences, class observations, interviews, curriculum analysis, and action
research.


The book is divided into two parts. Part One concerns the develop-
ment of literacy in Chinese as a L1. The essays in Section 1 describe the
literacy education of Chinese children at home, including changes
across four generations up to the present time, when children enjoy
more parental teaching and access to written materials than ever before;
differences between literacy practices in urban and rural areas are also
noted. Section 2 focuses on L1 literacy in primary schools in China.
These articles explain deeply rooted, traditional educational beliefs and
practices (e.g., centuries-old Confucian traditions, the heavy pressures of
national exams, and beliefs about the need for teacher-centered, disci-
plined classes), changes in literacy education brought about by three
revolutions in the 20th century and economic reform, the intertwining
of literacy education and ideological training, and problems in primary
education (e.g., the imbalance between good and poor schools). Section
3 looks at how young primary school students learn the written language.
Instruction is shown to be strikingly bottom-up and analytical (part to
whole), moving from pinyin (phonetic alphabet) to characters, then to
words, sentences, and paragraphs, and finally to complete essays.


Part Two examines the English language and English teaching in
China. Section 4 offers a broad, sociolinguistic perspective on the
functions of English in China and changing attitudes toward it. Many
learners study English just to pass the exams, others for practical
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purposes, and some out of intrinsic interest. The articles in Section 5
examine the teaching of English in secondary and postsecondary class-
rooms in China; the authors report on observations of lessons and
interviews with teachers, and they offer critiques and proposals for
adapting elements of communicative teaching to Chinese classrooms.
Factors that inhibit change are explained, for example, teaching to the
exam, lack of communicative needs, and having to work with prescribed
textbooks. Section 6 turns to studies of individual L2 learners’ strategies
when reading in English. Three contributors reflect on how their own
academic reading process changed as a result of the assignments during
the yearlong in-service program; the sheer volume of reading, the
coherence of the subject matter, the guidance given to them on text
structure, and the nature of assignments (e.g., writing responses) stimu-
lated them to develop their holistic, integrative reading skills. Two
authors report on research using interviews and think-aloud protocols:
Chinese students are seen to typically exhibit strong analytical tenden-
cies when reading in English and weak integrative skills. Proposals are
given to develop top-down reading skills, for example, by providing more
English reading materials, assignments requiring a top-down approach,
and instruction in strategies. The final section of the book includes
reports on action research that the program participants (working in
research teams) conducted at nearby colleges. Traditional approaches
were modified to elicit more active student participation; the results were
very positive and encouraging.


Culture, Literacy, and Learning English allows readers to learn about
Chinese culture, literacy, and education from native Chinese educators
(28 contributors representing different regions and backgrounds). Parry’s
editing is impressive. In the general introduction and conclusion to the
book as well as in introductions to the essays in each section, she provides
useful background and synthesis of key ideas in the Chinese contribu-
tors’ essays with relevant published work in the West. It is stimulating to
see research and pedagogy that have been discussed widely in ESL
settings applied in an EFL context like China.


The organization of the articles, beginning with the topic of child-
hood literacy experiences at home and then proceeding to literacy
development in primary, secondary, and postsecondary classrooms, first
in the L1 and then in the L2, allows readers to see relationships between
culturally shaped L1 literacy practices and individual L2 reading behav-
ior. Parry thoughtfully links ethnographic studies of literacy with
psycholinguistic and pedagogical studies on reading strategies.


Culture, Literacy, and Learning English provides valuable information for
anyone who is interested in English teaching in China. It is an inspiring
source of ideas for EFL teachers as well as EFL teacher educators, who
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will derive many ideas for designing content-based reading-writing
courses and for guiding ethnographic and classroom-oriented research.


MAY SHIH
San Francisco State University


Encyclopedia of Language and Education.
David Corson (Ed.). Dordrecht, Netherlands: Kluwer Academic
Publishers, 1997. 8 vols.


■ Language and education are two enormous areas of inquiry, so to
tackle both fields in a fair and comprehensive manner, even within a
multivolume encyclopedia, is a daunting task. Corson, the general editor
of this eight-volume publication, has bravely accepted this challenge in
the Encyclopedia of Language and Education. Each volume is hardbound,
handsomely printed, and coedited by a scholar whose specialty is the
focus of that particular issue. As can be seen by the names of the topics
and the individual coeditors, this encyclopedia is wide-ranging and, in
general, well represented. Volume 1, coedited by Ruth Wodak, deals with
language policy and political issues; Volume 2 looks at literacy and is
coedited by Viv Edwards; Volume 3 covers oral discourse and education
and is coedited by Bronwyn Davies; Volume 4, coedited by G. Richard
Tucker, examines L2 education; Volume 5, coedited by Jim Cummins,
takes up bilingual education; Volume 6 focuses on knowledge about
language and is coedited by Leo van Lier; Volume 7, coedited by
Caroline Clapham, studies language testing and assessment; and the
final volume covers research methods and is coedited by Nancy
Hornberger.


The volumes are each about the same length, ranging between 250
and 378 pages, and each book follows a similar format and contains
between 22 and 30 short articles. Altogether there are more than 200
articles written by approximately 230 scholars from around the world
although the vast majority of the contributors come from the U.S.,
Europe, and Canada. Each volume contains a subject and name index,
and the final volume has a useful cumulative index where a reader can
readily access references to any topic or author cited within any volume.


In his introduction to the series, Corson notes that the unifying
perspective for all the authors is “an interest in the practice and theory of
education itself” (p. vii). This brief observation hints at a prominent
though implicit theme that pervades this series—a concern with critical
theory. In the cumulative index, there are 40 separate entries citing this
viewpoint, and over 100 citations for these entries are listed among the
eight volumes. This interest in critical pedagogy has tended to prevent a
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balanced coverage of language and education around the globe. For
example, although China is home to the world’s largest system of
education, most-spoken national language, and largest number of for-
eign language learners, it remains virtually unmentioned. This gap is
unfortunate because, since 1949, China, with its detailed history of
language planning, orthographic reform, and policies concerning the
teaching of English, has been a rich source of study for educators and
linguists alike. Just as surprisingly, Japan, another prominent Asian
nation, goes unmentioned.


Although the encyclopedia is designed to be sold as a set, especially as
a reference for university libraries, single-volume purchases are possible,
so Volume 4, for example, which represents an especially impressive
anthology of articles dealing with L2 education, could be used as a
helpful ancillary text for a course on second language acquisition. The
entire encyclopedia is a welcome reference set, especially for those with
an interest in the ways critical theory informs an understanding of
language and education.


THOMAS SCOVEL
San Francisco State University


The Politics of Indians’ English.
N. Krishnaswamy and Archana S. Burde. Delhi: Oxford University
Press, 1998. Pp. vii + 204.


■ In their very thought-provoking volume, Krishnaswamy and Burde
have set out to provide a historical analysis of English in India. Sources
cited and data presented are difficult for many international readers to
access, and they have provided a true case study for students and scholars
in sociolinguistics and World Englishes (WE) to sort through, along with
a splendid bibliography. Although strengths outweigh weaknesses, sev-
eral fault lines run through a number of the chapters.


The text is divided into five chapters, the first providing a general
overview of English in India and Pakistan. In it, the authors raise a
number of questions to use to identify who the actual users of English in
India are.


 Chapter 2 is the richest but most troubling chapter intellectually.
There is a lively presentation of differing perspectives on Indian English
from scholars centrally associated with this work to those diametrically
opposed to most of the types of analysis that have occurred in the last two
decades. They review work by Western scholars, such as Randolph Quirk
and Larry Selinker, and contrast their perspectives with Indian scholars
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who respond to many of their points. At times there is vigorous
intellectual dissension with a particular writer, in this case Braj Kachru,
chief architect of the WE paradigm (1994, 1997). The authors accuse
Kachru of using circularity and jargon in much of his concept building
and lament the lack of systematic data to support his ideas (p. 35). Yet in
other chapters, fundamental tenets of the WE paradigm frame many of
their arguments.


Chapter 3, “The Technology of ‘Power’ and the Power of the Weak,”
suggests that the authors may be working from an ideology parallel to
Tollefson’s (1991), in which power is explored as a variable in language
planning and policy or from a critical theory perspective like Pennycook’s
(1994). Unfortunately, in their desire to craft what they term an integrated
approach (p. vi), the authors waffle among theory bases in dependency
theory (Fagerlind & Saha, 1983; Phillipson, 1992), poststructuralism and
constructivism (Guba, 1990; Lincoln, 1990), critical linguistics (Pennycook,
1994), and World Englishes (Kachru, 1997). As they draw inspiration
from one aspect of each theory and then move beyond it, there are
frequent unsubstantiated generalizations and criticisms of these and
other key authors writing within each paradigm. Although this provides
for thought-provoking reflection by individuals very familiar with each
theory, it does not allow general readers to believe they are presented
with both necessary and sufficient information to reach the conclusions
presented by the authors.


Chapter 4, the best of the five chapters, introduces readers to the
authors’ own very substantial data set, consisting of copies of letters and
other communications reaching back to the 1600s. There are clear time
lines and figures charting the emergence of English into particular
domains over time. This chapter is a truly original contribution to
literature on English around the world.


In the last chapter, readers are asked to identify whether the authors
of six passages are Indian or not. The authors’ conclusion is that if it is
not possible to identify who is Indian and who is not, that such a thing as
an actual variety of Indian English is not likely to exist. Of course, it is not
possible to tell. They go on to make the case that there is what they term
a modulect of English, which is never clearly defined although it is the
focus of the chapter. Finally, they remind readers in the conclusion that
their work may help other scholars work within a multidisciplinary
framework to better analyze contact between English and other lan-
guages. This is true, but uninitiated readers with narrow linguistics or
TESOL backgrounds may find themselves battered from one ideological
storm to another.


This is a succinct, ambitious volume. It is important as much for what
it does not do as for what it does.
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KIMBERLEY BROWN
Portland State University


Morning Edition: Mastering Reading and
Language Skills with the Newspaper.
Ethel Tiersky and Robert Hughes. Lincolnwood, IL: National Textbook
Co., 1996. Pp. vii + 182.


■ Morning Edition is a theme-based text that emphasizes reading as a
major part of language learning. The purpose of this text is to help
high-intermediate and low-advanced adult ESL/EFL learners, as well as
adult literacy learners, become more efficient readers of authentic texts.
Being able to read these kinds of texts is a very important skill. Through
challenging, informed, authentic texts, the authors claim that learners
will learn to communicate in English with confidence. The book also
gives students practice in literary analysis.


The book consists of seven sections, each based on a particular
newspaper section: news and features, opinion, business, profiles, arts
and entertainment, science and health, and sports. Each news segment
contains actual articles from the International Herald Tribune along with
relevant activities. Activities include (a) a preview (background knowl-
edge about the article, before-reading questions, and clues to look for
while reading); (b) a main concepts activity (learning new points and
concepts, building reading comprehension) that uses true-false ques-
tions; (c) a vocabulary activity that uses fill-in-the-blank and multiple-choice
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questions; (d) an idiom and expression activity; and (e) a talking and
writing activity (critical writing and discussion of related issues).


Each section also includes activities that focus on literary analysis and
critical reading skills (e.g., style, figure of speech, inferences, paragraph
development, conditional clauses, contrasting ideas). At the end of each
section is a unit, called Focus on the Newspaper, that promotes extended
thinking through an analysis of both the content and the viewpoint of
the article.


The layout of the sections and activities is consistent and easy to follow.
Activities are well organized, using an appropriate sequence for develop-
ing target skills. Besides language skill development, the subject matter
provides students with a range of real-world topics from around the
world. The articles increase in difficulty, and some of the activities
become more demanding as students progress through the book


Learners find the news articles, which pertain to current historical
events and domestic and international news, to be of great interest. The
photographs that accompany each article are good predictors of the
article’s content and attract learners’ attention. Readings also give
learners insight into other cultures and societies as well as their political
and social concerns. Sample topics include the Kobe earthquake,
U.S.-Iraq relations, a Chinese girl’s Olympic success, and the world’s
families in upheaval.


Although most of the activities are effective learning tools, some need
to be more stimulating, and more variety is needed. The same kinds of
activities are repeated throughout the text. For example, the standard
true-false and multiple-choice questions used in the Getting the Message
activity could easily have been mixed or replaced with more engaging
and challenging activities.


Overall, this book is a good reading comprehension tool for
high-intermediate and low-advanced ESL/EFL adult learners, but it
would need to be used with other materials that develop writing,
speaking, and listening skills. Teachers may find themselves developing
some of their own activities for the book, because some activities are
somewhat repetitious. However, the articles are well chosen and provide
learners with much knowledge about the world as well as about journal-
istic styles of writing. The book does a good job of providing skills and
practice in reading newspapers and other authentic texts. Instructors
and learners will find this text to be invaluable in teaching skills and
providing a global perspective.


LUKE GIBSON MCCARTHY
Southern Illinois University at Carbondale
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Reading Workout.
Jann Huizenga and Maria Thomas-Ruzic. Boston: Heinle & Heinle,
1994. Pp. viii + 166.


■ Designed for high beginning ESL or EFL learners, Reading Workout
aims to focus on content-based themes while helping students model
good reading strategies, develop the relationships with texts that are
expected in North America, foster an interactive community of learners,
and improve overall communicative proficiency. The authors, who met
in Bosnia, have produced a fine textbook that combines top-down and
bottom-up processing skills.


Divided into five units, the textbook is designed to provide material
for 35–50 class hours. Though the publisher suggests that Reading
Workout be combined with Writing Workout and All Talk (Heinle & Heinle,
1992), Reading Workout by itself utilizes all four skill areas stressed in the
whole language approach.


The units, focusing on Homes, Health, Family Ties, Shopping and
Money Matters, and Going Places, are all organized in the same fashion.
Each unit begins with a large graphic and the title of the unit, with a
small box in the lower right corner that provides learners with a quick,
easy overview of the unit. Each unit contains a Warming-Up section,
seven readings that incorporate activities as well as explicit strategies, and
concluding activities designed to review the unit as a whole.


The Warming-Up section often involves students working in pairs to
activate background knowledge on the unit theme, complemented by
Reading 1, a prereading quiz that is often international in nature.
Moving on from the activation of background knowledge, Reading 2
provides a box that explicitly directs students to approach each text
using a particular strategy. After reading the passage, students discuss the
material with partners, reread the text, then chart information or
complete a simple grid exercise. Reading 3 consists of excerpts from
letters on the given topic written by ESL learners representing a range of
ages, cultural backgrounds, and geographic areas. Both Reading 3 and
Reading 4 expand on the same topic while incorporating communicative
activities and pair work, with journal writing and personalized word
banks also encouraged.


Readings 5, 6, and 7 are presented in much the same way as the earlier
readings but are usually taken from authentic sources such as The Atlantic
Monthly, the St. Petersburg Times, Utne Reader, Health, People, The New York
Times, and The New Mexican. The choice of these readings is to be
commended, for they stimulate students to form opinions on social
issues and go on to suggest solutions. Each unit then concludes with
activities such as idea trees, alphabet poems, and crossword puzzles that
are designed to review the unit theme as a whole.
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By encouraging students to use their background knowledge, model
good reading strategies, cultivate personal vocabulary and evaluate texts,
and articulate opinions in a communicative environment, Reading Work-
out helps students become independent readers. Though some themes,
such as fertility, might better be addressed with adult learners than with
younger learners, the textbook is designed to allow instructors the
flexibility to skip reading selections. Furthermore, the emphasis on
cultural diversity present in the book may make it more suitable for a
heterogeneous group than for a homogenous group. These points are
minor, however; Reading Workout is a true asset to both the ESL instructor
and the student who is striving to develop the analytical and communica-
tive skills that will assist them in both their social and their professional
communication.


STEPHANIE HUMPHRIES
Ohio University
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TESOL QUARTERLY  Vol. 33, No. 1, Spring 1999


EDITORIAL POLICY
TESOL Quarterly, a professional, refereed journal, encourages submission of
previously unpublished articles on topics of significance to individuals
concerned with the teaching of English as a second or foreign language and
of standard English as a second dialect. As a publication that represents a
variety of cross-disciplinary interests, both theoretical and practical, the
Quarterly invites manuscripts on a wide range of topics, especially in the
following areas:


1. psychology and sociology of language 3. testing and evaluation
learning and teaching; issues in research 4. professional
and research methodology preparation


2. curriculum design and development; 5. language planning
instructional methods, materials, and 6. professional standards
techniques


Because the Quarterly is committed to publishing manuscripts that contrib-
ute to bridging theory and practice in our profession, it particularly
welcomes submissions drawing on relevant research (e.g., in anthropology,
applied and theoretical linguistics, communication, education, English
education [including reading and writing theory], psycholinguistics, psy-
chology, first and second language acquisition, sociolinguistics, and sociol-
ogy) and addressing implications and applications of this research to issues
in our profession. The Quarterly prefers that all submissions be written so
that their content is accessible to a broad readership, including those
individuals who may not have familiarity with the subject matter addressed.
TESOL Quarterly is an international journal. It welcomes submissions from
English language contexts around the world.


GENERAL INFORMATION FOR AUTHORS
Submission Categories
TESOL Quarterly invites submissions in five categories:


Full-length articles. Contributors are strongly encouraged to submit manu-
scripts of no more than 20–25 double-spaced pages or 8,500 words (includ-
ing references, notes, and tables). Submit three copies plus three copies of
an informative abstract of not more than 200 words. If possible, indicate the
number of words at the end of the article. To facilitate the blind review
process, authors’ names should appear only on a cover sheet, not on the title
page; do not use running heads. Submit manuscripts to the Editor of TESOL
Quarterly:
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Carol A. Chapelle
Department of English
203 Ross Hall
Iowa State University
Ames, IA 50011-1201 USA


The following factors are considered when evaluating the suitability of a
manuscript for publication in TESOL Quarterly:
• The manuscript appeals to the general interests of TESOL Quarterly’s


readership.
• The manuscript strengthens the relationship between theory and prac-


tice: Practical articles must be anchored in theory, and theoretical articles
and reports of research must contain a discussion of implications or
applications for practice.


• The content of the manuscript is accessible to the broad readership of the
Quarterly, not only to specialists in the area addressed.


• The manuscript offers a new, original insight or interpretation and not
just a restatement of others’ ideas and views.


• The manuscript makes a significant (practical, useful, plausible) contri-
bution to the field.


• The manuscript is likely to arouse readers’ interest.
• The manuscript reflects sound scholarship and research design with


appropriate, correctly interpreted references to other authors and works.
• The manuscript is well written and organized and conforms to the


specifications of the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Associ-
ation (4th ed.).


Reviews. TESOL Quarterly invites succinct, evaluative reviews of professional
books, classroom texts, and other instructional resources (such as computer
software, video- or audiotaped material, and tests). Reviews should provide a
descriptive and evaluative summary and a brief discussion of the significance
of the work in the context of current theory and practice. Submissions
should generally be no longer than 500 words. Submit two copies of the
review to the Review Editor:


Dan Douglas
Department of English
203 Ross Hall
Iowa State University
Ames, IA 50011-1201 USA


Review Articles. TESOL Quarterly also welcomes occasional review articles,
that is, comparative discussions of several publications that fall into a topical
category (e.g., pronunciation, literacy training, teaching methodology).
Review articles should provide a description and evaluative comparison of
the materials and discuss the relative significance of the works in the context
of current theory and practice. Submissions should generally be no longer
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than 1,500 words. Submit two copies of the review article to the Review
Editor at the address given above.


Brief Reports and Summaries. TESOL Quarterly also invites short reports on
any aspect of theory and practice in our profession. We encourage manu-
scripts that either present preliminary findings or focus on some aspect of a
larger study. In all cases, the discussion of issues should be supported by
empirical evidence, collected through qualitative or quantitative investiga-
tions. Reports or summaries should present key concepts and results in a
manner that will make the research accessible to our diverse readership.
Submissions to this section should be 7–10 double-spaced pages, or 3,400
words (including references, notes, and tables). If possible, indicate the
number of words at the end of the report. Longer articles do not appear in this
section and should be submitted to the Editor of TESOL Quarterly for review. Send
one copy of the manuscript to each of the Editors of the Brief Reports and
Summaries section:


Rod Ellis Karen E. Johnson
Institute of Language 305 Sparks Building


Teaching and Learning Pennsylvania State University
Private Bag 92019 University Park, PA 16802 USA
Auckland, New Zealand


The Forum. TESOL Quarterly welcomes comments and reactions from
readers regarding specific aspects or practices of our profession. Responses
to published articles and reviews are also welcome; unfortunately, we are not
able to publish responses to previous exchanges. Contributions to The
Forum should generally be no longer than 7–10 double-spaced pages or
3,400 words. If possible, indicate the number of words at the end of the
contribution. Submit two copies to the Editor of TESOL Quarterly at the
address given above.


Brief discussions of qualitative and quantitative Research Issues and of
Teaching Issues are also published in The Forum. Although these contri-
butions are typically solicited, readers may send topic suggestions or make
known their availability as contributors by writing directly to the Editors of
these subsections.


Research Issues: Teaching Issues:
Patricia A. Duff Bonny Norton
Department of Department of


Language Education Language Education
University of British Columbia University of British Columbia
2125 Main Mall 2125 Main Mall
Vancouver, BC V6T 1Z4 Vancouver, BC V6T 1Z4
Canada Canada


Special-Topic Issues. Typically, one issue per volume will be devoted to a
special topic. Topics are approved by the Editorial Advisory Board of the
Quarterly. Those wishing to suggest topics or make known their availability as
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guest editors should contact the Editor of TESOL Quarterly. Issues will
generally contain both invited articles designed to survey and illuminate
central themes as well as articles solicited through a call for papers.


General Submission Guidelines
1. All submissions to the Quarterly should conform to the requirements of


the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (4th ed.),
which can be obtained from the American Psychological Association,
Book Order Department, Dept. KK, P.O. Box 92984, Washington, DC
20090-2984 USA. Orders from the United Kingdom, Europe, Africa, or
the Middle East should be sent to American Psychological Association,
Dept. KK, 3 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, WC2E 8LU,
England. For more information, e-mail order@apa.org or consult http://
www.apa.org/books/ordering.html.


2. All submissions to TESOL Quarterly should be accompanied by a cover
letter that includes a full mailing address and both a daytime and an
evening telephone number. Where available, authors should include an
electronic mail address and fax number.


3. Authors of full-length articles, Brief Reports and Summaries, and Forum
contributions should include two copies of a very brief biographical
statement (in sentence form, maximum 50 words), plus any special
notations or acknowledgments that they would like to have included.
Double spacing should be used throughout.


4. TESOL Quarterly provides 25 free reprints of published full-length
articles and 10 reprints of material published in the Reviews, Brief
Reports and Summaries, and The Forum sections.


5. Manuscripts submitted to TESOL Quarterly cannot be returned to
authors. Authors should be sure to keep a copy for themselves.


6. It is understood that manuscripts submitted to TESOL Quarterly have not
been previously published and are not under consideration for publica-
tion elsewhere.


7. It is the responsibility of the author(s) of a manuscript submitted to
TESOL Quarterly to indicate to the Editor the existence of any work
already published (or under consideration for publication elsewhere)
by the author(s) that is similar in content to that of the manuscript.


8. The Editor of TESOL Quarterly reserves the right to make editorial
changes in any manuscript accepted for publication to enhance clarity
or style. The author will be consulted only if the editing has been
substantial.


9. The views expressed by contributors to TESOL Quarterly do not necessar-
ily reflect those of the Editor, the Editorial Advisory Board, or TESOL.
Material published in the Quarterly should not be construed to have the
endorsement of TESOL.
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Informed Consent Guidelines
TESOL Quarterly expects authors to adhere to ethical and legal standards for
work with human subjects. Although we are aware that such standards vary
among institutions and countries, we require authors and contributors to
meet, as a minimum, the conditions detailed below before submitting a
manuscript for review. TESOL recognizes that some institutions may require
research proposals to satisfy additional requirements. If you wish to discuss
whether or how your study met these guidelines, you may e-mail the
managing editor of TESOL publications at tq@tesol.edu or call 703-535-7852.


As an author, you will be asked to sign a statement indicating that you have
complied with Option A or Option B before TESOL will publish your work.
A. You have followed the human subjects review procedure established by


your institution.
B. If you are not bound by an institutional review process, or if it does not


meet the requirements outlined below, you have complied with the
following conditions.


Participation in the Research
1. You have informed participants in your study, sample, class, group, or


program that you will be conducting research in which they will be the
participants or that you would like to write about them for publication.


2. You have given each participant a clear statement of the purpose of your
research or the basic outline of what you would like to explore in
writing, making it clear that research and writing are dynamic activities
that may shift in focus as they occur.


3. You have explained the procedure you will follow in the research project
or the types of information you will be collecting for your writing.


4. You have explained that participation is voluntary, that there is no
penalty for refusing to participate, and that the participants may
withdraw at any time without penalty.


5. You have explained to participants if and how their confidentiality will
be protected.


6. You have given participants sufficient contact information that they can
reach you for answers to questions regarding the research.


7. You have explained to participants any foreseeable risks and discomforts
involved in agreeing to cooperate (e.g., seeing work with errors in
print).


8. You have explained to participants any possible direct benefits of
participating (e.g., receiving a copy of the article or chapter).


9. You have obtained from each participant (or from the participant’s
parent or guardian) a signed consent form that sets out the terms of
your agreement with the participants and have kept these forms on file
(TESOL will not ask to see them).
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Consent to Publish Student Work
10. If you will be collecting samples of student work with the intention of


publishing them, either anonymously or with attribution, you have
made that clear to the participants in writing.


11. If the sample of student work (e.g., a signed drawing or signed piece of
writing) will be published with the student’s real name visible, you have
obtained a signed consent form and will include that form when you
submit your manuscript for review and editing.


12. If your research or writing involves minors (persons under age 18), you
have supplied and obtained signed separate informed consent forms
from the parent or guardian and from the minor, if he or she is old
enough to read, understand, and sign the form.


13. If you are working with participants who do not speak English well or are
intellectually disabled, you have written the consent forms in a language
that the participant or the participant’s guardian can understand.


Statistical Guidelines
Because of the educational role the Quarterly plays modeling research in the
field, it is of particular concern that published research articles meet high
statistical standards. In order to support this goal, the following guidelines
are provided.


Reporting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should be explained
clearly and in enough detail that it would be possible to replicate the design
of the study on the basis of the information provided in the article. Likewise,
the study should include sufficient information to allow readers to evaluate
the claims made by the author. In order to accommodate both of these
requirements, authors of statistical studies should present the following.


1. a clear statement of the research questions and the hypotheses that are
being examined;


2. descriptive statistics, including the means, standard deviations, and
sample sizes, necessary for the reader to correctly interpret and evaluate
any inferential statistics;


3. appropriate types of reliability and validity of any tests, ratings, ques-
tionnaires, and so on;


4. graphs and charts that help explain the results;
5. clear and careful descriptions of the instruments used and the types of


intervention employed in the study;
6. explicit identifications of dependent, independent, moderator, inter-


vening, and control variables;
7. complete source tables for statistical tests;
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8. discussions of how the assumptions underlying the research design were
met, assumptions such as random selection and assignment of subjects
and sufficiently large sample sizes so that the results are stable;


9. tests of the assumptions of any statistical tests, when appropriate; and
10. realistic interpretations of the statistical significance of the results


keeping in mind that the meaningfulness of the results is a separate and
important issue, especially for correlation.


Conducting the analyses. Quantitative studies submitted to TESOL Quarterly
should reflect a concern for controlling Type I and Type II error. Thus,
studies should avoid multiple t tests, multiple ANOVAs, and so on. However,
in the very few instances in which multiple tests might be employed, the
author should explain the effects of such use on the probability values in the
results. In reporting the statistical analyses, authors should choose one
significance level (usually .05) and report all results in terms of that level.
Likewise, studies should report effect size through such strength of associa-
tion measures as omega-squared or eta-squared along with beta (the
possibility of Type II error) whenever this may be important to interpreting
the significance of the results.


Interpreting the results. The results should be explained clearly and the
implications discussed such that readers without extensive training in the
use of statistics can understand them. Care should be taken in making causal
inferences from statistical results, and these should be avoided with correla-
tional studies. Results of the study should not be overinterpreted or
overgeneralized. Finally, alternative explanations of the results should be
discussed.


Qualitative Research Guidelines
To ensure that Quarterly articles model rigorous qualitative research, the
following guidelines are provided.


Conducting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should exhibit an
in-depth understanding of the philosophical perspectives and research
methodologies inherent in conducting qualitative research. Utilizing these
perspectives and methods in the course of conducting research helps to
ensure that studies are credible, valid, and dependable rather than impres-
sionistic and superficial. Reports of qualitative research should meet the
following criteria.


1. Data collection (as well as analyses and reporting) is aimed at uncovering
an emic perspective. In other words, the study focuses on research
participants’ perspectives and interpretations of behavior, events, and
situations rather than etic (outsider-imposed) categories, models, and
viewpoints.


2. Data collection strategies include prolonged engagement, persistent
observation, and triangulation. Researchers should conduct ongoing
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observations over a sufficient period of time so as to build trust with
respondents, learn the culture (e.g., classroom, school, or community),
and check for misinformation introduced by both the researcher and
the researched. Triangulation involves the use of multiple methods and
sources such as participant-observation, informal and formal interviewing,
and collection of relevant or available documents.


Analyzing the data. Data analysis is also guided by the philosophy and
methods underlying qualitative research studies. The researcher should
engage in comprehensive data treatment in which data from all relevant
sources are analyzed. In addition, many qualitative studies demand an
analytic inductive approach involving a cyclical process of data collection,
analysis (taking an emic perspective and utilizing the descriptive language
the respondents themselves use), creation of hypotheses, and testing of
hypotheses in further data collection.


Reporting the data. The researcher should generally provide “thick descrip-
tion” with sufficient detail to allow the reader to determine whether transfer
to other situations can be considered. Reports also should include the
following.


1. a description of the theoretical or conceptual framework that guides
research questions and interpretations;


2. a clear statement of the research questions;
3. a description of the research site, participants, procedures for ensuring


participant anonymity, and data collection strategies, and a description
of the roles of the researcher(s);


4. a description of a clear and salient organization of patterns found
through data analysis—reports of patterns should include representative
examples, not anecdotal information;


5. interpretations that exhibit a holistic perspective in which the author
traces the meaning of patterns across all the theoretically salient or
descriptively relevant micro- and macrocontexts in which they are
embedded;


6. interpretations and conclusions that provide evidence of grounded
theory and discussion of how this theory relates to current research/
theory in the field, including relevant citations—in other words, the
article should focus on the issues or behaviors that are salient to
participants and that not only reveal an in-depth understanding of the
situation studied but also suggest how it connects to current related
theories.
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Editor’s Note


■ In my first issue as editor of TESOL Quarterly, I would like to express my
appreciation to Sandra McKay and Ellen Garshick for their patience in
guiding me through the process of producing this issue. I am also grateful to
have Barbara Plakans as my assistant in Ames and to have Ellen staying on as
assistant editor.


With this issue, I welcome Dan Douglas as the new editor for Reviews and
Book Notices and express thanks to H. Douglas Brown for his work on this
section. I am also happy to welcome the following new members to the
TESOL Quarterly Editorial Advisory Board: Caroline Clapham, Susan Conrad,
Kathryn A. Davis, Thomas N. Huckin, Joan Jamieson, Frederick O. Lorenz,
Numa Markee, Tim McNamara, and James W. Tollefson. I offer sincere
thanks on behalf of TESOL, TESOL Quarterly, Sandra McKay, and myself for
the work of those members who are rotating off the Editorial Advisory
Board: Elsa Auerbach, Graham Crookes, Deborah Curtis, Sandra Fotos, Eli
Hinkel, Noël Houck, B. Kumaravadivelu, Alastair Pennycook, Terrence
Wiley, and Jerri Willett.


I am happy to report that Patricia A. Duff, Rod Ellis, Karen E. Johnson,
and Bonny Norton will continue to serve as editors for their respective
sections of the journal. I am grateful to them as well as to former and current
members of the Editorial Advisory Board for helping to make the transition
of the editorship smooth.


In This Issue


■ The articles in this issue of TESOL Quarterly address diverse areas of
concern for the profession.


• Vivian Cook offers a valuable perspective on the continuing discussion
of the role of native speaker models in English language teaching.
Drawing primarily on evidence from psycholinguistic research, he
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argues that L2 learners are inherently different from monolingual
native speakers and that attaining the competence of a native speaker
is an impossible goal for an L2 learner. It follows, he suggests, that
alternatives to native speaker models are needed for language teach-
ing, and he makes some initial recommendations for moving beyond
native speaker models in the ESOL classroom.


• Vai Ramanathan reports a revealing examination of institutional and
instructional practices affecting English learners in higher education
in India. Although India has been referred to as an outer-circle
country relative to an inner circle of English-speaking countries, her
research showed that even within India inner and outer circles are
constructed through practices that limit access to Indian English. She
found that learners who had not completed English-medium instruc-
tion before entering the university were kept in India’s own outer
circle through practices such as streaming them into non-English-
medium classes, not letting them major in English literature, and using
instructional methods that did not develop their ability to communi-
cate in English.


• Thomas C. Cooper describes his research into ESOL learners’ process-
ing of English idioms. Using a think-aloud methodology in a con-
trolled setting, he documented the strategies that learners used to
arrive at the meaning of idiomatic expressions. The results indicated
that none of the L1 idiom-processing models reviewed was sufficiently
complex to account for the variety of strategies that the L2 learners
used. He therefore proposes that L2 idiom processing be considered a
heuristic process characterized by strategic experimentation. Cooper
suggests the think-aloud methodology as an aid in teaching idiomatic
expressions.


Also in this issue:


• The Forum: Paul Wadden and Robert Hilke comment on Liz Hamp-
Lyons’ “Ethical Test Preparation Practice: The Case of the TOEFL” by
drawing on their experience in developing and using preparation
materials for the Test of English as a Foreign Language, and the author
responds. Jennifer D. Ewald offers her perspective on Graham Crookes
and Al Lehner’s “Aspects of Process in an ESL Critical Pedagogy
Teacher Education Course,” and Graham Crookes responds.


• Research Issues: Celia Genishi and Marylin Low explore poststructuralist
approaches to second language acquisition research.


• Reviews and Book Notices: Reviewers comment on six recent titles, and
notices are provided for seven new books.


Carol A. Chapelle















185TESOL QUARTERLY  Vol. 33, No. 2, Summer 1999


Going Beyond the Native Speaker
in Language Teaching
VIVIAN COOK
University of Essex


This article argues that language teaching would benefit by paying
attention to the L2 user rather than concentrating primarily on the
native speaker. It suggests ways in which language teaching can apply an
L2 user model and exploit the students’ L1. Because L2 users differ
from monolingual native speakers in their knowledge of their L2s and
L1s and in some of their cognitive processes, they should be considered
as speakers in their own right, not as approximations to monolingual
native speakers. In the classroom, teachers can recognise this status by
incorporating goals based on L2 users in the outside world, bringing L2
user situations and roles into the classroom, deliberately using the
students’ L1 in teaching activities, and looking to descriptions of L2
users or L2 learners rather than descriptions of native speakers as a
source of information. The main benefits of recognising that L2 users
are speakers in the own right, however, will come from students’ and
teachers’ having a positive image of L2 users rather than seeing them as
failed native speakers.


Language professionals often take for granted that the only appropri-
ate models of a language’s use come from its native speakers.


Linguists look at the intuitions of native speakers or collect quantities of
their speech; language teachers encourage students to be like native
speakers. This article argues that the prominence of the native speaker
in language teaching has obscured the distinctive nature of the success-
ful L2 user and created an unattainable goal for L2 learners. It
recommends that L2 users be viewed as multicompetent language users
rather than as deficient native speakers and suggests how language
teaching can recognise students as L2 users both in and out of the
classroom.


DEFINING THE NATIVE SPEAKER


Davies (1991) claims that the first recorded use of native speaker was
the following: “The first language a human being learns to speak is his
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native language; he is a native speaker of this language” (Bloomfield, 1933,
p. 43). In other words, an individual is a native speaker of the L1 learnt
in childhood, called by Davies (1996) the “bio-developmental definition”
(p. 156). Being a native speaker in this sense is an unalterable historic
fact; individuals cannot change their native language any more than they
can change who brought them up. This definition is echoed in modern
sources such as The Oxford Companion to the English Language (McArthur,
1992) and the corpus-based Collins COBUILD English Dictionary (1995).


This core meaning of native speaker is often supplemented by detailing
the nondevelopmental characteristics that they share. Stern (1983)
claims that native speakers have (a) a subconscious knowledge of rules,
(b) an intuitive grasp of meanings, (c) the ability to communicate within
social settings, (d) a range of language skills, and (e) creativity of
language use. The Encyclopedic Dictionary of Applied Linguistics (Johnson &
Johnson, 1998) adds (f) identification with a language community.
Davies (1996) adds (g) the ability to produce fluent discourse, (h)
knowledge of differences between their own speech and that of the
“standard” form of the language, and (i) the ability “to interpret and
translate into the L1 of which she or he is a native speaker” (p. 154).


Some of these characteristics are in a sense obvious: Native speakers
are not necessarily aware of their knowledge in a formal sense ([a] and
[b]), nor could they explain how they ride a bicycle. Others are
debatable: Many native speakers are unaware how their speech differs
from the status form (h), as shown, for example, in the growing use of
the nonstandard between you and I for between you and me even by
professional speakers such as news readers. Many native speakers are far
from fluent in speech (g), some, such as Stephen Hawking and Helen
Keller, having to communicate via alternative means. Some native
speakers function poorly in social settings (c). In the Chomskyan sense
of creativity, any novel sentence uttered or comprehended is creative (e);
a computer can create new sentences, for instance, by means of the
speech program that answers telephone directory enquiries with every
possible telephone number. In a general literary sense, creativity charac-
terizes a small percentage of native speakers, such as poets and rap
singers. Only native speakers who have an L2—and not necessarily all of
them—possess the ability to interpret from one language to another (i).
Native speakers, whether Karl Marx in London, James Joyce in Zurich, or
Albert Einstein in Princeton, are free to disassociate themselves com-
pletely from their L1 community politically or socially (f) without giving
up their native speaker status.


These characteristics are therefore variable and not a necessary part of
the definition of native speaker; the lack of any of them would not
disqualify a person from being a native speaker. A monk sworn to silence
is still a native speaker. In addition, nonnative speakers, almost regardless







GOING BEYOND THE NATIVE SPEAKER IN LANGUAGE TEACHING 187


of their level of proficiency in the language, share many of these
characteristics: Nonnative speakers show a rapidly developing awareness
of gender-linked pronunciation (Adamson & Regan, 1991) and of the
status of regional accents (Dailey-O’Cain, 1998); what level of L2 English
did it take for Marcel Duchamps to create “surrealistic aphorisms” such
as My niece is cold because my knees are cold (Sanquillet & Peterson, 1978,
p.␣ 111)?


The indisputable element in the definition of native speaker is that a
person is a native speaker of the language learnt first; the other
characteristics are incidental, describing how well an individual uses the
language. Someone who did not learn a language in childhood cannot
be a native speaker of the language. Later-learnt languages can never be
native languages, by definition. Children who learn two languages
simultaneously from birth have two L1s (Davies, 1991), which may not be
the same as being a monolingual native speaker of either language. L2
students cannot be turned into native speakers without altering the core
meaning of native speaker. Asserting that “adults usually fail to become
native speakers” (Felix, 1987, p. 140) is like saying that ducks fail to
become swans: Adults could never become native speakers without being
reborn. L2 learning may produce an L2 user who is like a native speaker
in possessing some of the nine aspects of proficiency detailed above to a
high degree but who cannot meet the biodevelopmental definition. The
variable aspects of proficiency (Davies, 1996) or expertise (Rampton, 1990)
relate to a separate issue of quality rather than being defining character-
istics of the native speaker (Ballmer, 1981).


Another common assumption is that the native speaker speaks only
one language. Illich and Sanders (1988) point out, “From Saussure to
Chomsky ‘homo monolinguis’ is posited as the man who uses lan-
guage—the man who speaks” (p. 52). Ballmer (1981) and Paikeday
(1985) include monolingualism in their extended definitions of native
speaker. In Chomskyan linguistics, monolingualism is part of the abstrac-
tion involved in obtaining the idealized native speaker. “We exclude, for
example, a speech community of uniform speakers, each of whom speaks
a mixture of Russian and French (say, an idealised version of the
nineteenth-century Russian aristocracy)” (Chomsky, 1986, p. 17). Impor-
tant as it is for other purposes to consider the different types of native
speakers and the different abilities that native speakers possess, the
distinction here is between people who speak the language they grew up
with and those who speak another language as well—that is, between
monolingual native speakers and L2 users. The meaning of native speaker
here is thus a monolingual person who still speaks the language learnt in
childhood.


In contrast to native speaker, the term L2 user refers to someone who is
using an L2. The L2 user is further distinguished from the L2 learner, who
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is still in the process of learning the L2. The point at which an L2 learner
becomes an L2 user may be debatable because of the difficulty in
defining the final state of L2 learning; moreover, some learners are
regularly users whenever they step outside the classroom. Although this
distinction is in some ways imprecise, its rationale will emerge during the
argument.


IMPLICIT STATUS OF THE NATIVE SPEAKER


In recent years the role of the native speaker in language teaching and
second language acquisition (SLA) research has become a source of
concern. Some analysts have seen the issue in quasi-political terms as the
exercise of power and status (Holliday, 1994); the native speaker concept
has political and economic benefits for the countries from which
particular languages originated (Phillipson, 1992). Others see it in
cultural terms as the imposition of native speaker interaction norms
contrary to the students’ own preferred types of interaction (Kramsch &
Sullivan, 1996). Still others point out that “one man in his time plays
many parts”: English-speaking people show they are men by using /I n/
in waiting (Trudgill, 1974), that they are American by having /r/ in corn,
or that they are British working class by dropping the h in hair (Milroy,
1983). Native speakers form only one of the social groups to which a
speaker belongs (Rampton, 1990); the role of native speaker is no more
basic than any other (Firth & Wagner, 1997). In practice, despite these
objections, the native speaker model remains firmly entrenched in
language teaching and SLA research.


The Native Speaker in Language Teaching


Overt discussion of the native speaker as a model is rare in language
teaching. However, indirect evidence for the importance of the native
speaker in English language teaching is indeed the perennial issue of
which kind of native speaker should be the model for language teaching
(Quirk, 1990). This discussion assumes that the choice lies between
different types or aspects of native speakers, not in whether to use them
as models at all. Stern (1983) puts it bluntly: “The native speaker’s
‘competence’ or ‘proficiency’ or ‘knowledge of the language’ is a
necessary point of reference for the second language proficiency con-
cept used in language teaching” (p. 341). The Practice of English Language
Teaching (Harmer, 1991) describes different areas of language compe-
tence in a chapter entitled “What a Native Speaker Knows” and goes on
to say that “students need to get an idea of how the new language is used
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by native speakers,” although the usage shifts to the combined expres-
sion “native speakers (or competent users of the language)” (p. 57).
Kramsch (1998) sums up the issue pithily: “Traditional methodologies
based on the native speaker usually define language learners in terms of
what they are not, or at least not yet” (p. 28). Or, one might add, not ever.


Another source of implicit views about the native speaker in language
teaching is the course book, which provides a structure for many classes
(Hutchinson & Hutchinson, 1994). The description of English underly-
ing course books seems implicitly native based, reflecting the teaching
tradition’s idealised normative view of English rather than actual descrip-
tion. The Collins COBUILD English Course (Willis & Willis, 1988), for
example, “focuses on the real English students will encounter and need
to use in today’s world” (back cover) based on a large database of native
speaker usage. The model situations met in course books almost invari-
ably involve native speakers interacting with native speakers, apart from
the typical opening lessons in which students introduce each other and
exchange personal information, for example, Unit 1 in Headstart (Beavan,
1995) and in True to Life (Collie & Slater, 1995).


The Native Speaker in SLA Research


SLA research in the 1960s borrowed from L1 acquisition research the
assumption that learners have language systems with distinctive features
of their own (Cook, 1969; Corder, 1967). This assumption formed one
aspect of the well-known interlanguage hypothesis (Selinker, 1972),
implicit in the continuing aim of the SLA research field to describe and
explain the L2 language system in its own right. In other words, SLA
research aims in principle to detach L2 learning from the native speaker.


In practice, however, SLA research has often fallen into the comparative
fallacy (Bley-Vroman, 1983) of relating the L2 learner to the native
speaker. This tendency is reflected in the frequency with which the words
succeed and fail are associated with the phrase native speaker, for example,
the view that fossilisation and errors in L2 users’ speech add up “to
failure to achieve native-speaker competence, since in Chomsky’s words,
native speakers (NSs) are people who know their language perfectly”
(James, 1998, p. 2). The success and failure of L2 learners are often
measured against the native speaker’s language use in statements such as
the following: “learners often failed initially to produce correct sentences
and instead displayed language that was markedly deviant from target
language norms” (Ellis, 1994, p. 15). Many SLA research methods, such
as grammaticality judgments, obligatory occurrences, and error analysis,
involve comparison with the native speaker (Cook, 1997b; Firth &
Wagner, 1997).
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An unknown object is often described in terms of one that is already
known (Poulisse, 1996); someone who has never seen a tomato before
might describe it as a rather soft apple with a large number of pips. But
this description is no more than a temporary expedient until the
individual has understood the unique properties of the object itself. The
learner’s language is an unknown object, so SLA research can justifiably
use native speakers’ language as one perspective on the language of L2
learners, provided it does not make native speakers’ language the
measure of final achievement in the L2. Klein and Perdue (1992) warn
in particular of the danger of the “closeness fallacy” (p. 333), in which
one is deceived by learner utterances that bear a false resemblance to
those of the native speaker. The avowed aim of their large multilanguage
project was to discover “why . . . adults attain the state they do” (p. 334).
Despite some recognition that the L2 user should be treated as indepen-
dent in SLA research, the native speaker often maintains a ghostlike
presence.


DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MULTICOMPETENT
LANGUAGE USERS AND L1 USERS


Interlanguage refers to the knowledge of the L2 in the speaker’s mind.
But this L2 interlanguage exists in the same mind as the L1 does.
Because no word existed to describe the knowledge of both the L1 and
the L2, the term multicompetence was coined to refer to the compound
state of a mind with two languages (Cook, 1991). Multicompetence
covers the total language knowledge of a person who knows more than
one language, including both L1 competence and the L2 interlanguage.


Competence is a neutral term in linguistics for the native speaker’s
knowledge of language; it does not involve a judgment about whether
such competence is good or bad according to some outside criterion. In
a sense, whatever the native speaker does is right—subject, of course, to
the vagaries of performance and the like. Multicompetence is intended
to be a similarly neutral term for the knowledge of more than one
language, free from evaluation against an outside standard. The diffi-
culty is that, whereas all the speakers of an L1 arguably have similar
competences, L2 users notoriously end up with widely differing knowl-
edge. Nevertheless, so far as any individual is concerned, a final state of
L2 competence exists for the L2 learner just as a final state of L1
competence exists for the native speaker, difficult as this state may be to
generalise across many L2 learners.


The term multicompetence implies that at some level the sum of the
language knowledge in the mind is relevant, not just the portions
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dedicated to the L1 or the L2. Language teaching is concerned with
developing an L2 in a mind that already contains an L1; as Stern (1992)
puts it, “whether we like it or not, the new language is learnt on the basis
of a previous language” (p. 282). Multicompetent minds that know two
languages are qualitatively different from those of the monolingual
native speaker in a number of ways.


The L2 Knowledge of Multicompetent Language Users


Nobody is surprised that the second language of L2 users differs from
the language of L1 users. Very few L2 users could be mistaken for native
speakers. Most L2 learners resign themselves to “failing” to reach the
native speaker target. Some research looking at ultimate attainment in
L2 learning shows that even fluent bilinguals can be distinguished from
monolinguals in grammaticality judgments (Coppieters, 1987; Davies,
1991), but other studies have demonstrated that some L2 users are
nevertheless indistinguishable from native speakers in syntax (Birdsong,
1992) and phonology (Bongaerts, Planken, & Schils, 1995). As White
and Genesee (1996) noted, “Ultimate attainment in an L2 can indeed be
native-like in the UG [universal grammar] domain” (p. 258). But the
comparison with the native speaker again creeps in; valid ultimate
attainment seems to be phrased with reference to the native speaker’s
competence rather than in its own terms.


The ultimate attainment of L2 learning should be defined in terms of
knowledge of the L2. There is no reason why the L2 component of
multicompetence should be identical to the monolingual’s L1, if only
because multicompetence is intrinsically more complex than mono-
lingualism. Whether or not one accepts that some L2 users can pass for
native speakers, these passers form an extremely small percentage of L2
users. Research with this group documents the achievements of a few
unusual people, such as those described by Bongaerts et al. (1995), as
typical of human beings as are Olympic high jumpers or opera singers.


The L1 Knowledge of Multicompetent Language Users


An early definition held that transfer between the L1 and the L2 went
in two directions, producing “instances of deviation from the norms of
either language which occur in the speech of bilinguals as a result of
their familiarity with more than one language” (Weinreich, 1953, p. 1).
Whereas the effects of the L1 on the L2 interlanguage are easy to see, the
effects of the L2 on the L1 have been little discussed. Yet everyone who
has been exposed to an L2 can tell anecdotes about its effects on the L1.
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For example, my own speech has sentences such as What do you want for
a book? and vocabulary such as pulli for pullover, probably showing the use
of L2 Swiss-German as a child.


A body of research shows that this effect of the L2 on the L1 exists in
most aspects of language. In terms of phonology, the timing of voicing at
the beginning of plosive consonants (i.e., voice onset time [VOT]) in the
L1 moves slightly towards that found in the L2, French L1 speakers of
English having a slightly longer VOT for /t/ in their L1 than French
monolinguals do (Flege, 1987). In vocabulary, L2 words affect their twins
in the L1. For example, the meaning of the English word coin (piece of
money) affects the way French L1 speakers who know English under-
stand the French word coin (corner) (Beauvillain & Grainger, 1987).
Loanwords have a slightly different meaning in the L1 for people who
know the L2 from which the words are derived; for instance, Japanese
bosu (gang leader) is perceived as less related to crime by Japanese who
know English boss (Tokumaru, 1999). In syntax, too, L1 grammaticality
judgments are affected by the L2: English speakers who know French
judge English sentences with null subjects, such as Is raining, differently
than monolinguals do (Cook, 1996); Francophones and Anglophones
learning the respective L2s have different reactions to middle verb
constructions in their L1s than monolinguals do (Balcom, 1998). Several
experiments have shown that L2 users become slightly slower at process-
ing the L1 as they gain proficiency in an L2 (Magiste, 1986). In reading
also, Greeks who know English read Greek differently than monolinguals
do to some extent; for example, they are more affected by the order of
presentation (Chitiri & Willows, 1997). In short, multicompetent L2
users do not have the same knowledge of the L1 as monolinguals do; for
some this may indeed amount to partial loss of their L1 (Seliger & Vago,
1991).


Language Processing by Multicompetent Language Users


During language processing, multicompetent language users have the
L1 constantly available to them. For example, L2 users compensate for
gaps in their vocabulary with the same communication strategies that
they use in their L1 (Poulisse, 1996). L2 users are faster and more
accurate in a language-switching task than in a monolingual condition
on an auditory version of the STROOP test, which asks people to decide
whether voices saying the words high and low are actually high or low
(Hamers & Lambert, 1972). L1 Spanish users of English understand
sentences that are translations of Spanish idioms more quickly than
monolinguals do (Blair & Harris, 1981). L2 users tend to switch from
one language to another for their own private purposes; 61% prefer the
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L1 over the L2 for working out sums, and 60% prefer it for praying,
whereas 61% use the L2 for keeping their diary, and 44% for remember-
ing phone numbers (Cook, 1998).


A distinctive process that multicompetent users engage in is code
switching. When multicompetent users are talking to other people who
know both languages, they may alternate between languages. For ex-
ample, a Bahasa Malaysia teacher of English was overheard saying to
fellow teachers in the staff room, “Suami saya dulu slim and trim tapi
sekarang plump like drum” (Before my husband was slim and trim, but
now he is plump like a drum). They can not only use either language
separately but also use both languages at the same time—what Grosjean
(1989) calls the monolingual and bilingual modes. Code switching has
complex rules, partly at the pragmatic level of the speaker’s and listener’s
roles, partly at a discourse level for topic, and partly at a syntactic level
(see the range of articles in Milroy & Muyskens, 1995). Code switching is
the most obvious achievement of the multicompetent user that monolin-
gual native speakers cannot duplicate, as they have no language to switch
into. It shows the intricate links between the two language systems in
multicompetence: In the mind, the L1 is not insulated from the L2.


Thought Processes of Multicompetent Language Users


Multicompetent speakers and monolingual native speakers also differ
in certain thought processes. It may not be surprising that people who
know two languages are slightly less effective at language-related cogni-
tive tasks in the L2 than are monolinguals (Cook, 1997a). Long-term
memory of information gathered in lectures is less efficient in an L2
(Long & Harding-Esch, 1977); working memory span in the L2 is usually
slightly below the L1 level at all stages of L2 performance (Brown &
Hulme, 1992; Service & Craik, 1993). L2 users perform slightly below the
level of L1 peer monolinguals in naming objects and following instruc-
tions to mark letters in words (Magiste, 1986); “the very fact of having
available more than one response to the same stimulus may lead to
slower reaction times unless the two response systems are hermetically
isolated from each other” (p. 118). In other words, the minds of L2 users
differ from the minds of monolinguals in several respects other than
sheer knowledge of language.


Indeed, this difference is one reason why, in many educational
systems, L2s are taught in the first place. Learning a foreign language is
seen as leading to “an interest in language and culture” in Japan (Tokyo,
1990), to the ability “to recognize cultural attitudes as expressed in
language and learn the use of social conventions” in the United King-
dom (The National Curriculum, 1995), and to “courage, honesty, charity
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and unity” in Malaysia (Kementarian Pendidikan Malaysia, 1987, p. 2). A
particular benefit has often been claimed to be brain-training—learning
other mental skills. SLA research has indeed shown some truth in these
claims, particularly the bilingual’s keener awareness of language itself.
Bilingual children are aware of grammatical properties of their L1
sooner than monolinguals are (Galambos & Goldin-Meadow, 1990) and
are better at judging how many words there are in a sentence. In
particular, bilingual children are more capable of separating meaning
from form (Ben Zeev, 1977; Bialystok, 1986). Most remarkably, English-
speaking children who learnt Italian for an hour a week in the first class
of primary school showed advantages over monolingual children in
learning to read (Yelland, Pollard, & Mercuri, 1993). Diaz (1985) lists
many advantages for bilinguals, such as measures of conceptual development,
creativity, and analogical reasoning.


Clearly, multicompetent people differ from monolinguals in many
ways. L2 users are different kinds of people, not just monolingual native
speakers who happen to know another language. The native speaker–
based goal of language teaching cannot be achieved in part because the
students, for better or for worse, do not remain unchanged by their new
languages.


L2 DIFFERENCE OR DEFICIT?


Most L2 users differ from L1 monolinguals in the way they know and
use the L1 and the L2, but how are these differences relevant to ques-
tions about the role of the native speaker as a model for L2 learners?
Should such differences be seen as deficits from the native speaker
standard?


Labov’s (1969) classic argument held that one group should not be
measured against the norm of another, whether Whites against Blacks or
working class against middle class; Labov’s argument was in a sense a
belated recognition of ethnocentrism (Sumner, 1906) in linguistics.
People cannot be expected to conform to the norm of a group to which
they do not belong, whether groups are defined by race, class, sex, or any
other feature. People who speak differently from some arbitrary group
are not speaking better or worse, just differently. Today almost all
teachers and researchers would agree that a comparison between groups
yields differences, not deficits.


However, teachers, researchers, and people in general have often
taken for granted that L2 learners represent a special case that can be
properly judged by the standards of another group. Grammar that
differs from native speakers’, pronunciation that betrays where L2 users
come from, and vocabulary that differs from native usage are treated as
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signs of L2 users’ failure to become native speakers, not of their
accomplishments in learning to use the L2. Just as it was once claimed
that women should speak like men to succeed in business, Black children
should learn to speak like White children, and working-class children
should learn the elaborated language of the middle class, so L2 users are
commonly seen as failed native speakers.


According to the definition used above, L2 users are not monolingual
native speakers and never will be; they are as incapable of changing
places as are most women and men. L2 users have to be looked at in their
own right as genuine L2 users, not as imitation native speakers. It is no
more relevant for language teaching that a few L2 users can pass for
native speakers than it is for the study of gender that the female novelist
James Tiptree Jr. wrote as a man or than it is for the study of race that the
clarinet player Mezz Mezzrow claimed to be a White Negro. The study of
L2 learning should not be based on a handful of extraordinary people.
L2 users should not be treated as an exception to the dictum that one
group should not be measured against another. Comparing the charac-
teristics of native speakers and of L2 users is like comparing tomatoes
and apples, useful only at a gross level.


L2 users should be treated as people in their own right, not as
deficient native speakers. Halliday (1968) wrote, “A speaker who is made
ashamed of his own language habits suffers a basic injury as a human
being: to make anyone, especially a child, feel so ashamed is as
indefensible as to make him feel ashamed of the color of his skin” (p.
165). Clearly, until now many people have had little compunction about
treating L2 users in this way.


An illustration is that the measure of success in L2 learning is often
held to be the amount of foreign accent—the extent to which people’s
pronunciation conforms to native standards. Joseph Conrad is taken as a
failure at L2 learning because Virginia Woolf, among others, claimed he
was “a foreigner, talking only broken English” (Page, 1986, p. 64) despite
the excellence of his written English and, indeed, of his L2, French.
Apart from a few die-hard writers of letters to the newspapers, nobody
would claim that speakers of Brummy and Glaswegian fail to acquire
native speaker language because they were born in Birmingham or
Glasgow. Consciously or unconsciously, people proclaim their member-
ship in particular groups through the language they use. However, L2
learners are not supposed to reveal which part of the world they come
from; they are considered failures if they have foreign accents, as much
research into age differences in language learning assumes (Cook,
1986). Why should English-speaking people who sound as if they come
from Houston be accepted as L1 successes when Polish people speaking
English are deemed L2 failures for sounding as if they come from
Warsaw? A French winegrower once said, perfectly sensibly, “My English







196 TESOL QUARTERLY


is not good but my French accent is perfect.” L2 users belong to the
general group of L2 users, to smaller groups of L2 users with particular
L1s, and to many other language groupings in the languages they know.
The one group they cannot belong to is the group of native speakers of
their L2. Only if the native speaker is the sole arbiter of language can L2
learners be seen as failures for revealing the social groups to which they
belong.


An objection that is sometime raised to the argument against the
native speaker model is that it is the L2 users themselves who want to be
native speakers. Even bilinguals, according to Grosjean (1989), “often
assume and amplify the monolingual view and hence criticize their own
language competence” (p. 5). Their attitudes are the product of the
many pressures on them to regard L2 users as failed natives. Bilinguals
have accepted the role assigned to them in a society that is dominated by
monolinguals and where bilingualism is a problem but monolingualism
is not, just as psychologists once used to talk of African precocity in
children’s development, not Euroamerican retardation (Berry, Poortinga,
Segall, & Dasen, 1992). But this acceptance of the native speaker model
does not mean these attitudes are right. Members of various groups have
indeed wanted to change the color of their skin, the straightness of their
hair, or the shape of their eyes to conform to other groups, but this
desire highlights the status of various groups in society not the intrinsic
deficits in other groups. The only occasion on which L2 users can
justifiably be measured against native speakers is when they are passing
for natives, for example, when making translations to be read as native
rather than nonnative texts.


Monolingual bias is also reflected in the prevalent use of the term L2
learner for anybody who knows an L2, whereas the term L1 learner is not
applied to an adult native speaker. People who learn an L2 are implied to
be in a permanently unfinished state, never reaching a final form (Firth
& Wagner, 1997, p. 292). Hence L2 user here refers to the person who
uses a second language and L2 learner to the person in the process of
learning it. Although complete consistency is impossible, it seems
preferable at least to attempt to credit successful L2 learners with the
status of users. It does, incidentally, seem condescending to reduce L2
acquirer to L2er (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996, p. 42).


CONSEQUENCES FOR LANGUAGE TEACHING


The logical consequence of the arguments raised above is that
language teaching should place more emphasis on the student as a
potential and actual L2 user and be less concerned with the monolingual
native speaker. Abandoning the native speaker totally may be unrealistic
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because this model is so entrenched in teachers’ and students’ minds, yet
some steps in the right direction can be taken. The following suggestions
apply to an EFL setting. Some may apply rather differently to the
teaching of English to students residing or intending to reside in an
English-speaking country; indeed, some of them, for example, the use of
students’ L1s in special alternative instructional programs in the U.S.
(Lucas & Katz, 1994), have already been assimilated. These suggestions
are more concerned with syntax, vocabulary, and phonology than with
pragmatics.


Set Goals Appropriate to L2 Users


Language teaching has traditionally balanced the educational gains
for the student’s mind, attitudes, and personality from learning the L2
against the social and communicative gains from being able to use the L2
for practical purposes. The aims of language teaching can be divided
into internal classroom goals that relate to the students’ life within the
classroom, such as communicating their backgrounds and feelings to
each other, and external goals that relate to the students’ use of English
outside the classroom, such as traveling or living in an English-speaking
environment (Cook, 1983). The classroom-internal goals are not explic-
itly related to the actual use of the L2 in the world outside, whether by
native speakers or by L2 users, and so may be relatively unaffected by any
change in the status of the native speaker. The process syllabus in which
students negotiate continuously over what they want to do and achieve
(Breen, 1984) relates neither to the native speaker nor to the L2 user,
only to the students’ own wishes. Community Language Learning allows
the students themselves to shape the processes and goals in the class-
room without reference to anything outside (Curran, 1976). Though the
students are still doubtlessly influenced in their choices by target-based
perceptions of what they will need as L2 users and of the status of native
speakers, in principle they can decide what they like.


Similar emphasis on the classroom-internal goals can be found in
task-based learning, a movement that now brings together areas ranging
from the procedural syllabus (Prabhu, 1987) to the psychology of
attention (Skehan, 1998). Writers on task-based learning seem divided
over the extent to which tasks should be related to what happens outside
the classroom. Nunan (1995) divides tasks into real-world tasks, that is to
say, “the sorts of tasks required of [learners] in the world beyond the
classroom,” and pedagogic tasks, “things which it is extremely unlikely
they would be called upon to do outside the classroom” (p. 62); Willis
(1996), however, does not make external relevance one of the categories
of task. Skehan (1998) considers it desirable for tasks to have real-world
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relevance “but difficult to obtain in practice” (p. 96). Task-based teach-
ing has not been concerned with external goals because of its primary
concern with how best to create conditions for learning within the
classroom. Issues about native speakers and L2 users are relevant only to
the extent that tasks are designed to mirror “the world beyond the
classroom.”


Approaches focusing on classroom-internal goals value language
teaching as an educational activity benefiting the students in many ways,
not only for utilitarian ends outside the class. The native speaker model
is unnecessary because students get many things out of learning the
language other than sounding like native speakers. The alternative aims
of proficiency or expertise could be applied to these classroom-based
goals. Skehan (1998), for instance, sets the goals of fluency, accuracy,
and complexity, without explicitly mentioning either the native speaker
or the L2 user. These are L2 student goals rather than L2 user goals—
abilities that students acquire through L2 learning that can be defined
independently of native speaker models.


At the other extreme, target-based external goals were emphasized in
the heydays of the audiolingual and communicative methods of teach-
ing. Audiolingualism stressed the situations and language used by natives
(Rivers, 1964). Communicative teaching analysed the students’ needs in
terms of notions, functions, topics, and so on (Van Ek, 1975), leading to
the familiar lists of vocabulary and structures in course books such as
Reward (Greenall, 1994) to this day. As communicative needs have
seldom been established by empirical research into what happens in L2
user situations, the native speaker model is all-pervasive. External
target-based teaching is also sometimes found in English for specific
purposes, in which detailed analyses are made of the English used by
native speakers in specific situations—restaurants (Bung, 1973), medical
research papers (Nwogu, 1997), or science lectures (Jackson & Bilton,
1994). Again, insofar as such descriptions reflect what native speakers,
not skilled L2 users, do, they have only indirect links to the L2 user
target.


A practical way of moving towards an L2 user model is to present
students with examples of the language of L2 users and of the language
addressed to L2 users; the pedagogic corpus (Willis, 1993) of language the
students encounter should be expanded to include specimens of the
language that L2 users rather than native speakers need. This is not the
same as saying that the students should listen more to each other. Rather,
they should encounter skilled L2 use. Willis (1996) points out that an
“internationally acceptable version of the target language” (p. 12) rather
than a native speaker variety could be used. At least some of the
authentic recordings used in the classroom could show skilled L2 use; at
present such recordings are authentic for native speakers, not for L2
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users. Many examples of L2 English are available from the media. Most
continental European politicians manage to give fluent television inter-
views in English, even if English and U.S. politicians rarely manage the
reverse. English language newspapers from many parts of the world can
easily be accessed over the World Wide Web; for example, the Straits
Times from Malaysia (http://www.straitstimes.asia1.com/) and the Santiago
Times from Chile (http://santiagotimes.cl/) provide examples of good
L2 user English as well as native-produced articles.


Teaching can also reflect the language L2 users employ with other L2
users, the most extreme perhaps being code switching. For example, the
New Crown English course in Japan (Morizume et al., 1997) uses some
code switching in dialogues. Some of the language that students encoun-
ter could reflect the modifications L1 users make in their speech to L2
users, for example, by providing information more explicitly (Arthur,
Weiner, Culver, Young, & Thomas, 1980). Students who have heard only
native-to-native speech should not be expected to use such features
effectively when they eventually encounter them.


Include L2 User Situations and Roles


The situations in course books fall into two broad types: those
featuring all native speakers and those including L2 users. The exclu-
sively native situations cast native speakers in all roles, as seen on virtually
every page of any course book, particularly the “authentic” conversations
in the COBUILD course (Willis & Willis, 1988), which rely on recordings
of English native speakers talking about themselves and carrying out
tasks with each other, such as giving directions and identifying photos.
Although such conversations may well cover the relevant vocabulary of
native speakers, which is indeed the main aim of the course, the
conversations are between native-speaking friends and acquaintances,
with hardly an L2 user in sight. The communicative aims in the
beginners’ course Flying Colours (Garton-Sprenger & Greenall, 1990)
include “asking who people are,” “greeting people,” “talking about
people’s homes,” and so on (pp. v–vi); the word people is not explained,
but the text shows that, with few exceptions, they are native speakers of
English, even if they reflect multiethnicity.


In the situations in some materials, an L2 learner or a low-level L2 user
plays a role; a typical example seen in virtually all communicative or
audiolingual materials is the foreigner asking the way of the native
speaker. Situations involving low-level L2 users may be relevant, provided
they do not fall into the funny foreigner stereotype of Manuel, the comic
Spanish waiter in Fawlty Towers who perpetually misunderstands every-
thing addressed to him in English. One possibility is to reverse the roles
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so that the native speaker is ignorant and the L2 learner omniscient, as
in some English courses, in which a native shows an English person the
sights and customs of the home country; the course Angol Nyelv Alapfoken
(Edina & Ivanne, 1987), for example, features English used by travel
agents and tour guides in Hungary. It is, to say the least, unhelpful and
unmotivating if the only L2 user models that the students see in the
classroom are incompetent and ignorant.


The basic need is to present situations in which L2 users take part. The
unequal gender roles in EFL textbooks have been pointed out by, for
example, Sunderland (1992), with women being fewer in number, lower
in status and age, and less active conversational participants. The status
of L2 users is in even more need of redress, because they are virtually
never represented positively. At one level, materials simply need to
demonstrate that L2 users exist in the world as role models for students
to emulate. Psychology books have lists of famous bilinguals, including,
for instance, Mohandas Gandhi, Pablo Picasso, Marie Curie, and Samuel
Beckett (Grosjean, 1982, p. 285); the famous people in EFL course books
tend to be Ronald Reagan, Queen Elizabeth II, and the Beatles (Greenall,
1994, p. 83), none of whom are known for their L2 skills. Making some
parts of language teaching reflect an L2 user target would at least show
the students that successful L2 users exist in their own right and are not
just pale shadows of native speakers.


A possible technique for introducing L2 user situations into teaching
is found in the cross-cultural training in Cushner and Brislin’s (1996)
volume, which presents a series of key intercultural problems. Students
discuss the alternative interpretations suggested and then see which of
them is most likely to apply. For example, one case study features a U.S.
student in Germany who is perplexed by her apparent rejection by her
German colleagues; the students discuss the possible causes and discover
that the most likely reason is her lack of interest in politics. Although
selecting such situations or alternatives would be difficult, including
them would at least bring the figure of the L2 user into the classroom as
a person between two cultures.


An interesting type of L2 user role is the nonnative-speaker teacher.
Often native speakers are assumed to intrinsically make better teachers
than nonnatives do; “learn French from the French” is an advertising
slogan for a language school in London. Medgyes (1992) comes to a
more balanced conclusion about the possible advantages and disadvan-
tages of being a native speaker. However, students may feel overwhelmed
by native-speaker teachers who have achieved a perfection that is out of
the students’ reach; as Kramsch (1993) puts it, “Nonnative teachers and
students alike are intimidated by the native-speaker norm” (p. 9).
Students may prefer the fallible nonnative-speaker teacher who presents
a more achievable model.
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Use Teaching Methods That Acknowledge the Students’ L1


Most orthodox EFL teaching methods minimise the role of the L1
(Howatt, 1984, p. 212), called by Stern (1992) the intralingual strategy.
Apart from the never-dying but usually decried grammar-translation
method, virtually all language teaching methods since the Reform
Movement of the 1880s, whether the audiolingual and audiovisual
methods, the communicative method, or the Silent Way, have insisted
that teaching techniques should not rely on the L1; “inventories of
classroom techniques exist of which only a handful are not intralingual”
(Stern, 1992, p. 289). Given that much EFL methodology arose from
multilingual adult classes, teachers could not use the L1s of their pupils
to convey meaning, as the teachers might know at most one or two of
those languages. Methodologists’ insistence on the L2 does not mean
that the L1 has not in practice been used in most classrooms but that
doing so goes against the official doctrine. The U.K. national curriculum
for modern languages is typical in stating, “The natural use of the target
language for virtually all communication is a sure sign of a good modern
language course” (Department of Education, 1990, p. 58).


Exceptions to this orthodoxy are Community Language Learning,
with its reliance on translation (Curran, 1976), and a small group of
teaching methods that employ alternating languages. These include the
New Concurrent Method, which advocates controlled code switching
(Jacobson & Faltis, 1990); reciprocal language teaching, in which
matching pairs or groups of students who want to learn each other’s
language alternate languages as they choose (Cook, 1989; Hawkins,
1981); and the Tandem computer network (http://tandem.uni-trier.de/),
which gets pairs of students learning different languages to send each
other e-mails in their respective L2s. Apart from these more radical
alternatives, at best course books supply meanings for words or an
occasional discussion topic in the L1; The Beginners’ Choice (Mohamed &
Acklam, 1992), for example, asks students to decide whether adjectives
go before or after nouns in their L1s.


At least two ways of using the L1 in the classroom should be
distinguished. One is for presenting meaning: When students need the
meaning of a new word or grammatical structure, they can access it
through translation into their L1, which can come from the teacher or a
dictionary, or through an explanation in the L1, from the teacher or a
grammar book. Multicompetence theory supports the development of
links between the languages, such as translation, rather than viewing the
languages as residing in two separate compartments. One reason for the
lack of reliance on the L1 has undoubtedly been convenience for the
teacher. Given that much EFL methodology arose from multilingual
adult classes, teachers could not use the L1s of their pupils for conveying
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meaning as the teachers might know at most one or two of those
languages.


The other main use of the L1 is for communication during classroom
activities. The orthodox view encourages teachers to use the L2 through-
out the class, as I have noted; students are expected to use the L2 even in
activities in which they would naturally code switch with fellow students
who share the same L1. A typical remark is, “If they are talking in small
groups, it can be quite difficult to get some classes—particularly the less
disciplined or motivated ones—to keep to the target language” (Ur,
1996, p. 121). Although the practical issue of diverse L1s requires the
consistent use of the L2 in multilingual classes, this restriction should not
apply to those classes where the students share a common L1. L2 users
have the L1 permanently present in their minds. Every activity the
student carries out visibly in the L2 also involves the invisible L1. The
apparent L2 nature of the classroom covers up the presence of the L1 in
the minds of the students. From a multicompetence perspective, all
teaching activities are cross-lingual in the sense of Stern (1992); the
difference among activities is whether the L1 is visible or invisible, not
whether it is present or altogether absent.


Many approaches to teaching seem to convey the message that the
students should aim at L2 use that is unrelated to the L1, something that
is virtually impossible to achieve and that denies their status as L2 users.
Though teaching manuals such as Willis (1996) or Scrivenor (1994) now
countenance some L1 use, the implication is that ideally the students
would not be using their L1; “as an ideal I would like a classroom where
learners were free to use their own tongue but in fact mostly chose to use
English” (Scrivenor, 1994, p. 192). Use of the L1 is seen not as desirable
but as a necessary evil. One practical suggestion is for teachers to see the
L1 as a positive factor in the class rather than as a negative factor to be
endured. Doing so may simply put a more positive light on what already
happens in many classrooms. Such a change has already taken place in
some L2 classrooms (Lucas & Katz, 1994); teachers can come to accept
mixed languages in the classroom, however reluctant they are to do so at
first (Giauque & Ely, 1990).


A second suggestion is to introduce activities that deliberately involve
both languages. The Institute of Linguists (1988) examination, for
instance, asks elementary students to listen to messages in the L2 and to
relay them in either the L1 or L2; it tests advanced students by getting
them to write a report in either language based on a series of interviews
and texts in the L2. The classic dual-language task was translation, which
might be used as a vehicle for more communicative exercises, for
example, “Write down your favourite recipe in your L1 and then decide
how you would explain it in the L2 to a fellow student with a different
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L1.” These activities above all see the student as an intercultural speaker
(Byram & Zararte, 1994), not an imitation L1 user. The use of such
activities in teaching may go some way towards developing the student as
a multicompetent speaker rather than an imitation native speaker.


Base Teaching on Descriptions of L2 Users


If the aim of teaching is to create L2 users, the description of English
that is logically required is a description of L2 English. Applied linguis-
tics has always claimed that language teaching can make use of descrip-
tions supplied by linguists (Corder, 1973); much of applied linguistics
today is indeed description oriented rather than problem oriented.


Descriptive approaches often use language corpora as data for devel-
oping linguistic description. The COBUILD project, for example, pro-
duced a large database of English from which it could derive grammars,
dictionaries, and teaching materials (see, e.g., the list in Payne, 1995).
Such descriptions would be far more useful if L2 users were represented
in the corpora. Applied linguists do not at present have a clear idea of
what typical successful L2 users know except through the distorting
mirror of descriptions of native speakers. Furthermore, corpus-based
description may be relevant to teaching only insofar as it is linked to a
testable theory of language learning; it needs to attain explanatory
adequacy, that is, show how language is learnt, not just observational
adequacy, that is, list thousands of occurrences said by hundreds of
people (Cook, 1985).


In the absence of descriptions of L2 users on which to base language
teaching, one possibility is to see what can be gleaned from accounts of
L2 learning. Collections of learners’ English, such as The Longman
Learners’ Corpus (n.d.), could act as stepping-stones. Syllabuses and
teaching materials could suggest intermediate goals for the students on
their way to becoming successful L2 users. For example, the European
Science Foundation project (Klein & Perdue, 1997) discovered that L2
learners of European languages acquired a basic grammar consisting of
three rules: A sentence may be (a) subject-verb-object (e.g., Jane drinks
beer), (b) subject-copula-adjective (e.g., Beer is good), or (c) verb-object
(e.g., Drinking beer). This L2 grammar is valid not just for L2 English but
also for L2 German, Dutch, French, and Spanish, almost regardless of
the learner’s L1. Although these rules represent an interim stage of L2
learning, they nevertheless provide a useful description of an L2 target
for the beginner stage. An additional claim made in much contemporary
work with syntax is that the initial stages of SLA depend upon word order
rather than inflection (Klein & Perdue, 1997; Pienemann, 1985), a
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finding of major importance for the teaching of English, which tradition-
ally spends considerable effort on the plural -s, past tense - ed, and so on
at early stages.


The suggestion to rely on descriptions of L2 user language should not
be overstressed in that the differences between L2 users and native
speakers described above could be marginal. L2 user goals could be hard
to define because of the great variation among L2 users. Nevertheless,
taking the description of the native speaker as the basis of language
teaching is in a sense a temporary shortcut that avoids describing what
L2 users are like and postpones the more satisfactory solution of tackling
the description of L2 users themselves.


CONCLUSION


Going beyond the native speaker lies not so much in following the
specific suggestions as in adjusting the perspectives about models that
underlie language teaching. If students and teachers see L2 learning as a
battle that they are fated never to win, little wonder they become
dispirited and give up. L2 learners’ battle to become native speakers is
lost before it has begun. If students are convinced of the benefits of
learning an L2 and recognise their unique status as standing between
two worlds and two cultures, more students may go on higher levels of L2
use; those who do give up may feel more satisfied with the level of L2 use
they achieve. The graded objectives movement in language teaching
tried to set interim targets (Harding, Page, & Rowell, 1981) so that
students take away something of benefit no matter the level at which they
stop learning a language. A beginners’ EFL course took a worldwide
external goal to be traveling abroad using English (Cook, 1980); the
students who stopped after 1 year still gained a useful skill based on the
L2 user, not the monolingual native.


Together with the change in attitude, placing more emphasis on the
successful L2 user and on using the L1 more in teaching can bring
language teaching to the realization that it is helping people use L2s, not
imitate native speakers. Students, teachers, or indeed L2 researchers are
unlikely to give up their reliance on the native speaker overnight, but
judicious changes such as these can at least begin to acknowledge that L2
users have strengths and rights of their own by giving the students role
models of L2 users in action and by requiring the use of both languages
by one person. In short, these changes can convince students that they
are successful multicompetent speakers, not failed native speakers.
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“English Is Here to Stay”:
A Critical Look at Institutional and
Educational Practices in India
VAI RAMANATHAN
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Based on an ongoing ethnographic project, this article examines ways
in which the Indian middle class, with its relatively easy access to
English, represents an inner circle of power and privilege that for a
variety of reasons remains inaccessible to particular groups of people in
India. Specifically, the data revealed that certain institutional and
teaching practices keep English out of the reach of lower income and
lower caste groups and push them into outer circles. The students
central to this article are Dalit (lower-caste) students and students from
the so-called Other Backward Classes who have been socialized in
Gujarati-medium schools in Grades K–12 and who have to contend with
English at the tertiary level.


Confronted by the double authority of the book itself and the English teacher
endorsing and buttressing it by painful explication, they read and listen patiently
in the classroom. Then they go back to the colorfully translated Hindi version of
the text in the crib and memorize the “proper” answers from the same source, thus
making both the text and teacher redundant; or they improvise in halting English
their expressions of sympathy for Desdemona and Joe Keller and make clear their
incomprehension at original sin, and contribute their own malapropisms to an
account of Mrs. Malaprop’s contribution to the humor of the play. (Rajan, 1986,
p. 33)


Studies of World Englishes in the 1980s and 1990s have called
attention to the growing number of Englishes used internationally


(Kachru, 1985; Quirk, 1985) by documenting features of the varieties of
English (Pakir, 1991) and raising issues about the socioideological
underpinnings of their use (Canagarajah, 1993). A key assumption has
been that the inner circle of countries (Britain, the U.S., Canada, and
Australia) with native speakers of the language sets English language
standards for countries in the outer circle (e.g., India and parts of
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Africa), where English is used nonnatively but extensively and has been
given official-language status. The different varieties of English used in
outer-circle countries make inner-circle standards difficult or impossible
for them to meet. Research has largely concentrated on describing
English language varieties or discussing the unequal power relations
between inner and outer circles of countries resulting from the privi-
leged standard-setting position of inner-circle countries (Pennycook,
1998; Phillipson, 1992), but little attention has been paid to examining
how power relations operate within the outer circle itself.


Extending the study of hegemonic practices associated with English
language use to the outer-circle country of India, this article examines
how English and the privileges associated with it remain inaccessible to
those who are disadvantaged because of their economic situation, their
caste, or both. Thus, even within an outer-circle country, an English-related
inner-outer power dichotomy appears to exist. The Indian middle class
assumes a position of relative power through its access to English in
Circle 1, with Dalit, or lower caste, students and students from so-called
Other Backward Classes (OBCs)1 in Circle 2 (see Figure 1). By focusing
on three specific educational and institutional practices influencing
their access to Indian English, I show how some students remain within
the relatively less powerful Circle 2. The three practices I address are (a)
tracking students into college-level streams that bar some students from
English-medium instruction; (b) teaching English literature rather than
the English language throughout India, which limits English to the elite
and middle class; and (c) using grammar-translation methods, which
inhibit the communicative competence of some students, thus keeping
them in their disadvantaged position.


1 Patronizing as this term is, I use it because it is the current political term used in India for
members of tribal groups who are not Hindu (and therefore do not fall into the caste system).
Like Dalits, OBCs have been and still are discriminated against.


FIGURE 1
Inner and Outer Circles of Power in India


Circle 2:
Dalits and OBCs


Circle 1:
The Indian


middle class
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The discussion and conclusions offered in this study are based on an
ongoing ethnographic case study of an English-medium college (Rama-
nathan & Atkinson, 1998) that explores how students in India who have
used the vernacular in Grades K–12 adjust to the use of English at the
tertiary level. Rooted in the same context and data, this article focuses on
how the people most disadvantaged in Indian society—namely, Dalits
and OBCs, who are also typically the most economically and education-
ally handicapped—negotiate with English but are unable to acquire
proficiency in it. I draw on a range of data types, including interviews
with students, faculty members, and administrators; class observations;
and textbooks and other written documents.


The primary motivation for this study stemmed from the fact that,
when I was a student at the college myself 14 years before, several friends
who had been educated in Gujarati-medium schools experienced serious
difficulty with English at the college level. Some were constantly on the
verge of dropping out because they found English classes too difficult;
many felt enormous pressure to perform on exams and would even go to
great lengths to get “leaked” exam questions prior to the exam date in
order to prepare responses to them. Only much later in my graduate
education and teaching career and during the research for this project
did I realize how integrally their problems were tied to the above-
mentioned institutional and educational practices. Although I had
received a bachelor’s degree from the institution and was thus very
familiar with the general workings of the system when I began the
research, some aspects of the college, including its general focus and the
arrangement of classes, had changed. Thus, as a researcher, I returned to
the site as both an outsider (having lived outside the culture for the past
11 years) and a relative former insider (having spent the first 23 years of
my life in India and having attended the institution).


To provide some cultural orientation for the research, I begin with a
brief exploration of societal practices in India. I then describe the insti-
tution, the students, and the data collected and report on the institu-
tional and educational practices that keep Dalit and OBC students out of
Circle 1. Finally, I locate the findings within the larger issue of the role of
English in India and offer suggestions for improving the language
situation at the institution.


HEGEMONY, CASTE, AND DISCRIMINATION:
SOME GENERAL CONNECTIONS


Hegemonic practices, as Gramsci (1988) maintains, are repressive
practices in any given social structure that ensure that the means and
ownership of production remain in the hands of a few. These practices
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are perpetuated at every stratum of society by a variety of invisible
factors—including institutions, religions, and legal practices—that justify
unequal distributions of goods (Gee, 1990) and disallow minority groups
access to and ownership of means of production. The construct of caste
and its entailing social practices in India exemplify hegemonic practices
that are historically and currently associated with keeping Dalit and
OBCs in a disadvantaged position (Sarkar, 1984). According to Quigley
(1993, p. 1), the Hindu world is made up of a number of castes, which
are closed social groups: One may marry only within one’s caste, and the
children of the marriage belong to the caste of the parents. In this way
the system is perpetuated ad infinitum.2 Castes are hierarchically ranked
on a purity-pollution scale according to their traditional occupations.3


Brahmins, the caste traditionally associated with people who became
priests, are considered in some ways the most pure. Kshtriyas, or the
traditional warriors, are second on the scale; Vaishyas, who were origi-
nally business oriented, are third; and the Shudras, the scheduled caste
people or laborers, are fourth.4


Although Quigley (1993) maintains that this conceptualization of
caste in India is at best a drastic simplification and at worst misleading,
he acknowledges that it has remained singularly resistant to modifica-
tion. The discussion of caste is often framed within two mutually
exclusive conceptions of history: materialist versus idealist. According to
the former view, caste is simply a rationalization and obfuscation of more
basic inequalities; those higher on the caste scale are generally wealthier
than those lower on the scale. In hegemonic terms the higher castes have
more access to means of production, including better schooling, better
jobs, and more social goods. The idealist position, on the other hand,
maintains that caste is a cultural construct and that people are placed
higher or lower on the scale based on religiously sanctioned notions of
purity and impurity. From such a point of view, “material considerations
are largely irrelevant because caste is essentially an ideological frame-
work for explaining universal problems of social order . . . where the
structure of caste is to be found in a system of ideas and not in concrete
manifestations of those ideas” (Quigley, 1993, p. 3).


2 Marrying within one’s caste is definitely a criterion for arranged marriages. Marriages of
choice, on the other hand, are not particularly stringent about matters of caste, although
marriages between an upper- and lower-caste person are not common.


3 Caste and occupation, as Quigley (1993) points out, do not necessarily go hand-in-hand.
Although the relationship between the two is one way of explaining the social stratification in
the caste system, it is extremely outdated. Today, a person born into the tailor caste may not be
locked into the tailoring profession but may simply have once had an ancestor who was a tailor.


4 These four divisions are the broadest in the caste scale. Each contains several subcastes,
with rules regulating social practices and behavior—including language use—within and across
caste groups.
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The general stance on caste adopted in this article is that both the
materialist and the idealist positions are relevant. Material aspects of
castes have been historically present and are still evident in several
spheres of existence in India, most especially in the lack of opportunities
for upward mobility for Dalits and OBCs. Although India has adopted
and reinforced a strong affirmative action policy whereby slots are
reserved for Dalits and OBCs in almost all walks of life—including
education and employment—discrimination against them still exists
(Kamble, 1983; Sarkar, 1984). The idealist perspective of caste is evident
as well in a society that legitimizes discriminatory social practices cate-
gorizing some people as pure and the rest as impure.


METHOD


As mentioned, this study draws on data gathered over 2 years as part of
a larger ethnographic project (Ramanathan & Atkinson, 1998) that seeks
to understand how students who have been socialized in Gujarati
throughout Grades K–12 adjust to English in a largely English-medium
college. In keeping with the ethnographic tradition (Ramanathan &
Atkinson, 1999), our research questions evolved only after we had spent
some time immersed in the field (Holliday, 1994; Prior, 1995), and our
larger, somewhat inexplicit goals narrowed over time.


Data


The Students and the Institution


All the students under investigation in this study were attending a
well-established college in Ahmedabad, Gujarat, India. After observing a
range of students and classes for some weeks, we chose to focus on Dalit
and OBC students for two reasons: First, the institution had in recent
years committed itself to empowering them in a variety of ways.5 Apart
from adopting an open-door policy regarding admission for all Dalit and
OBC students,6 the institution, run by the Jesuit community based in the


5 These included awakening them to their rights by organizing regular group meetings
wherein Dalits and OBCs talked about discrimination and practiced and performed street plays
depicting problems in their current general condition. One such meeting, called Ahmedabad
Ekta (United Ahmedabad) became so well known that many non-Dalits and non-OBCs began to
join.


6 Most institutions in the state do not have such a policy in place. Although all state- and
government-funded institutions must reserve seats for students from this group, the college
under investigation had chosen in recent years to open more than the required quota of seats
as a way of generally uplifting this historically disadvantaged group.
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city, also offered them extracurricular support during their first year in
the form of tutorials in English language, one area in which these
students needed a great deal of help. We felt an investigation of how the
institution handled its commitment to Dalit and OBC students would be
potentially revealing. Second, because these students were taught in
separate English classes during their first year at the college, we were
able to conveniently narrow our focus and observe them intensely in a
classroom context.


The choice of the institution was deliberate as well. Not only did the
college have the reputation of being one of the premier English-medium
colleges in the state, it was also the only college in the city that catered
extensively to Dalit and OBC students. Furthermore, several depart-
ments in the college, including biochemistry, English, Sanskrit, and
economics, were recognized as strong departments that were active in
research and that graduated students with top marks on university final
exams. In recent years, however, the institution’s academic standards
were thought to have gone down because it was willing to admit Dalit and
OBC students who had not done as well as the other students in their
12th-grade exams.7 Despite this college’s deliberate pro-Dalit and -OBC
stance, its institutional and educational practices were representative of
all English-medium colleges in the state.


According to the vice principal of the college, an average of 1,500
students were enrolled at any given time. Of these, 500–600 students
were enrolled in the arts, and the remaining were in the sciences.
Approximately 375 of the arts students came from Gujarati-medium
schools, and more than half of this number (56%) were Dalit or OBC
students. The proportion of Dalit and OBC students in the science
section was lower (30–40%). The number of Dalit and OBC students
admitted each year to both the arts and the sciences had increased
steadily because of the Jesuit community’s commitment to “serve the
poor and the oppressed” (F4, p. 2).8


The Exam System


All students were expected to take external exams set by the university
with which the college was affiliated. Performance on these exams


7 In fact, Dalit and OBC students need only passing marks to gain admission into the college
whereas all other students have to secure a minimum percentage of marks on their 12th-grade
exams (in 1997, 62% for the arts section and 65% for the sciences).


8 Each interview excerpt is identified by the participant (S = student, F = faculty member), a
number assigned to the participant, and the transcription page on which the quotation is
found. All interviews took place between June 15 and August 3, 1997. Excerpts from field notes
are designated FN; the date the notes were taken is indicated.
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determined admission to the next year in the college as well as to
master’s programs. Much instruction in the college was therefore geared
toward getting students ready to take the exams. Instructors typically
began the first day of English Compulsory (EC) classes by putting up the
university exam format on the board (see Table 1), and every new topic
in the class was introduced in terms of its relative importance (i.e., the
point value assigned to it) on the exam. Such stress on the exam at every
crucial stage of the teaching and learning process partially accounts for
students’ resorting to extensive memorization of material (especially
material they did not fully understand) only to get through the exams.
Memorizing seemed to be a way to succeed at all levels of college, but it
was particularly prevalent among the group of students relevant to this
article; it became a way for the Dalit and OBC students to manage
despite their English language handicap.


Procedures


Data were gathered from multiple sources: 75 hours of classroom
observation; interviews with 27 students, with all five faculty members of
the English department, and with two chief administrators (the principal
and vice principal of the college); and copies of required class texts,
diagnostic exams, exam questions, and students’ writing. Total time in
the field was 12 weeks: 6 weeks in 1997 and 6 weeks in 1998; I conducted
follow-up interviews with four of the students during the latter period.


TABLE 1
Structure of the Second-Year English Compulsory Exam


Marks
Test section Task assigned


Short notes Write a paragraph on a specific term, concept, 10
or character


Short-answer question Write a paragraph in response to a question 10
Advertisements Answer questions based on advertisements 5


(e.g., for jobs available, products for sale)
Short news items Interpret excerpts from newspapers or other 5


general news sources
Reading passage Note the main points 5
Letter writing Write a job application letter or a letter to a friend 7
Pronunciation Identify which syllable in a list of words is stressed 10
Word building In Scrabble-like games, create a certain number of 10


words from an assortment of letters
One-word substitutes Choose one of four phrases that best represents  7


the meaning of a word
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Interviews with teachers and administrators took place entirely in
English and typically lasted 1–11/2 hours. Interviews with Gujarati-medium
students took place primarily in Gujarati or Hindi and were translated
into English during transcription.


 Contact with first-year (FY) students was made when we began to
observe their EC classes; contact with second-year (SY) and third-year
(TY) Gujarati-medium students was made when we went into their classes
and asked for volunteers to participate in our project. Student interviews
were conducted at times when students did not have class and in
relatively quiet areas on campus, such as an empty classroom or the
basketball court. Typically lasting for about an hour, these interviews
sometimes involved groups of two or three students (generally friends)
and at other times just one student.


For the purposes of this article, I draw primarily on 16 of the 27
student interviews with Dalit and OBC students as well as on the rest of
the data collected over the two 6-week periods. Of these students, 3 were
FY students who had just gained admission to the college, 6 were SY
students who had opted to major in English literature, and 7 were TY
students.


The students were interviewed about a range of issues: their general
background in English, aspects of learning English that they liked or
didn’t like, the advantages that fluency in English would bring them,
possible resistance to learning the language, the quality of English
language instruction they had received in school, the adequacy of the
instruction they were receiving in college, the relative importance they
gave to spoken English, and any feelings of cultural conflict they
experienced when reading literary texts based in U.S. or British culture.
The interviews were largely open ended and unstructured, with the
students’ views and responses informing the flow of talk. (See Appendix
A for a general schema of interview questions.) Most of the students felt
shy about speaking in English; many of them worried about how “wrong”
their English would sound (“Maaru English khotuu chhe, sharam aaveh
chhe” [My English is wrong, I am shy]; S6, p. 2). In the sections that
follow, I draw on themes that emerged in at least 12 of the 16 interviews.


FINDINGS


Within the setting described above, I found the following institutional
and educational practices that appear to keep Dalit and OBC students
out of the more powerful Circle 1.
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Practice 1: Tracking


Instruction in the college is broken down into two divisions: the A
division, in which Gujarati is the medium of instruction for all courses,
and the B division, in which English is the medium of instruction.
Students are placed in these divisions depending on whether their
primary medium of instruction in Grades K–12 was Gujarati or English.


Unlike students in the B division, students in the A division are
tracked into either the a or the b stream9 depending on the years of
English language instruction they have had in school (see Table 2).
Students in the a stream typically had English as a subject in Grades 5–12
and are assumed to have a moderate grasp of the language. According to
the Teacher’s Handbook issued by the central university of which the
college is an affiliate, this group is at the intermediate level. Students in
this stream are generally from middle-class homes, and their literacy
levels in Gujarati are relatively high. Three of the six SY students
interviewed for this study came from this background.


Students in the b stream, on the other hand, are those who opted to
drop English as a subject in Grades 10–12, thus having had instruction in
it only from the fifth to the ninth grade. Students in this stream are
primarily Dalit and OBC students with rural backgrounds. Many come
from farming communities outside Ahmedabad, and most have attended
municipal schools. Mainstream Gujarati is, in some instances, an L2 or
second dialect, with English constituting the third (or sometimes fourth)
language. The three FY, the remaining three SY, and the seven TY
students whose views inform this article shared this background. Al-
though the b-stream students are of most concern in this article, when
relevant I call attention to a-stream and English-medium students to
highlight the general condition of b streamers and their position relative
to Circle 1.


9 This division into a and b streams occurs only in the first and second years; in the third year
all a- and b-stream students are amalgamated into one EC class, as b-stream students are
assumed to have picked up enough English to compete with the a-stream students.


TABLE 2
Placement of Students in English Compulsory Classes


Student’s K–12 Prior English language Stream
medium Division  instruction (EC placement)


Gujarati A Grades 5–12 a
Grades 5–9 b


English B n.a. None







220 TESOL QUARTERLY


Several themes related to this tracking emerged from the student
interviews. None of the students articulated any resentment at being
tracked into a and b streams in the college because this tracking was seen
as a consequence of an individual choice to continue or to stop taking
English in Grades 10–12. However, all of the students believed that the
quality of English language instruction they were currently receiving in
their EC classes was not markedly different from what they had received
in school; they felt that instruction in neither place prepared them to use
English in the real world. Many explained their struggle in EC classes as
a result of the poor English language instruction they had received in
school. Twelve of the 16 students said that they had felt pressure to drop
English after the ninth grade because they could not cope with it.
According to the students, their teachers were themselves poor speakers
of English, and it was thus not surprising that the students found English
difficult (“Teacher ne English nathi aavadthu ne, tho amne kevi phaave?”
[The teacher does not know English, so how do we cope?]; S3, p. 1).
Tracking into a and b streams, then, although justified by the institution
on the basis of these students’ need for special attention, built on their
already disadvantaged position with regard to English.


Practice 2: Extensive Use of Grammar-Translation


The special attention given to students tracked into the b stream
resulted in EC classes with methods that may have inhibited the
communicative competence of these students and limited the choices
students could make at the institution.


FY, SY, and TY EC classes for both a- and b-stream students were
observed to get a comprehensive sense of the general focus of the classes.
These classes emphasized language tasks, with grammar being the
primary focus in the FY classes and more text- and comprehension-based
tasks being incorporated at the SY and TY levels. However, grammar was
not entirely discarded at the SY and TY levels because at least two of five
sections of the final exams for these years were devoted to grammar.


Eventually, we observed only the FY a- and b-stream EC classes
intensively because all FY Dalit and OBC students are placed into the b
stream. These classes were typically held 4 days a week for 50 minutes
each. Detailed notes were taken on any aspect of the class that had a
bearing on how English was being taught and learned there. We noted
that the young women sat toward one side of the class, that the young
men sat toward the other, and that the two groups seldom had anything
to say to each other. By contrast, in English-medium classes interaction
between the sexes was more common. The instructor began the class
sometimes with a joke and sometimes by referring to homework assigned
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in the previous class. Typically, the teacher asked questions; the students
almost never did. Female students were especially shy about reading
aloud in class. All the students were generally very careful to note down
the homework expected of them for the next class.


Two pedagogical practices in particular seemed to be significant.


Use of Gujarati and Hindi


First, the teachers of both a- and b-stream classes frequently resorted
to Gujarati and Hindi while teaching the class. A TY instructor who
tended to use more English in class was generally seen as more difficult
to understand and was not seen as a good teacher. (“Gujarati ane Hindi
nathi vaparthi, ane amne mushkil laage chhe” [She doesn’t use either
Gujarati or Hindi and we find that difficult]; S19, p. 3). On the whole,
faculty members believed that they had to use native languages (Flower-
dew, Li, & Miller, 1998) because it was the only way they could “get
through to the students” (F5, p. 4). Students, likewise, had come to
expect this way of teaching because they had been used to it in their
English language classrooms in schools.


Almost all language in the b-stream class—directives, vocabulary
items, entire paragraphs from short stories—was translated. Teachers
frequently called on students to read a passage aloud from their text-
books and then had them translate it into either Gujarati or Hindi as a
way to check comprehension. This reliance on translation extended to
directions in grammar workbooks as well. When asked if using Gujarati
and Hindi in the classroom hindered their English language learning, all
the students maintained that it helped; translating everything into the
vernacular helped them understand (“samjan padeh”; S8, p. 1). None of
them seemed to see how it could take away from their gaining fluency in
English.


The almost exclusive focus on grammar (discussed below), combined
with little or no attention to developing speaking skills (because develop-
ing fluency in speaking English was not part of the university-mandated
curriculum) left students shy about using English outside the classroom
(“sharam aave che” [I am shy about using it]; S14, p. 6). Indeed, when
asked to read passages or their responses to grammar drills aloud, many
students seemed self-conscious.


Emphasis on Grammar


The second significant pedagogical practice was that all of the FY
b-stream classes were devoted exclusively to the teaching of grammar.
The class instructor felt that such intensive attention was warranted
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because “the students’ hold on grammar and the basics was so poor” (F4,
p. 6) that he could proceed with the readings in the textbook only after
he had addressed all the necessary grammar points. Thus, in class the EC
instructor taught various grammatical features, with tenses taught in one
class, nouns in the next, and verbs in the class after. Although the
instructor occasionally established connections between different gram-
matical units—how nouns and verbs are related to each other in
sentences, for instance—he did not do so in a communicative context (as
is common in language classrooms in the West; Holliday, 1994). The
extract below is culled from my field notes from one such class. I have
interspersed some of the teacher’s utterances (denoted by T ) into my
field notes; note that the teacher gave all of the instructions in Gujarati
and English.


T: Homework kone karayu? Who has done the homework?
*Teacher asked how many of the students did the assigned homework; goes
over drill on negative forms that he had assigned in the previous class.
T: Overcome etle suu? What does overcome mean?
*Goes over different meanings of to overcome—to succeed, to master
T: Aaje ame tenses karvaana chhe. We will do tenses today.
*Says they are going to do tenses today and that they have to memorize the rules;
says this thrice: “there is no other way of learning the rules.”
T: Badhhuj gokhi kaado. Memorize all of them by heart.
*Lays out the following three columns on the board:


Present Past Past participle
leave left left
complete completed completed
forget forgot forgotten


*Continues this list in the next class, where again he reiterates the impor-
tance of memorizing these lists. (FN, June 22, 1997)


Equally strong emphasis on discrete units of language was evident in the
FY a-stream classes, although the focus in these classes seemed less on
sentence-level units than on paragraph-level features (e.g., students
reordered jumbled sentences into the correct order).


When asked, all of the students said that this almost exclusive
attention to grammar helped them speak correctly but did not really
prepare them to use English in contexts like job interviews (“Amne tho
ahinya grammaraj sikhwade chhe; English ma vaat karvani practice nathi
malthu . . . tho job interviews maa mushkil hoye amne” [We only get
taught grammar here; we don’t get to practice speaking English . . . so we
find job interviews difficult]; S9, p. 2). Despite the students’ feeling that
they might not have been learning exactly what they needed to learn,
their recognition that English was a passport to social successes in their
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culture prompted them to take the grammar instruction in EC classes
seriously. (“Thoda kuch tho seekh lenge” [At least I’ll learn something];
S6, p. 1). All students in the a and the b stream alike voiced the need to
be able to speak English fluently, because, as one student put it, this
would give them an “impressive personality” (in English; S6, p. 2).


Regarding their study methods, 13 of the 16 students said that they
dealt with the material in the EC classes by memorizing grammar rules,
entire chunks of lessons, texts, and ready-made responses from study
guides or notes of students who had taken the class previously (“ghokhi
kaadwaa nu” [we parrot it all]; S6, p. 4). They reported being unable to
comprehend what they read and saw teachers as generally ineffectual at
helping them understand what they were reading or learning about
(features noted as well by Bhattacharya, 1992). Although all the students
conceded that extensive memorizing did little to enhance their flu-
ency—a concern that was echoed over and over in the interviews—many
thought they had little choice.


Practice 3: The Teaching of English Literature


The teaching of English literature in English departments in India is
best interpreted within a historical context. Thomas Babington Macaulay,
who in 1834 was put in charge of reforming the educational system in
India (MacCabe, 1985; Suleri, 1992), defended the teaching of English
literature in India in a proclamation—often referred to as the Macaulay
Minute—that announced the general superiority of English literature:


I have no knowledge of either Sanskrit or Arabic—But I have done what I
could to form a correct estimate of their value. . . . I am quite ready to take the
Oriental learning at the valuation of the Orientalists themselves. I have never
found one of them who could deny that a single shelf of a good European
library was worth the whole native literature of India and Arabia. (cited in
MacCabe, 1985, pp. 38–39)


Macaulay further maintained that “all historical information which had
been collected from all the books written in the Sanskrit language is less
valuable than what may be found in the most paltry abridgements used at
preparatory schools in England” (Moorhouse, 1984, pp. 77–78). Views
such as these, coupled with the sense that the British needed Indians
who were English in every sense but color, set in motion the intensive
study of British literature in India’s schools and colleges in the 1800s
(Rajan, 1992; Vishwanathan, 1989).


Today, majoring in English literature—including British, U.S., and
Indian writings in English—seems to be one of the only ways Gujarati-
medium students in the college feel they can master the English
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language. Four relevant themes emerged from the data regarding the
effect of literature teaching on students’ access to English. These factors,
related to bureaucratic procedures, cultural practices regarding learn-
ing, and areas of cultural conflict, apply to all a- and b-stream students,
although the implications for b-stream students are the most extreme.
Cumulatively these issues shed light on the complexity and conflict
surrounding literature teaching in a postcolonial context and the fact
that practices associated with literature teaching keep English within the
reach of a few and out of the grasp of millions.


Gatekeeping


One important theme related to literature involves the gatekeeping
procedures that affected the Gujarati-medium students. Majoring in
English literature appeared to be an option available largely only to
English-medium students. As one faculty member put it, “With
English-medium students you can at least assume a degree of language
proficiency that does not make the task of teaching Chaucer and
Shakespeare seem insurmountable” (F1, p. 11). Among Gujarati-medium
students, only a handful of exceptionally good a-stream students were
allowed to major in English, but only after they had successfully passed a
test administered by the English faculty. Because their English language
proficiency was generally deemed poorer than that of their English-
medium counterparts, Gujarati-medium a-stream students majoring in
English were required to take intensive grammar, reading, and writing
instruction in a remedial English class or tutorial. As for Dalit and OBC
b-stream students, who had stopped studying English after Grade 9,
majoring in English literature was not even a possibility. The institution-
alized practice of tracking, therefore, affects who can major in literature,
which in turn has consequences regarding the general accessibility of
English for both a- and b-stream students.


English Teachers’ View of Their Role


A second important theme that emerged through the faculty inter-
views was that English department faculty saw themselves as literature not
language teachers. All five faculty members mentioned that the language
problems of the Gujarati-medium students were not really their respon-
sibility. None of the faculty had had any formal training in applied
linguistics or language teaching methods, and all felt at a loss at having
to address grammar-related problems when teaching Chaucer and
Shakespeare. All but one teacher also expressed discomfort at teaching
EC classes, where language-related concerns were addressed. Many of
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the faculty also believed that the college’s recently adopted stance on
promoting the English language skills of Dalit and OBC students worked
at odds with the faculty’s literature background. Many seemed to resent
the management’s not fully understanding that “literature and language
teaching are two separate endeavors” (F3, p. 4). Thus the value histori-
cally placed on teaching British literature manifests itself today in an
English faculty composed solely of literature teachers who lack the
expertise to help Gujarati-medium students access English.


Heavy Use of Study Guides


A third significant practice that emerged was the students’ extensive
use of study guides. Several of the Gujarati-medium students who were
majoring in English literature admitted to relying heavily on such guides
to get them through exams (Ramanathan & Atkinson, 1998). Many
students felt that their English language proficiency was inadequate for
understanding and explaining concepts in literary theory and poetry.
Study guides, several maintained, explained difficult literary concepts in
Gujarati. As for poetry, all of the students believed unequivocally that
poetic language and metaphors (especially in contemporary poetry as
opposed, e.g., to the nature poetry of the romantics) were generally
difficult to grasp. Resorting to memorizing summaries and explanations
of such poetry from their study guides afforded the students a way of
comprehending these poems.


Cultural Dissonance


A final finding related to literature teaching was the students’ feeling
of cultural dissonance between themselves and the topics portrayed in
the literature. Students in literature classes also voiced feelings of
alienation from texts with overly Western themes. When asked what
sense they made of romantic love—a theme predominant in much
Western literature—several students admitted to sometimes being at a
loss (“mushkil laage chhe” [I find it difficult]; S3, p. 2). This is under-
standable, as in India’s culture love between the sexes typically operates
in the framework of an arranged marriage. Some students said they had
come to terms with such Western themes by experiencing them vicari-
ously; others would try to translate them into local terms. Students
contending with race relations in the abridged version of Uncle Tom’s
Cabin (the required text for the TY EC class), for example, made sense of
the text by understanding race-related issues in terms of unequal power
relations between castes in India (“Vaat jevi chhe?” [Is it like caste?];
“Tho bahu power inequality chhe?” [So is there a lot of power inequality
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involved?]; S6, p. 2). Several students also believed that they often had to
forgo comprehending certain experiences and themes that were too far
removed from their everyday realities or that could not be culturally
transposed into local terms. Lukmani (1992), based on an in-depth
survey of Marathi-speaking literature students, surmises that “Indian
students . . . tend to remain aloof from involvement in the representation
of life in English texts. Their interest is in the medium rather than the
message, the language rather than the culture, and the benefit they hope
to attain is proficiency in English rather than integration in a western,
cultural ethos” (p. 170), a generalization that seems applicable to the
study of English literature at this institution.


Although students may have been interested in literature for its
potential to improve their English, the institutional practice of keeping
b-stream students from majoring in literature precluded any potential
benefit from this interest. This practice, like the teaching of grammar
and the streaming of students, on the surface may seem to have made
good sense for all involved. In fact, however, these practices worked
together to deny b-stream students access to English proficiency.


DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS


The data from this institution illuminate the institutional and educa-
tional practices that keep standard Indian English within the reach of
the middle class and inaccessible to those students that it is attempting to
help. In this section I locate the discussion of this institution within a
larger framework of the general role of English in India and offer some
suggestions for ways that English language inequality at the institute can
be rectified.


English Versus Regional Languages in India


Dua (1994) maintains that English in India no longer coexists with
other languages in a complementary relationship but seems to have
acquired such a privileged status that literacy in local, indigenous
languages is threatened10 (Pennycook, 1994, 1998; Phillipson, 1992;
Skutnabb-Kangas & Phillipson, 1995). Indeed, many of the students we
interviewed wished that their parents had kept them in English-medium
schools because good jobs and social successes are directly tied to how
fluent one is in English (Kumar, 1993). This preference for English-


10 Gujarat, the state in which the institution under investigation is located, is one of the few
states in India that offer tertiary-level education in the regional language as well as in English.
Most other states impart college education exclusively in English.
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medium schools is echoed in other studies as well. Jayaram (1992) cites
Reddy’s (1979) study, wherein he examined “students’ reactions towards
English and regional languages as media of instruction” (p. 103) and
found that students overwhelmingly favored English. On the basis of this
study and others, Jayaram concludes that a “fear of being treated as an
inferior category among the educated unless the courses are taken in the
English medium” is an important factor in “their aversion to the regional
language medium” (p. 103).


The Indian government has tried to balance English language teach-
ing with the teaching of other languages by promoting the teaching of
regional languages, including the students’ L1 and Hindi as an official
language (see Jayaram, 1992, for an in-depth discussion of the three-
language formula adopted by the Indian educational system). It has not
been easy. According to several scholars (e.g., Chitnis, 1993; Jayaram,
1992), not much has been done to build infrastructure that would
support regional languages, such as developing reading materials or
ensuring administrative autonomy. Although anti-English advocates fre-
quently voice the need to do away with English in the curriculum
altogether because it represents colonial and neocolonial vestiges, aca-
demics such as Chitnis (1993) maintain that India can give up English
only at the grave peril of the educational system. Certainly the students at
the institution under study echoed this sentiment. Although the quality
of language teaching—of regional languages and English, but of English
in particular—needs to be addressed seriously, the fact remains, as one
student put it, that “English is here to stay; we have to deal with it” (S4,
p. 5). Thus, it looks as if English language teaching will continue in India
whether or not the teaching of regional languages develops.


Widening Access to the Inner Circle


Although the motivation to learn English is very strong in India
(Altbach, 1993; Chitnis, 1993; Lukmani, 1992), practices such as those at
the institution under investigation keep the poorest and the most
disadvantaged students from learning it. The cumulative effect of
institutional and universitywide mandates is to keep b-stream students in
India’s own outer circle. The specific factors creating this effect were
found to be the institutional practices of teaching, teaching practices in
the EC classrooms, the faculty’s lack of training in language teaching
despite the administration’s resolve to provide English instruction to
Dalit and OBC students, and the students’ own prior learning practices
and views about effective language teaching and learning.


Multipronged as this problem is, some measures may ameliorate the
general situation:
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1. The administration as well as the university should be aware that
English language teaching is a completely separate enterprise from
the teaching of literature. The English department faculty recog-
nized this distinction clearly and acutely because they had to
contend with the vagaries involved on an everyday, local level, but
the management seemed to be less conscious of the pedagogical
problems involved in having literature faculty teach language. Cer-
tainly, raising the consciousness of the administration to classroom
problems is necessary.


2. Especially at the university level, the EC class is an area that begs for
change. Because fluency in spoken English is so important but
currently neglected in the lives of all the a- and b-stream students,
the EC class must include a speaking component that actually helps
the students communicate in the real world. The current, almost
exclusive emphasis on grammar and the general use of native
languages in these classes (Flowerdew et al., 1998), although aiding
comprehension and accuracy, does not provide an opportunity for
the development of communicative fluency. Balancing these meth-
ods with those intended to develop the communicative skills of
students while being mindful of local constraints (Holliday, 1994; Li,
1998) is a possible first step.


As a relative outsider to the scene now, I realize that these changes are
easier to recommend than to carry out, especially because both faculty
and management feel they can do little to alter the situation. The syllabi,
the curricula, and the final, external exams, they say, are out of their
hands. Their role, as one teacher cynically put it, “lies in merely
dispensing what is in a prescribed set of texts into the heads of the
students” (F3, p. 6). This lack of autonomy on the part of both the
management and the teachers may partially explain why teaching is
oriented toward exams, why teachers opt for particular teaching meth-
ods over others, why the students resort to memorizing and using study
guides to get through the exams, and why English language speaking
skills are not emphasized.


The Dalit and OBC students seem to struggle more than others. Not
only do they enter the college on the fringes of Circle 2 with poor
English language skills, having been educated entirely in Gujarati, but
they are also unable to develop their English in the college because they
are tracked into streams. These are the students most in need of English,
yet English seems farthest from them. Their economically disadvantaged
status does not permit them to enroll in language classes in the city, nor
does it afford them access to other realia available to learners in Circle 1:
the Internet, newspapers, TV shows in English, and English movies. They
realize more and more that they need to be computer literate for the
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simplest of jobs, but to gain access to knowledge about computers they
have to first become fluent in English—that is, they have to develop the
language that allows them to enter and become part of Circle 1. For
most, however, their worst fears become reality: They never really gain
fluency in English or entry into that circle and thus never become
qualified for the jobs they desire.


This in-depth look at one English language teaching situation in a
postcolonial context raises several questions: Will current English lan-
guage teaching methods remain? How can the communicative fluency of
the most disadvantaged students be facilitated? Would Western commu-
nicative language teaching practices work well in the Indian context?
What local constraints will influence attempts to implement change?
Much more research needs to be done to reveal additional insights, but
this article represents a beginning toward understanding some of these
issues in a postcolonial reality; in the meantime “education [in India]
drifts along” (Jayaram, 1992, p. 111), and English stays.
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APPENDIX A


Schema of Interviews With Students
General Information
Name
Place of origin
Parents’ occupation
Name of high school
Major in college
Plans after graduation
Stream in the college (a or b)


English Language Learning and Teaching
1. How do you view English? How long have you had exposure to it?
2. Do you use English outside the classroom? (with whom? access to TV, newspapers, radio?)
What are some ways you seek exposure to English?
3. What were your English language classes in middle and high school like?
4. How would you rate your high school preparation in English? Was it adequate for dealing
with English in the college?
5. What is the general importance you give English in your life? What advantages is fluency
over it likely to give you?
6. Can you tell me about specific instances illustrating your struggles with English?
7. Are English Compulsory classes a help? What would you like to see changed about these
classes?
8. Should the college provide you more English language instruction?
9. Do you have difficulty dealing with American and British literary texts? What are some of the
difficulties? How do you overcome them?
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Processing of Idioms by
L2 Learners of English
THOMAS C. COOPER
The University of Georgia


This study investigated the on-line processing strategies used by a
sample of nonnative speakers of English who were asked to give the
meanings of selected common idioms presented in a written context.
Data were collected by means of the think-aloud procedure: Partici-
pants were asked to verbalize their thoughts as they arrived at the
meanings of the idioms. Analysis revealed that most of the participants
engaged in a heuristic approach to idiom comprehension, employing a
variety of strategies through trial and error to find the meanings of the
idioms. Models of L1 idiom acquisition did not apply well to the
comprehension of idioms by the L2 users. Some pedagogical sugges-
tions derived from the findings are included.


An idiom is an expression whose meaning cannot always be readily
derived from the usual meaning of its constituent elements. It is


hard to tell from the literal meaning of the individual words, for
example, that to kick the bucket or to bite the dust means to die. Because
figurative meaning is unpredictable, idioms present a special language
learning problem for virtually all groups of learners: native speakers
(Gibbs, 1994; Nippold, 1991), language-disordered students (Nippold,
1991; Nippold & Fey, 1983), and bilingual and L2 learners (Adkins, 1968;
Cooper, 1998; Irujo, 1986a; Yandell & Zintz, 1961). Nippold (1991), in
fact, underscores the never-ending challenge in the acquisition of idioms
by maintaining that “there is no clear point in human development
when it can be said that idioms have been mastered” (p. 101).


Even though complete mastery of idioms may be nearly impossible,
every language learner must be prepared to meet the challenge simply
because idioms occur so frequently in spoken and written English
(Hoffman, 1984; Irujo, 1986b). Pollio, Barlow, Fine, and Pollio (1977)
analyzed political debates, psychology texts, novels, and psychotherapy
sessions to estimate the overall use of nonliteral language. They figured
that “most English speakers utter about 10 million novel metaphors per
lifetime and 20 million idioms per lifetime. This works out to about 3,000
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novel metaphors per week and 7,000 idioms per week” (p. 140). Because
of a lower level of linguistic competence in the target language, L2
learners are at a distinct disadvantage in understanding L2 figurative
expressions, yet they will meet idioms in all forms of discourse: in
conversations, lectures, movies, radio broadcasts, and television pro-
grams; in all forms of print, such as newspapers, magazines, and books;
and throughout the world of electronic communication. Indeed, mas-
tery of an L2 may depend in part on how well learners comprehend
initially and produce eventually the idioms encountered in everyday
language.


How idioms are acquired in an L2 is clearly an area worthy of in-
vestigation, but with the exception of studies by Kellerman (1978, 1979,
1983) and Irujo (1986b), most of the research on idioms has involved
native speakers of English. Models of L1 idiom acquisition therefore
offer a starting point for investigating the acquisition of idioms in an L2
and for comparing the extent to which L1 idiom comprehension models
apply to the comprehension of idioms by L2 speakers. In this article, I
first review research on L1 and L2 idiom comprehension and describe
my study of the on-line processing strategies a group of nonnative
speakers (NNSs) of English used to interpret a set of idioms. I then use
results from the study to propose a model for idiom acquisition that
describes and captures more fully the processes involved when L2
learners encounter idiomatic expressions.


RESEARCH ON IDIOM COMPREHENSION


Four Theories of L1 Idiom Comprehension


Four theories try to explain how native English speakers comprehend
idioms. The first, called the idiom-list hypothesis (Bobrow & Bell, 1973),
states that a native speaker who encounters an idiom first interprets it
literally. If a literal meaning does not fit the context in which the
expression is situated, the native speaker searches for the idiom in
question in a special mental idiom lexicon and then chooses the
figurative meaning. This hypothesis was formulated on the basis of an
experiment in which participants were first presented with either a set of
four literal sentences or a set of four sentences containing idioms. The
participants were then instructed to indicate which meaning of a test
sentence—which could be interpreted either literally or figuratively—
came to mind first, the literal or the idiomatic. The default mode of
processing seemed to be the literal interpretation of the idiom test
sentence, whereas the idiom-processing mode seemed to be active only
when the participants were presented with the sentences containing
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idioms. Only after seeing the set of sentences containing idioms did the
participants interpret the test sentence figuratively.


Findings from later studies have led to the rejection of the idiom-list
hypothesis, for idioms are understood at least as quickly as comparable
literal expressions. In experiments that timed the speed of recognition
of the meaning of idioms, participants never understood the literal
meanings more quickly than they understood the figurative ones (Glucks-
berg, 1993). This would not have been true if the participants had had to
compute the literal meaning of the expression first (Gibbs, 1980).


The second model for idiom processing is called the lexical representa-
tion hypothesis (Swinney & Cutler, 1979). In this model idioms are
considered to be long words that are stored in the mental lexicon along
with all other words. A native speaker who encounters an idiom
processes both the literal and the figurative meanings of the expression
simultaneously, which results in a “horse race” in which the context
determines the more fitting interpretation. In the timed experiments
that led to the formulation of this hypothesis, participants viewed a word
string on the computer and had to decide whether or not the string
formed a meaningful, natural phrase in English. In addition to meaning-
ful strings, the list contained in random order of appearance idioms and
literal phrases: for example, take him for a ride/take him for a beer or wrap it
up/lift it up. The participants responded significantly faster to idioms
than to matched control phrases. Based on these results, Swinney and
Cutler were able to confirm their hypothesis that “idioms are stored and
retrieved from the lexicon in the same manner as any other word,” and
they therefore refuted the idiom-list hypothesis, stating, “There is no
special idiom list nor any special processing mode . . . individual words
are accessed from the lexicon and structural analysis is undertaken on
these words at the same time that the lexical access of the entire [idiom]
string (which is merely a long word) is taking place” (p. 525).


The third model, the direct access hypothesis (Gibbs, 1980, 1984;
Schweigert, 1986), is an extension of the lexical representation hypoth-
esis, for it posits that a native speaker rarely considers the literal meaning
of an idiomatic expression but instead retrieves the figurative meaning
directly from the mental lexicon. According to Glucksberg (1993), idiom
access is normally “completed more quickly because it does not require
the lexical, syntactic, and semantic processing required for full linguistic
analysis. Thus, familiar idioms will be understood more quickly than
comparable literal expressions” (p. 5). Gibbs (1980) posited that the
conventionality of the idiom affects how easily it is understood and
claimed that native speakers do not need to interpret the literal meaning
of a common idiomatic expression before deriving the figurative mean-
ing. This assumption was borne out by an experiment in which subjects
were presented with short vignettes that each set up the context for
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either a figurative or a literal interpretation of a concluding idiom. More
often than not, the subjects chose the figurative meaning more quickly
than they chose the literal meaning, leading Gibbs to observe that native
speakers do not process idioms literally by default. Instead, they can
access the conventional figurative meaning of idioms directly.


The fourth idiom-processing model, the most current one, is the
composition model (Gibbs, 1994; Tabossi & Zardon, 1995), which super-
sedes the three models described above. The composition model was
first proposed by Gibbs, Nayak, and Cutting (1989) in the context of a
series of reading-time experiments in which participants had to decide
whether a given word string formed a meaningful English expression.
The participants needed significantly less time to process decomposable
idioms—that is, idioms in which the figurative and literal meanings are
close (e.g., hit the jackpot)—than to process nondecomposable idioms—
that is, idioms in which the literal meaning offers no clue for the
construction on the figurative meaning (e.g., kick the bucket). According
to Gibbs (1984), “these data suggest that people attempt to do some
decompositional analysis when understanding idiomatic phrases. When
an idiom is decomposable, readers can assign independent meanings to
its individual parts and will quickly recognize how these meaningful parts
combine to form the overall figurative interpretation of the phrase”
(p.␣ 285).


In general, the composition model states that people do not inhibit or
shut down their normal language-processing mode when they encounter
an idiomatic phrase: Their syntactic parser automatically analyzes the
grammatical structure of the words and phrases they hear or read; the
lexical processor accesses the lexical items in the mental lexicon and assigns
a meaning to them; and a semantic analysis is undertaken on the basis of
the grammatical structure and the meaning of the lexical items of the
phrase (Flores d’Arcais, 1993). Idioms are processed as any phrase or
sentence is, and the meanings of the individual words of the idiom
generally contribute to the overall figurative interpretation of the
phrase. Van de Voort and Vonk (1995) write, for example, that


During processing people try to analyze an idiomatic expression composition-
ally, much like they analyze a literal expression. They try to assign indepen-
dent idiomatic meanings to the individual parts of the idiom, which then can
be combined to form the overall figurative interpretation of the phrase. This
assumption implies that access to the meaning of an idiom is dependent on
the extent to which an idiom can be compositionally analyzed; that is,
meaning access is dependent on the compositionality of an idiom. (p. 284)


An important point, therefore, is that idioms range along a con-
tinuum of compositionality or analyzability. At one end of the continuum
are normally decomposable or analyzable idioms, such as pop the question,
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in which there is a one-to-one correspondence between the figurative
and literal meanings: pop means ask and the question means marriage
proposal. Idioms at the opposite end of the continuum are nondecom-
posable or nonanalyzable—e.g., kick the bucket and bite the bullet. Here an
initial compositional analysis will fail because the meanings of the
individual parts of the idioms have little relation to the stipulated mean-
ing or the meaning agreed upon by native speakers—die and endure in a
difficult situation.


Comprehension of L2 Idioms


Research on processing of L2 idioms and figurative language has
focused on the influence of L1 transfer. Irujo (1986a) conducted a study
to determine whether advanced learners of English used their knowl-
edge of their mother tongue, Spanish, to understand and produce L2
expressions. Using recognition and production tests, she assessed sub-
jects’ comprehension of three groups of English idioms: those that were
identical to, those that were very similar to, and those that were
substantially different from Spanish idioms. The results showed that
English idioms identical to their Spanish equivalents were the easiest to
comprehend and produce. Participants understood idioms similar in the
two languages almost as well as they understood identical idioms, but in
the production tests interference from Spanish was prevalent. The
idioms that were different in the two languages—for example, to have a
free hand is rendered in Spanish by tener carta blanca (to have carte
blanche)—were the hardest for the participants to comprehend and
produce, but there was little evidence of positive or negative transfer
from Spanish in the test results. The test results varied greatly from
subject to subject, and Irujo notes that the participants comprehended
and produced most easily and correctly the idioms that were frequently
used in everyday speech, had simple vocabulary and structure, and were
metaphorically transparent in that their literal meanings were closely
related to their figurative meanings.


Kellerman (1978, 1979, 1983) also addressed the relationship between
L1 knowledge and interpretation of the figurative use of the L2. In a
study focusing on the meaning of the Dutch word breken (break), he
investigated the role of L1 transference in L2 learning with Dutch
students learning English. In his study, Kellerman (1979; cf. Ellis, 1994,
pp. 324–327) first asked native speakers of Dutch to sort 17 sentences
containing breken into groups by similarities in meaning. Analysis re-
vealed that there were two dimensions of semantic space, core/noncore
and concrete/abstract. In the second stage of the study, Kellerman asked 81
Dutch students in their first and third years of university study to say
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which of the 17 Dutch sentences they would translate with the English
verb break. In a rank order of transferability, Kellerman found that even
though both verbs have a focal meaning (He broke his leg) and a set of
peripheral meanings (His fall was broken by a tree or His voice broke when he
was 13), a greater percentage of Dutch students (81%) accepted as
translatable the English sentences corresponding to the core or proto-
typical meaning of the Dutch verb than accepted the English sentences
corresponding to peripheral meanings. For example, breken was accept-
able for the English sentence He broke his leg but not for the sentences
Some workers have broken the strike or The tree broke his fall (cf. Bialystok &
Hakuta, 1994, pp. 109–110). Thus, knowledge about the semantic space
occupied by the meaning of words in the L1 is not necessarily transferred
to the L2, even though the words may on the surface have similar
meanings in the two languages.


These studies showed that the L1 plays a role in L2 idiom processing
even though L2 learners are less likely to transfer L1 knowledge when
they perceive the meaning as figurative. Thus, it is likely that L1 transfer
may play some role in learners’ processing of L2 idioms, but there is a
need to better understand when and how this and other comprehension
strategies are used in L2 idiom processing. Therefore, the present study
examines the comprehension processes that NNSs employ when they
attempt to interpret the meanings of English idioms at the moment they
are encountered.


The purpose of the study was to investigate the on-line processing
strategies used by NNSs of English who were asked to interpret the
meanings of 20 idioms presented in a written context. The computer
term on-line refers to the immediate thought processes activated in the
minds of L2 learners as they try to comprehend a given idiomatic
expression on the spot, without time for reflection. The theoretical
models developed for L1 idiom comprehension were examined to see if
they could explain the comprehension of idioms in an L2.


The research questions underlying the study were
1. To what extent did the idioms chosen for the study vary in difficulty


as measured by the Idiom Recognition Test (IRT)?
2. What kinds of strategies did the participants employ to comprehend


the idioms?
3. To what extent do the theoretical models of comprehension of


idioms in the L1 apply to the comprehension of idioms by L2
speakers?







PROCESSING OF IDIOMS BY L2 LEARNERS OF ENGLISH 239


METHOD


Participants


A total of 18 NNSs of English served as participants for the study. They
ranged in age from 17 to 44 years, the average age being 29.3 years (see
Table 1). There were eight native speakers of Spanish, three of Japanese,
five of Korean, one of Russian, and one of Portuguese. The participants
had lived in the U.S. for 5.1 years on average and had spent 7.3 months
on average studying English in the U.S. Many of the participants had
studied or were studying English in special language programs designed
to increase the language proficiency of international students so that
they could achieve a high enough score on the Test of English as a
Foreign Language to apply for admission to a U.S. university. With the
exception of three participants (Nos. 7, 9, and 11), all had studied
English in their home countries for an average of 6.5 years. Ten of the
participants were working in the U.S. in positions that required them to
communicate with their coworkers in English. For the sample group


TABLE 1
Background of Participants


English English study Job Time with
study in in home requires U.S. friends


Years in the U.S. country use of or colleagues
No. Age L1 the U.S. (months) (years) English (hours/week)


1 42 Spanish 12.0 0 4.0 Yes 40
2 32 Portuguese 3.0 6 3.0 Yes 40
3 26 Japanese 1.5 3 8.0 Yes 4
4 26 Japanese 3.5 0 10.0 Yes 10
5 24 Japanese 1.5 1 8.0 Yes 5
6 34 Spanish 18.0 1 12.0 Yes 40
7 32 Spanish 3.0 0 0.0 No 1
8 29 Spanish 10.5 0 3.0 No 7
9 28 Spanish 9.0 0 0.0 Yes 2


10 29 Spanish 5.0 3 3.0 Yes 25
11 30 Spanish 15.0 36 0.0 Yes 8
12 35 Korean 0.8 10 10.0 No 7
13 26 Korean 0.7 8 10.0 No 5
14 44 Korean 0.8 10 7.0 No 4
15 17 Spanish 0.8 9 13.0 No 7
16 25 Korean 0.8 10 6.5 No 5
17 24 Korean 0.8 10 11.0 No 7
18 25 Russian 5.0 24 9.0 Yes 40


M 29.3 5.1 7.3 6.5 14.3
SD 6.5 5.5 9.5 4.3 15.0
Mdn 28.5 3.0 4.5 7.5 7.0
Mode 26.0 0.8 0.0 3.0 40.0







240 TESOL QUARTERLY


overall, the average number of hours per week spent with U.S. friends or
colleagues was 14.3.


Materials


Participants were given the IRT (see Appendix A), in which they were
asked to give orally the meanings of 20 frequently used idioms selected
from A Dictionary of American Idioms (Makkai, Boatner, & Gates, 1995).
The idioms chosen represented a mixture of different levels of discourse.
According to the dictionary’s categorization, eight of the expressions
were representative of standard English, eight were informal or collo-
quial in level of discourse, and four were slang expressions (see Table 2).
The standard English expressions would be more likely to occur in
written English than the colloquial and slang expressions would.


To aid the participants in deciphering the meanings of the 20 idioms,
each idiom was incorporated into a one- or two-sentence context
selected from studies of L1 idiom comprehension conducted by Cronk
and Schweigert (1992) and Nippold and Martin (1989). Each idiom with
its context was typed on a separate note card and given to the partici-
pants in sequence.


Think-Aloud Protocols


From the point of view of methodology, this study derives its impetus
from native language research with speakers of English and Italian. The
research used on-line measures of comprehension to analyze the pro-


TABLE 2
Idioms on Idiom Recognition Test, by Level of Discourse


Standard English Informal or colloquial Slang
(more formal) (conversational) (informal)


To burn the candle at both ends To pull the wool over To have a big
someone’s eyes mouth


To see eye to eye To have a chip on one’s shoulder What’s cooking?
To suffer from burnout To have something in the bag To get sacked
To tighten one’s belt To have a green thumb To be chicken feed
To roll up one’s sleeves To rob the cradle
To see things through To be up the creek without
rose-colored glasses a paddle
To be a little frog in a big pond To let the cat out of the bag
To stir up a hornet’s nest To get off the ground
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cessing of idioms immediately after aural or visual perception (Cacciari,
1993; Cacciari & Tabossi, 1988; Flores d’Arcais, 1993; Gibbs, 1994;
Tabossi & Zardon, 1993).


To investigate comprehension processes, the researchers used think-
aloud (TA) protocols to gather data while students took the IRT. In the
course of a TA protocol, subjects are asked to verbalize their thoughts to
the researcher while completing a cognitive task such as solving a
mathematical problem or comprehending a reading passage (Ericsson &
Simon, 1993). The focus of the TA task, according to Olson, Duffy, and
Mack (1984), “should be to get subjects to report the content of their
immediate awareness rather than to report explanations of their behav-
ior. Further, subjects should be asked to report what they are thinking
right now, not what they remember thinking some time ago . . . . TA data
should not be taken as direct reflections of thought processes but rather
as data that are correlated with underlying thought processes” (p. 254).
TA methodology has been used intermittently as an investigative instru-
ment in L2 reading research (Block, 1986; Brown, 1996; Davis &
Bistodeau, 1993). Given that, during the reading process, not under-
standing idioms is probably one of the most troublesome barriers to
comprehension, TA procedures may prove a fruitful approach to investi-
gating the process of comprehension. TA data provide evidence of what
is on the subject’s mind during the task, thereby allowing the researcher
to zero in on the mental efforts involved at the very moment an NNS
encounters a potentially problematic idiom.


In conducting the IRT and collecting the resultant TA data, the
present study followed the procedures suggested by Olson et al. (1984):
Along with detailed instructions (see Appendix B), the subjects were
given a list of examples of the types of things they could talk about to
help them verbalize their thoughts. As Olson et al. state, “The important
point vis-à-vis the use of the [TA] task to study comprehension is that one
be explicit with the subject about what to talk about. The exact list of
suggestions should be motivated by theoretical ideas or by prior re-
search” (p. 258). For the present study, I hypothesized that the recogni-
tion of the idioms might be influenced by such factors as the context of
the idiom, the literal meaning of the idiom, the meaning of a particular
word in the idiomatic phrase, the experiences and background knowl-
edge of the participant, or an expression in the native language. Thus,
the participants were asked to keep these factors in mind as they
verbalized their thoughts on how they arrived at possible meanings of
the 20 expressions.


Three researchers interviewed the participants. To ensure uniformity
of procedure, I discussed the process of collecting TA data with each
researcher and gave each a set of directions (see Appendix B) to read to
each participant at the beginning of a data-collecting session. The
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sessions were conducted in a private office and were recorded on
audiotape.


Data Transcription


The audiorecorded interviews were transcribed verbatim, yielding 165
double-spaced pages containing approximately 25,000 words. The unit
of analysis was the minimal terminable unit (T-unit), described by Hunt
(1970) as “one main clause plus any subordinate clause or nonclausal
structure that is attached to or embedded in it” (p. 4). According to
Hunt, “cutting a passage into T-units will be cutting it into the shortest
units which it is grammatically allowable to punctuate as sentences. . . .
Any complex or simple sentence would be one T-unit, but any com-
pound or compound-complex sentence would consist of two or more
T-units” (p. 4). For example, in the following excerpt from the transcrip-
tion, each T-unit is numbered and begins a new line. The note card given
to the participant read, “Robert knew that he was robbing the cradle by
dating a sixteen-year-old girl. What does robbing the cradle mean?”


Participant: 1. Cradle is something that you put the baby in/
Interviewer: That’s where a baby sleeps
Participant: 2. So that means robbing the cradle/


3. That means, I think, you are robbing a child/
4. You’re stilling [stealing] a child from a mother/
5. A 16-year-old girl is still too young to date/
6. So robbing the cradle is like dating a really young person/


Data Analysis


The data were analyzed in two phases. In the first phase, the
participants’ definitions of the 20 idioms were scored on a 3-point scale.
One point was given for an answer of “I don’t know” or for a wrong
definition (e.g., defining to see eye to eye as to watch out very carefully for
someone); 2 points for a transitional-stage response that was partially
correct (e.g., defining to have a green thumb as to do horticulture stuff ); and
3 points for a correct definition (e.g., defining to get off the ground as to get
started).


In the second phase of analysis, the participants’ responses for each
idiom were divided into T-units, and each T-unit was analyzed and
marked according to the idiom comprehension strategy used by the
participant. The comprehension strategies for which evidence was found
in the data (see Table 3) were named with reference to previous studies
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dealing with on-line L1 idiom comprehension (Cacciari, 1993; Flores
d’Arcais, 1993) and on-line L2 reading comprehension (Block, 1986;
Brown, 1996; Davis & Bistodeau, 1993), for such terminology had been
shown to be effective in analyzing and categorizing data from TA
protocols.


The idiom comprehension strategies fell into two groups: preparatory
strategies and guessing strategies. The preparatory strategies allowed the
participants to clarify and consolidate knowledge about the expression
(Strategy RP, repeating or paraphrasing the idiom); to gain more time
before uttering a guess, perhaps to rehearse an answer, and to sift
through the new linguistic information (Strategy DA, discussing and
analyzing the idiom); and to gather additional information in order to


TABLE 3
Strategies Used to Comprehend the L2 Idioms


Strategy Example


Preparatory


RP: Repeating or paraphrasing “To tighten your belt is . . . uh . . . to make belt more
the idiom without giving  narrower . . .”
an interpretation
DA: Discussing and analyzing “Chicken feed . . . uh . . . Compared to people, uh,
the idiom or its context without chicken usually eat, uh, less than people, you know.
guessing at the meaning Chicken feed is little and people eat a lot . . . . It has


something to do with eating and stuff, but I’m not sure
of meaning.”


RI: Requesting information about “What does [usually a single word from the idiom or
the idiom or context context] mean?”


Guessing


GC: Guessing the meaning of the “I don’t know it [the meaning] at all, so I have to guess
idiom from the context from the first clause [We decided that Molly was a bad


worker] . . . . These people want to fire Molly, so I
think to get sacked means to get fired.”


LM: Using the literal meaning of “When I make an image of this phrase, to roll up his
the idiom as a key to its sleeves, I think of somebody who is trying to get ready to
figurative meaning do something, to work, so I think that’s what it means.”
BK: Using background knowledge “What’s cooking? I think my boyfriend might be using
to figure out the meaning of this often. I’ve never asked him what it means, but I
the idiom learned the expression through hearing it all the time.


At first I didn’t know it, but then since he uses it all the
time, I realize the meaning: What’s going on?”


L1: Referring to an idiom in the “Look at the world through rose-colored glasses. We have a
L1 to understand the L2 idiom sentence that has almost the same meaning in


Portuguese, ‘cause a rose-colored world is something
nice.”


OS: Using other strategies
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make a better informed guess about the idiom’s meaning (Strategy RI,
requesting information about the idiom). The guessing strategies repre-
sent cases in which the participant actually ventured an interpretation of
the expression, and the strategy leading to the guess was categorized as
guessing from context (Strategy GC), using the literal meaning (Strategy
LM), using background knowledge (Strategy BK), referring to an L1
idiom (Strategy L1), or using other strategies (Strategy OS).


To test the reliability of the researchers’ scoring of the IRT and coding
of the idiom comprehension strategies, I trained a second rater, an
experienced foreign language teacher, to score the IRT and categorize
the TA responses by going over examples of correct, partially correct,
and incorrect IRT responses and the respective comprehension strate-
gies shown in Table 3. After the training session, the second rater
independently scored the IRTs and coded the T-units from the TA
protocols. For both phases of the data analysis, the number of agree-
ments between the second rater’s responses and my responses was
divided by the number of agreements plus disagreements, and this value
was multiplied by 100. Interrater agreement was 98% for the IRT and
87% for the coding of comprehension strategies. All disagreements were
subsequently resolved through discussion so that 100% agreement was
attained.


RESULTS AND DISCUSSION


Research Question 1: To What Extent Did the Idioms Chosen
for the Study Vary in Difficulty as Measured by the IRT?


Average scores on the individual items in the IRT ranged from 1.67 for
the idiom to have a chip on one’s shoulder to 2.78 for the two idioms to have
a big mouth and to be suffering from burnout (see Table 4). The mean score
was 2.32. Three idioms—Items 3 (to have a chip on one’s shoulder), 11 (to be
up the creek without a paddle), and 12 (to let the cat out of the bag)—were the
most difficult to understand. The average scores on these items ranged
from 1.5 to 2.0. The easiest expressions to interpret were Items 5 (to have
a big mouth), 6 (to be suffering from burnout), 7 (to have something in the bag),
and 15 (to get sacked ). The average scores on these idioms were between
2.5 and 3.0.


In comments recorded in the TA protocols, participants indicated that
a stumbling block in comprehension was often the lack of a clear and
close relationship between the literal and figurative meanings of the
idiom. The following comments, dealing with the idiom to let the cat out of
the bag, describe the typical struggle for the correct fit between the
meaning of the metaphor and the meaning of the expression.
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Stimulus situation: By mistake, Kay let the cat out of the bag when she revealed
the surprise. What does to let the cat out of the bag mean?
Participant: So she doesn’t really have a cat/


I think that means, uh, you put the cat in the bag/
and when you put the cat out of the bag, then the cat will be
excited/
And so I don’t know how to explain/
But it [the cat] gets very historical [hysterical], maybe/
So everybody around the cat can be troubled/


Two other idioms were troublesome for the majority of the partici-
pants: to have a chip on one’s shoulder and to be up the creek without a paddle.
Comments from the TA protocols revealed that the meanings of chip in
the first expression and paddle and creek in the second were the source of
difficulty in deciphering the meanings. This was so even though the
interviewer had given the meanings of these words to the participants. In
many cases, a participant who had gotten off on the wrong foot in
defining the idiom seemed to find it almost impossible to get back on
track, recover, and continue in the pursuit of the correct definition.


At the other end of the continuum, the two easiest expressions were to
have a big mouth and to be suffering from burnout. According to Irujo
(1986b), factors that might affect the level of difficulty of an idiom could


TABLE 4
Means and Standard Deviations for Individual Idioms


Idiom M SD


1. To burn the candle at both ends 2.33 0.77
2. To pull the wool over someone’s eyes 2.22 0.81
3. To have a chip on one’s shoulder 1.67 0.84
4. To see eye to eye 2.17 0.99
5. To have a big mouth 2.78 0.55
6. To be suffering from burnout 2.78 0.55
7. To have something in the bag 2.56 0.86
8. What’s cooking? 2.44 0.92
9. To have a green thumb 2.50 0.79


10. To rob the cradle 2.11 0.96
11. To be up the creek without a paddle 1.83 0.86
12. To let the cat out of the bag 1.89 0.96
13. To get off the ground 2.28 0.75
14. To tighten one’s belt 2.17 0.86
15. To get sacked 2.61 0.78
16. To roll up one’s sleeves 2.50 0.79
17. To see something through rose-colored glasses 2.39 0.78
18. To be a little frog in a big pond 2.44 0.70
19. Something is chicken feed 2.33 0.84
20. To stir up a hornet’s nest 2.33 0.69


M of item means 2.32
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include salience, frequency of exposure, and ease of production. Most of
the participants indicated that they had heard these idioms often during
their stay in the U.S. Their U.S. interlocutors frequently used these
idioms, and the participants had heard them on TV and in movies. The
underlying metaphors of these two idioms are easy to understand and
relate to their figurative meanings, and the grammar of the expressions
is not so complex as to interfere with production.


Research Question 2: What Kinds of Strategies Did the
NNSs Employ to Comprehend the Idioms?


Strategies by Frequency of Use


Participants usually used several strategies in the process of compre-
hending an idiom (see Table 5). A rank ordering of strategy use,
reported in percentages in the bottom row of Table 5, gives the following
results: Guessing from context was the strategy used most frequently
(28% of the time), followed by discussing and analyzing the idiom
(24%), using the literal meaning (19%), requesting information (8%),
repeating or paraphrasing the idiom (7%), using background knowl-
edge (7%), referring to an L1 idiom (5%), and using other strategies
(2%).


Three of the strategies—guessing from context, discussing and analyz-
ing the idiom, and using the literal meaning of the idiom—were used
more frequently than the others (71% of the time) (see Figure 1). By
contrast, participants relied on the remaining five strategies—requesting
information, using background knowledge, repeating or paraphrasing
the idiom, referring to an L1 idiom, and other strategies—less often
(only 29% of the time). Below, I discuss the eight strategies individually
in their rank order based on their frequency of use.


Guessing from context (28%). In using the context, participants discussed
the situation in which the idiom was embedded and clearly made
reference to the situation to infer the meaning of the expression. In their
comments they often used the word so or because as a marker for inferring
or interpreting the meaning from the context. Below is an example of
this strategy.


Stimulus situation: People say that Jennifer can keep any plant alive with her
green thumb. What does green thumb mean?
Participant: I never heard this/


But I can understand the meaning from the context/
She’s good with plants/
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And thumb is a finger/
So she’s good with plants like this/
This is what green thumb means/


Discussing and analyzing the idiom (24%). Participants often talked in
general about the idiom and the context before venturing an interpreta-
tion. In employing this strategy they exercised their skills of logical
thinking to solve the linguistic puzzle represented by the unknown L2
expression. Discussing and analyzing the idiom and situation may also
have given the participants a way of buying more time to clarify their
thoughts before having to come up with a meaning. In this regard,
discussion was an artefact of the TA method, for normally NNSs would
not verbalize their thinking upon encountering a new word or phrase.
An example follows.


Stimulus situation: If you procrastinate, you will find yourself up the creek
without a paddle. What does up the creek without a paddle mean?
Participant: I don’t know up the creek without paddle . . . Mh hmm/


Creek is a small river/
So . . . um . . . up the creek is very difficult/


aRP = repeating or paraphrasing the idiom; DA = discussing and analyzing the idiom; RI =
requesting information; GC = guessing from context; LM = using the literal meaning of the
idiom; BK = using background knowledge; L1 = referring to an L1 idiom; OS = using other
strategies.


FIGURE 1
Frequency of Use of Idiom Comprehension Strategies
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Down the, down the creek is very easy/
So we need, we must need a paddle/
We, we are, if we have no paddle, we can’t go up the creek
on the boat/
So it is a very difficult situation, and maybe impossible/


Using the literal meaning of the idiom (19%). The participants who
employed this strategy were aware of the metaphorical aspect of idioms,
and they concentrated on the literal meaning of the expressions as a key
to the figurative meaning. Here is an illustration of this strategy at work.


Stimulus situation: Mr. Carson works as a teacher all day and works in a factory
at night. His wife says he is burning the candle at both ends. What does
burning the candle at both ends mean?
Participant: I guess that he, I suppose what it means is he is exhausting his


resources/
He is working very . . . too hard/


Interviewer: How do you get this meaning?
Participant: I get the picture of what it would be/


The candle will have the two ends on/
And it’s burning/
They [the ends] are burning at the same time/
You turn one on/
And then you turn the other one on/
And the wax would be melting quicker/
So I know that he [Mr. Carson] is working . . . working too
much/


Requesting information (8%). The participants requested information
when they did not know the meaning of a vocabulary item in the idiom
or in the context. Some of the words that presented problems in
comprehension were chip in to have a chip on one’s shoulder (Idiom 3),
cradle in to rob the cradle (Idiom 10), paddle in to be up the creek without a
paddle (Idiom 11), and hornet in to stir up a hornet’s nest (Idiom 20). The
participants were given the meanings of these words if they asked for
them in order to facilitate their efforts to understand the idioms, for the
main research focus was on the thought processes that accompanied the
unraveling of the meanings of the idioms. Certain vocabulary items
seemed to have been difficult because they were low-frequency words
that an NNS would seldom encounter in everyday discourse. Requests for
information were often preceded by phrases denoting frustration, such
as “I have never heard this idiom before,” “I have no idea what this
expression means,” or “I don’t know!” After a few seconds, the partici-
pant would ask for the meaning of a specific word and then try to figure
out the meaning of the phrase.
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Repeating or paraphrasing the idiom (7%). Many of the participants
employed the strategy of repeating or paraphrasing the idiom, appar-
ently to help anchor the expression in mind before they ventured a
definition. Repeating could also have been an artefact of the TA process;
because the participants were constantly urged to verbalize their thoughts,
repeating might have been a way to gain time before a possible inter-
pretation came to mind.


Using background knowledge (7%). This strategy refers to participants’
making use of prior knowledge and associations to explain and clarify
the idiom and its context. They remembered, for example, that they
learned the idiom in a language class either in the U.S. or in their home
countries. They indicated that they had heard the idiom for the first time
on TV or in a song or that they might have heard their friends and
acquaintances using the expression. Below are two interview excerpts
exemplifying this strategy at work.


Stimulus situation: Pam needed a vacation because she was suffering from
burnout. What does suffering from burnout mean?
Participant: I . . . I newly met this kind of idiom whenever I went [to] the


dining halls/
There are so many part-time students to work there/
And one day I said, “I want this one, this one, this one”/
And they said, “I’m burning out”/
So I asked them what does mean “burning out”?/
They explained: “I’m totally exhausted, I tired out, I don’t have
any power to work”/
In this case uh living in here help me to guess the meaning and
to and to understand this kind of idiom/


Stimulus situation: After dinner, John would go over to the mall to see what’s
cooking. What does What’s cooking? mean?
Participant: I think my boyfriend might be using this [expression] often/


Does this mean What’s going on?/
Interviewer: So you hear your boyfriend saying that?
Participant: Right, but I’ve never asked him/


But I learned the expression through hearing it all the time/


Referring to L1 idioms (5%). Sometimes the participants remembered
expressions in their native languages that are identical or similar enough
to the English idioms to aid in their interpretation. For example, the
following Portuguese expressions served as keys to the meaning of
several of the English idioms for the Portuguese native speaker.
• To see eye to eye (Idiom 4) equals olho no olho (eye to eye).
• Big mouth (Idiom 5) equals boca grande (big mouth).
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• Through rose-colored glasses (Idiom 17) is similar to O mundo é um mar de
rosas (The world is a sea of roses) and to A vida não é um mar de rosas
(Life is not a sea of roses).


• To stir up a hornet’s nest (Idiom 20) is similar to Isto é como pôr a mão em
um ninho de abelhas (This is like putting your hand in a swarm of
bees).


The Spanish speakers indicated that the following phrases in their
native language helped them ascertain the meanings of the correspond-
ing English expressions.
• Big mouth (Idiom 5) is the same as una bocona.
• To tighten one’s belt (Idiom 14) corresponds to Tenemos que ajustarnos


los cinturones (We have to tighten our belts).
• A little frog in a big pond (Idiom 18) is the mirror expression to una


rana pequeña en un lago muy grande (a little frog in a very big lake).
The Japanese speakers found that the following Japanese phrases


helped them with the English idioms.
• To tighten one’s belt (Idiom 14) is similar to the transcribed Japanese


phrase saifu no himo o shimeru (to tighten the string of the [money]
purse).


• A little frog in a big pond (Idiom 18) is similar to I no naka no kawazu (a
frog in a well).


A Russian phrase helped the speaker of this language understand the
corresponding English idiom.
• To see the world through rose-colored glasses (Idiom 17) is similar to smatrét


na mír chérez rózovyie achtí (to look at the world through pink glasses).


Other strategies (2%). Two types of strategies came to light in this
category. One was the personalized discussion of the idiom and the
context in which it was found. In these instances the participant
imagined or remembered an actual situation in which the expression
could have been used appropriately. The second kind of strategy
consisted of a type of meta-analysis about the nature of idioms, the way
they function, and ways to unravel their meaning if recollection fails.
Examples from the interview transcriptions follow.


Stimulus situation: Mother wants to buy a new house in the country. Father sees
eye to eye with her. What does it mean to see eye to eye ?
Participant: Well, I think about me and Marco when we wanna buy


something/
Marco say, “I think it’s good”/
And I say, “I think it’s good, too”/
That mean eye to eye/
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Stimulus situation: After getting laid off from the pen factory, George had to
tighten his belt. What does tighten his belt mean?
Participant: After getting laid off . . . uh . . . I don’t know/


Six or seven years I study English/
And I think that English idiom has two meanings/
One is physical meaning/
The other is maybe mental meaning/
But whenever I guess just physical meaning, I almost, I wrong/
I try infer the, uh, mental, abstract meaning, or contrasting
meaning/
Then I guess the meaning and see context, too/


Successful Strategies


Thus far I have discussed the comprehension strategies used without
considering whether or not the participants correctly guessed the
meaning of the idiom. In this section I examine those strategies that led
the participants to successfully interpret the idioms. Of the 360 total
items (20 test items 3 18 participants), 200 were answered correctly (i.e.,
received a score of 3), representing a 56% success rate among the
participants. In rank order the strategies leading to correct interpreta-
tions were guessing from the context to figure out the meaning of the
expression (Strategy GC, leading to a correct answer 57% of the time),
using the literal meaning of the idiom (Strategy LM, 22%), using
background knowledge (Strategy BK, 12%), referring to an L1 idiom as
a key to the meaning of the English idiom (Strategy L1, 8%), and using
other strategies (Strategy OS, 1%) (see Table 6).


Although in many cases the participants used more than one strategy
to succeed, only the one that led directly to the correct response was
included in this count. The strategies of repeating or paraphrasing the
idiom (Strategy RP), discussing and analyzing the idiom (Strategy DA),
and requesting information about the idiom or its context (Strategy RI)
are not shown in Table 6 because they represent preparatory strategies
that allowed the participants to gain time, gather information, and clarify
their thoughts before guessing the meaning of the expression. These
three strategies are a way of marking time so that the respondent can sift
through the new linguistic material contained in an expression while
piecing together components that might lead to an interpretation.


An example of how Strategy DA can set up a correct guess is given
below.


Stimulus situation: Pam needed a vacation because she was suffering from
burnout. What does suffering from burnout mean?
Participant: Suffering from burnout mean/ [Strategy RP]
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I really don’t know/
But it sounds that Pam was really, really tired/
Sounds like you don’t have any energy/
You already spent everything you could/ [Strategy DA]
You are totally stressed and are to now burn out all your
energy/ [Strategy LM]
Sounds like Pam is stressed and needs vacation/ [Strategy GC]


When ranked by the frequency with which they led to correct answers,
the five successful strategies (Table 6) fall into the same order as they do
when ranked by frequency of strategy use in general (Table 5). Even
though the successful strategy is the one used to arrive at a correct
answer, participants often tried several approaches along the way before
they came up with the successful one.


Research Question 3: To What Extent Do the Theoretical
Models of L1 Comprehension of Idioms Apply to the
Comprehension of Idioms by L2 Speakers?


A native speaker of English reacts to an idiomatic expression in a split
second, rarely needing to stop and deliberate on its meaning. On the
other hand, L2 learners who encounter an unknown idiom are at a
distinct disadvantage because they do not possess the native speaker’s
degree of linguistic competence. The L2 learner must somehow screen a
series of possible meanings in order to arrive at a plausible interpreta-
tion; think through any number of possible significations; and take into
account the context, the literal meaning of the expression, and the
learner’s own experiences in the target culture. Because the thought
processes of the L2 learner are not instantaneous in recognizing an
idiom but are slower, more deliberate, and therefore more tractable than
those of the native speaker, the researcher can follow these thought
processes by using TA methodology in an effort to gain a better
understanding of how the L2 learner arrives at an interpretation of the
expression.


Upon encountering an unknown idiomatic phrase, L2 learners are
placed in a position of having to solve a comprehension problem by
experimenting and evaluating possible answers or solutions through trial
and error. That is to say, L2 learners must develop an interpretive
approach, a heuristic method, for solving the linguistic problem. The
term heuristic can denote both a procedure and a learning method
(Webster’s Encyclopedic Dictionary, 1994, s.v. heuristic). As a procedure,
heuristic means that a problem is solved by discovery and experimenta-
tion in a trial-and-error, rule-of-thumb manner rather than according to
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a planned route specified by an algorithmic approach. In teaching,
heuristic implies that learners are encouraged to learn, discover, under-
stand, or solve problems on their own by experimenting, by evaluating
possible answers or solutions, or through trial and error.


The results of the present study show that the participants employed a
heuristic approach in solving the linguistic problem of finding the
meaning of the idioms. They usually used a variety of strategies, and they
were not afraid to experiment and search for meaning through trial and
error. The heuristic model seems to capture best how L2 learners process
idioms. The models for L1 idiom comprehension—the idiom-list hy-
pothesis, the lexical representation hypothesis, the direct access model,
and the composition model—are each too limited in scope to account
for the wide variety of strategies employed by the participants in the
present study, although these models adequately describe several of the
specific strategies.


The idiom-list and the lexical representation hypotheses, which state
that a person considers the literal meaning of the idiom, describe
Strategy BK; the direct access model may account for the instances when
the participants were able to come up with the correct meaning
immediately without referring to any strategy that helped them; and the
compositional model may be a good description of Strategy DA, whereby
the participant discussed and analyzed the idiom and context before
giving an interpretation. Evidence for use of the other model or strategy
mentioned in previous research, using L1 idioms as a key to the L2
expressions (Irujo, 1986a), was apparent in the results of this study,
although the participants did not frequently employ this strategy (only
5% of the time). Kellerman (1983) suggests that learners have percep-
tions about what is transferable from their native language and attempt
to keep the L2 “reasonable” and “transparent” (p. 129). L1 structures
such as idioms work against the principle of what has core meaning in
the L1 and are not readily transferred to an L2. This may account for the
finding that reference to the participants’ L1 was not a major strategy in
the idiom comprehension process in the present study.


Overall, the strategies employed by the participants in this study can
be divided into two groups according to their frequency of use. The first
group consists of the three most frequently used strategies, which were
used 71% of the time (guessing from context, using the literal meaning
of the idiom to understand the figurative meaning, and discussing and
analyzing the idiom to gain knowledge of its figurative meaning). The
second group comprises the remaining five, less frequently used strate-
gies, which were employed 29% of the time (requesting information,
using background knowledge, referring to an L1 idiom, repeating or
paraphrasing the idiom, and using other strategies). Because the com-
prehension process is a dynamic not a set procedure, and because it
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varies both from individual to individual and within the individual, one
or several strategies can be used at any time. The heuristic model allows
the analyst to account for the quality of variability inherent in the process
of understanding L2 idioms.


PEDAGOGICAL APPLICATIONS


Because they constitute a special language learning problem for
NNSs, idiomatic expressions may deserve special attention in classroom
instruction. Some commercial instructional materials focusing on teach-
ing idioms do exist (cf. Collis, 1994; Feare, 1997; Makkai et al., 1995);
however, language teachers frequently must create their own materials.
Articles by Cooper (1998) and Irujo (1986b) offer practical suggestions
for teaching idioms that are easy to incorporate in classroom instruc-
tion.1 Another way to approach the task of L2 idiom acquisition is to
offer learners a method for comprehending the unfamiliar idioms they
encounter. The TA data from the present study reveal how learners
tackle the problem of comprehending idioms, and this procedure—
thinking out loud as one solves a linguistic problem—can be adapted as
a teaching tool. Although the TA method and analysis system has been
suggested as a way of helping students improve their L2 reading skills
(Brown, 1996; Hosenfeld, Arnold, Kirchofer, Laciura, & Wilson, 1981), it
has not been applied to developing the skill of comprehending L2
idioms.


As Brown (1996) points out, the TA procedure can be adapted to an
instructional setting with either a single student or an entire class. In the
case of a single student, the instructor can have the student think aloud
about how he or she comes up with the meaning of idioms presented in
a context, such as those in Appendix A. At the same time, the instructor
can lead the student to the correct answer by giving hints about the
meaning of the idiom. As the student tries to come up with the idiom’s
meaning, the instructor can demonstrate that using a variety of compre-
hension strategies, such as those discussed here (e.g., using context clues
and thinking about the literal meaning of the expression), can lead to a
correct interpretation. Thus, under the guidance of the instructor, the
student can rehearse a heuristic approach to idiom comprehension. One
hopes that the skills developed during this type of rehearsal will transfer
to situations in which students have to navigate the process of idiom


1 A rich source for American English idioms, suggestions for teaching them, and references
is the Internet. MetaCrawler (http://www.metacrawler.com/) and Inference (http://www
.inference.com/) are good search engines for locating information on idioms. The search
terms to use are teaching idioms and American idioms.
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interpretation by themselves. Below is an excerpt from one of the
interviews in this study that has been restructured slightly to show how
the TA method might be adapted for pedagogical use.


Stimulus situation: The salesman sold Mrs. Smith a broken dishwasher. He
pulled the wool over her eyes. What does to pull the wool over someone’s eyes
mean?
Yoshi: Oh, it’s very painful!
Instructor: What do you mean, Yoshi?
Yoshi: Because sometimes I get dust in my eyes, and I have a hard


time to get dust out of my eyes?
Instructor: How does this relate to the expression?
Yoshi: I think it is pretty much a similar situation; so if I pull the wool


over the eyes, is my eyes covered?
Instructor: Yes. That’s right. How does this relate to Mrs. Smith?
Yoshi: He, the salesman, disguise people.
Instructor: He disguises people.
Yoshi: Yes. Mrs. Smith sees cross-eyed; so we, she can’t see good. We


are easily cheat, cheated. Mrs. Smith is cheated.
Instructor: Great! So the idiom means to cheat someone?
Yoshi: Yes. I think.


In the present study, most of the participants were very interested in
participating in the TA protocols on idiom recognition and always
wanted to know the meanings of the expressions. They were poignantly
aware of the pitfalls inherent in understanding L2 idioms and wanted
more help in this area, especially a plan of attack for dealing with the
frustration caused by L2 idioms.


CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
FOR FURTHER RESEARCH


This study investigated the on-line processing strategies used by a
sample of NNSs of English who were asked to interpret the meanings of
selected English idioms presented in a written context. From the data
elicited by the IRT, eight idiom-processing strategies were identified, of
which three—guessing from the context, using the literal meaning of the
idiom, and discussing and analyzing the idiom—were used the most
often, whereas the other five—referring to an L1 idiom, requesting
information about the idiom and context, repeating or paraphrasing the
idiom, using background knowledge, and using other strategies—were
in evidence less. The best model for explaining idiom comprehension
was not found among the known L1 idiom comprehension models but is
a heuristic model whereby the NNS, upon encountering an unknown
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expression, employs a variety of strategies in a trial-and-error fashion to
interpret L2 idioms.


Further research might expand on the study described here in the
following ways.
1. Additional studies of the on-line processing of idioms should involve


a sample larger than the 18 participants included in this study.
2. The number of idioms tested—20—was relatively small. Other


studies might include a larger number of frequently used idioms to
see if those that cause NNSs particular problems in understanding
can be identified.


3. Other studies might explore the role of the context in which the
idioms are presented to the participants. The idioms were presented
in a rich context in this study, and one of the findings was that the
use of context was the major strategy employed by the participants to
arrive at the meaning of the expressions. Presenting the idioms in a
nonsupportive context to see which strategies would be most fre-
quently used might lend a different perspective on how NNSs deal
with figurative expressions.


4. The relationship between background or external factors and knowl-
edge of idioms is an area for further study. These factors could be
grouped into those dealing with the workplace, those dealing with
the family and neighbors, and those dealing with ties to the U.S.
External factors measure the degree of identity with the L2 society
and culture, which, in turn, may contribute significantly to knowl-
edge of the idioms in the target language.


Anyone who has tried to learn to speak an L2 sooner or later realizes
that idioms are a stumbling block. Learners are often at a loss to
understand conversations because comprehension may hinge on the
meaning of a key idiom, and when learners incorrectly use an idiomatic
phrase, native speakers often look amused or, worse, puzzled because
they do not understand. Avoiding the use of idioms gives language a
bookish, stilted, unimaginative tone. Learning to use idioms is therefore
extremely important for achieving command of authentic language. As a
consequence, to help learners gain mastery over this important aspect of
their L2, instructional materials and teaching techniques need to be
based on an understanding of how learners comprehend idioms.
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APPENDIX A


Idiom Recognition Test
1. Mr. Carson works as a teacher all day and works in a factory at night. His wife says he is
burning the candle at both ends. What does it mean to be burning the candle at both ends?
[Answer: to be doing too many things at the same time]


2. The salesman sold Mrs. Smith a broken dishwasher. He pulled the wool over her eyes. What
does it mean to pull the wool over someone’s eyes?
[Answer: to try to trick someone]


3. Billy often gets into fights with other kids at school. His mother says he has a chip on his
shoulder. What does it mean to have a chip on one’s shoulder?
[Answer: to always have a bad attitude]


4. Mother wants to buy a new house in the country. Father sees eye to eye with her. What does
it mean to see eye to eye?
[Answer: to agree with someone about something]


5. Because Betsy cannot keep a secret, other people call her a big mouth. What does big mouth
mean?
[Answer: a person who talks too much]


6. Pam needed a vacation because she was suffering from burnout. What does suffering from
burnout mean?
[Answer: being exhausted]


7. After coming back from her interview, Stacey knew she had the job in the bag. What does
in the bag mean?
[Answer: assured of a successful outcome]


8. After dinner, John would go over to the mall to see what’s cooking. What does What’s
cooking? mean?
[Answer: What’s happening?]


9. People say that Jennifer can keep any plant alive with her green thumb. What does green
thumb mean?
[Answer: a way with plants]


10. Robert knew that he was robbing the cradle by dating a sixteen-year-old girl. What does
robbing the cradle mean?
[Answer: being romantically interested in someone who is too young]


11. If you procrastinate, you will find yourself up the creek without a paddle. What does up the
creek without a paddle mean?
[Answer: in serious trouble]


12. By mistake, Kay let the cat out of the bag when she revealed the surprise. What does to let
the cat out of the bag mean?
[Answer: to tell a secret]


13.  Many small businesses can be successful once they get off the ground. What does get off the
ground mean?
[Answer: get a good start]
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14. After getting laid off from the pen factory, George had to tighten his belt. What does tighten
his belt mean?
[Answer: live on less money than usual]


15. We decided that Molly was a bad worker and that she would have to get sacked. What does
to get sacked mean?
[Answer: to be fired]


16. The researcher had to roll up his sleeves to get the proposal in on time. What does to roll up
his sleeves mean?
[Answer: to prepare to work hard]


17. Depressed people should look at the world through rose-colored glasses. What does through
rose-colored glasses mean?
[Answer: as good and pleasant]


18. Looking up at the sky can make you feel like a little frog in a big pond. What does a little frog
in a big pond mean?
[Answer: an unimportant person in a large group]


19. To some people, a thousand dollars is chicken feed. What does chicken feed mean?
[Answer: an insignificant amount of money]


20.  Mentioning the abortion issue just stirred up a hornet’s nest. What does to stir up a hornet’s
nest mean?
[Answer: to make many people angry]


APPENDIX B


Directions for Data Collection
In this experiment we are interested in recording on tape what you think about when you figure
out the meanings of 20 idioms in English. An idiom is an expression or phrase that doesn’t
mean what it says: For example, You hit the nail on the head is an idiom that means You got that
right. It doesn’t mean that you hit the nail with a hammer. I am going to give you 20 cards with
idioms on them, and I am going to ask you to THINK ALOUD as you figure out the meanings
of the idioms. What I mean by think aloud is that I want you to tell me EVERYTHING you are
thinking from the time you first see the idiom until you tell me what it means. Some questions
going through your mind after you see the idioms might be: How does the context explain the
meaning of the idiom? Is there a similar expression in my native language? Does the literal
meaning of the idiom relate to its figurative meaning? Does a certain word give away the
meaning of the idiom? Does the idiom remind you of something that you heard someone say
before? I would like you to talk aloud CONSTANTLY from the time I present each expression
on the card until you have given your final answer. Please don’t try to plan out what you say. Just
act as if you are alone in the room speaking to yourself. It is most important that you keep
talking. If you are silent for any long period of time, I will ask you to talk. Here is a practice run:
John always goes to bed at 9:30 each night because he remembers his mother saying, “The early
bird gets the worm.”


What does The early bird gets the worm mean to you? Tell me what thoughts go through your
mind as you figure out the meaning of this expression.
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THE FORUM
The TESOL Quarterly invites commentary on current trends or practices in the
TESOL profession. It also welcomes responses or rebuttals to any articles or remarks
published here in The Forum or elsewhere in the Quarterly.


Comments on Liz Hamp-Lyons’ “Ethical Test
Preparation Practice: The Case of the TOEFL”


Polemic Gone Astray: A Corrective to Recent
Criticism of TOEFL Preparation


PAUL WADDEN and ROBERT HILKE
International Christian University


■ This article is a form of argumentative dialectic to Liz Hamp-Lyons’
Forum commentary (Vol. 32, No. 2), “Ethical Test Preparation Practice:
The Case of the TOEFL.” It is argumentative because, as coordinators of
a Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) preparation series and
writers of a wide variety of TOEFL preparation materials, we take a much
different position on the issue of the TOEFL and test preparation,
disagreeing strenuously with many of the assumptions and dichotomies
in Hamp-Lyons’ piece. It is dialectical because it springs into existence
only as a result of the vital questions that Hamp-Lyons has shown the care
and insight to raise, and we suspect that our own position as represented
here will likely evolve (rather than fossilize) in the ongoing debate.


To begin, Hamp-Lyons extrapolates most of her observations on
TOEFL preparation materials from a rather small and decidedly unrep-
resentative sample of five TOEFL texts “selected at random” in 1996
from “the market” (p. 331) (presumably English-only books on the
North American market, for the texts themselves remain uncited). Based
upon this haphazard sample, she draws sweeping conclusions about the
state of TOEFL preparation materials worldwide. In contrast to Hamp-
Lyons’ methods and findings, our recent study of TOEFL preparation
texts (Hilke & Wadden, 1997) focused on widely used TOEFL texts
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(based on estimated sales) in a particular region (Japan, the largest
foreign market for the TOEFL). It appears that the 10 texts examined at
length in our study (two English-Japanese editions and eight interna-
tional English-only editions) contrast markedly with those from which
Hamp-Lyons derives her generalizations. A much larger study of the
leading TOEFL preparation texts in five countries (Korea, Taiwan,
Thailand, Japan, and Vietnam) that we are now preparing further bears
out these differences. Regrettably, our extensive search of TOEFL
literature has (as of December 1998) failed to turn up any comparable
studies of TOEFL preparation materials, and we are therefore forced to
rely principally upon our own primary data in the following discussion.


Our 1997 study revealed that TOEFL preparation materials vary
dramatically in quality, as Hamp-Lyons points out, particularly in the
accuracy of their representation of the TOEFL. Here, however, much of
our agreement ceases. For instance, whereas Hamp-Lyons observes that
the volumes she randomly picked up offered exercises and practice tests
but “no preceding material to teach the point tested by each item” (p.
333), nearly all of the widely used texts in our study provided instruction,
examples, and explanations prior to exercises and tests. Whereas
Hamp-Lyons found that only one of the five books she examined had
“consistent explanations” for why each distractor in its practice tests was
“wrong” (p. 333), all of the books treated in our study provided focused
explanations for the correct answer, and more than half offered addi-
tional explanation for specific distractors when explanation of the
correct answer was insufficient to help users understand the point.
Whereas Hamp-Lyons concluded that only one of the books she ap-
praised included “any significant amount of helpful test-taking material”
(p. 333; referring to more global test-taking strategies), the majority of
TOEFL texts that we examined (and that TOEFL preparation students,
at least in East Asia, purchase and use) offered some such instruction.
Admittedly, the operative word here is helpful, and the operative ques-
tion, helpful to whom?


Hamp-Lyons concludes that the test-taking material in the books she
surveyed was “unlikely to be of much help on other kinds of tests, such as
essay tests or oral proficiency interviews” (p. 333). Yet why would the
discerning student-consumer purchase a TOEFL preparation text focus-
ing on strategies appropriate for oral proficiency or essay tests when such
exams are not typically part of the TOEFL? Hamp-Lyons goes on to
lambaste the preparation books, their authors, and their publishers
because the books are not helpful in providing a ready syllabus for
teachers of TOEFL courses. But is it possible that what is helpful to
students preparing to take a test (one that may, fairly or unfairly, decide
whether they have access to a university education in North America)
could in reality be quite different from that which is useful to classroom
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teachers whose pedagogical goal is “instructed acquisition” (p. 336)?
Hamp-Lyons defines their sanctioned aim as instructed acquisition
rather than self-guided activation of lexical structures, vocabulary, and
language skills, which many students (especially those in Asia) have
already learned formally in long years of classroom English study.1


Like her methodology and inferences, several of Hamp-Lyons’ obser-
vations on the TOEFL itself appear to be far wide of the mark. She
observes, for instance, that “the test is not intended to reveal or reflect a
model of language in use” (p. 332). This assertion is simply not true—at
least as regards the reading and listening sections of the exam. As former
TOEFL developer and then–doctoral candidate Peirce explained in her
aptly titled article “Demystifying the TOEFL Reading Test” (1992),
passages chosen for the reading section are not written for the TOEFL
but drawn from “academic magazines, books, newspapers, and encyclo-
pedias.” The “rationale” for using these sources for materials and for
refraining from altering their organization and wording is, as Peirce put
it, to present TOEFL takers with “authentic language” and to expose
them to the original prose of “a variety of writers” (pp. 668–669). The
model of language such prose is intended to reflect, contrary to Hamp-
Lyons’ claim, is clearly identified in the information booklets distributed
to prospective test takers; namely, prose passages that are “similar in
topic and style to those that students are likely to encounter in North
American universities and colleges” (Educational Testing Service [ETS],
1997/1998, p. 11). Our 1997 analysis generally corroborates this claim in
identifying the common topic areas from which the passages are drawn
(natural science, natural history, North American history, and the social
sciences); these subjects—and the lexical density and vocabulary load of
the passage—do appear to reflect the types and topics of readings that
foreign students are likely to encounter at North American universities,
especially in the general education and introductory courses taken
during their first or second year of study. Of course, the passages in the
TOEFL are culled from longer texts, but this hardly renders them
inauthentic.


The talks, conversations, and minilectures of the TOEFL similarly
assume an actual model of language in use, though it may not be quite as
compelling or transparent as in the reading section. This model is the
use of standard, idiomatic, and communicative North American English
such as students are likely to encounter in daily life in and around their
future institutions. True enough, the conversations and talks in this
section are not genuine in the sense that they have been taped live and


1 See, for instance, Helgesen’s (1993) excellent discussion of the critical role that activation
of previously learned vocabulary, structures, and content should play in the language learning
of Japanese college students.
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then rebroadcast at their original length, but they nonetheless clearly
represent and even reveal (slang and profanity aside) the language of
the dormitories, classrooms, libraries, museums, banks, and offices
students will contend with in their desired place of study. To be sure, the
various regional dialects of American English in use (e.g., those of
Brooklyn, Boston, the deep South) are not represented, but this hardly
justifies characterizing both the exam itself and the currently available
preparation materials as embodying “discrete chunks of language rules
and vocabulary items without context and even much co-text” (p. 332).
This latter criticism may have held partly true for the pre-1995 vocabu-
lary section, in which discrete vocabulary items were tested with virtually
no regard for context; however, one badly needed change in the exam
that ETS (the company that produces the exam) had the foresight and
resolve to enact has been the outright elimination of discrete vocabulary
testing and the embedding of vocabulary questions within the current
reading section, where key words and phrases have substantial context
and co-text. Likewise, to conclude from Hamp-Lyons’ small sample that
preparation texts invariably fail to provide context and co-text is unfair;
nearly every recent volume we have examined features vocabulary that is
nested, as in the TOEFL, in textual passages, though authenticity and
accuracy again vary drastically among texts.


In claiming that the TOEFL and TOEFL preparation materials are
based on discrete chunks of language rules and frequently without co-
text or context, perhaps Hamp-Lyons mainly has in mind the Structure
and Written Expression section of the exam (the shortest of the three
sections). Here, her charge contains its largest grain of truth, and it is
this section of the exam that is most in need of revision. (In fact, in our
view the so-called Structure and Written Expression section should be
completely eliminated and replaced with an improved, more substantial
version of the Test of Written English). Yet even if one arbitrarily limits
Hamp-Lyons’ critique to this section, she appears to overextrapolate
from the TOEFL preparation texts she perused and sharply oversteps the
facts when she surmises that


the only strategy for deciding what language areas to focus on would seem to
be to work out the probable frequency of different types of items or probes
across multiple, actual TOEFL forms. But even this strategy leaves the teacher
with nothing more than a laundry list of grammatical or lexical points to be
covered. (p. 334)


Many preparation texts indeed inadequately treat this decontextualized
section of the exam, but this does not mean that the test presents a mere
“laundry list” of grammatical and lexical mistakes. Even this most
dubious subtest of the TOEFL focuses largely on commonly occurring
language errors that significantly impede fluency and accuracy (e.g.,
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incomplete sentences, pronoun errors, subject-verb agreement) that are
distracting (if not unacceptable) to many academic readers, particularly
the North American professors who will read and grade the students’
future written work. Although L1 compositionists have long abandoned
error correction as their principal focus, cutting-edge contemporary
writing teachers nevertheless include in their pedagogical brief a com-
mitment to cultivating students’ awareness of the widely subscribed to
(and admittedly politicized) conventions of written English, if sometimes
only for the pragmatic reason that less enlightened faculty (and admin-
istrators) elsewhere in the university will not tolerate what they view as
work riddled with repeated and egregious violations of grammar and
usage. In any event, it is worth noting that this section of the exam is the
least formidable subtest to many TOEFL takers (especially those in Asia),
who already have impressive grammatical knowledge of English (often
more than their native-speaking ESOL instructors) but who need prac-
tice utilizing and focusing this knowledge within the rhetorical and
epistemological framework of the test, precisely the type of practice
potentially offered by well-designed and accurate TOEFL preparation
materials.


Among the most important and provocative questions that Hamp-Lyons
justly raises is concern about whether TOEFL preparation courses
“actually do improve scores” (p. 331). She cites an absence of empirical
evidence to support her skepticism and astutely points to an area in
which research is badly needed. Yet here, too, several cautionary points
are in order. First, absence of evidence is not evidence of absence, as Carl
Sagan used to intone against creationist views of evolution that tried to
shift the spotlight to missing parts of the fossil record. A great deal of
data exist around the world at schools and companies that offer TOEFL
preparation courses, but those data need to be gathered, screened for
bias, and carefully analyzed. Second, beyond abundant common sense
about the value of preparing for a test, ETS’s own research suggests
(albeit inconclusively) that practice improves performance, as the test
scores of examinees who simply retake the TOEFL, with or without the
use of TOEFL preparation materials, have consistently been found to
increase (see, e.g., Wilson, 1987). Third, our own data in a study we are
currently conducting at a liberal arts college in Japan suggest that a mere
20 hours of TOEFL preparation focusing on skill and language activa-
tion and select vocabulary acquisition can decisively raise scores; our
preliminary analysis indicates that 200 students who took such a course
showed an average score gain of 65 points.2 Hamp-Lyons caps her
observations on the current lack of evidence by laying the “burden of


2 We are at present replicating the preliminary study and working to factor out some of the
intervening experience variables in the experimental group.
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proof” (p. 331) for the efficacy of TOEFL preparation study squarely on
the doorstep of the publishers and writers of TOEFL preparation
materials. We agree that research is desperately needed, but not by the
textbook-publishing industry or the authors of TOEFL preparation
materials—those whom Hamp-Lyons excoriates—but rather by indepen-
dent-minded academic researchers.


Yet another shortcoming of Hamp-Lyons’ critique of TOEFL prepara-
tion is that it neglects to take into account the distinct contexts and
cultures of the students who take the TOEFL. Japan, for instance, like
several other East Asian countries, possesses a veritable culture of testing
with roots stretching back to the imperial examinations of 12th-century
China. Even today in Japan, results on a wide array of tests largely
determine the course of one’s life—success on tests smooths the way for
everything from entrance to the right kindergarten to lifetime employ-
ment in a prestigious corporation. The psychological dimension of these
pervasive cultural practices can scarcely be overestimated. Possessing the
proper qualification is not only essential for demonstrating one’s achieve-
ment and worth but indeed often a precursor to the self-confidence
needed to perform well. As peculiar as it may sound to someone from a
different culture, achieving a benchmark test score on the TOEFL
certifies the right of Japanese students to have confidence in their
English ability, and having this sense of confidence encourages students
to academically and communicatively use the language (e.g., by studying
abroad), setting up a positive spiral that leads to ever-greater improve-
ments in the students’ overall English competency. Although this type of
positive washback is particularly prominent in countries with strong
testing cultures and although TOEFL preparation classes and self-study
materials can play an important role in promoting it, critical debate on
testing issues often takes place in the abstract (or at least within the
confines of the quantitative paradigm) and tends to ignore culturally
specific factors such as these.


More troubling than Hamp-Lyons’ explicit claims and allegations are
the deep-seated assumptions and skewed dichotomies that lie behind her
argument. For instance, she doubts that a text that follows the TOEFL’s
format (i.e., is faithful to the form and content of the test) can be
“credible as a learning experience” and concludes that “all the textbooks
[she] surveyed were at the unethical/indefensible end of the scales” (p.
334) that she devised and drew on to evaluate them. She contends that at
present teaching time and student energy are “diverted from main-
stream, well-designed language classes . . . into unproductive test-
mimicking exercises” (p. 335) and posits a dichotomy between “the real
business of learning the language” versus the distraction of “mastering
item types for the test instead” (p. 329). These conclusions follow, of
course, from the faulty methods and questionable observations we have
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critiqued above. If one wrongly posits that the TOEFL does not reflect or
represent a model of language in use, doubts that the activation of the
wide variety of language and skills needed to perform well on the exam
will increase a TOEFL score, and employs a small arbitrarily gathered
sample of textbooks to allege that TOEFL preparation materials present
a mere “laundry list” (p. 334) of grammatical and lexical points, then
one can arrive at what appears to be a predetermined destination. From
there it is but a short step to the moralistic binary of the good classroom
teacher who is ethical and the nefarious test preparation teacher whose
modus operandi is “boosting scores without mastery” and “coaching
merely for score gain” (p. 334) (itself a contradiction given Hamp-Lyons’
skepticism that scores can be boosted). One disturbing corollary of this
dualistic thinking is the patronizing attitude Hamp-Lyons appears to take
toward TOEFL preparation students (most of whom are adult learners)
when she assumes that they must be taught by a teacher in order to learn
and even to learn how to learn, as evidenced by her declaration that “few
learners” in the many countries where TOEFL preparation books are
sold have been “trained in the skills of autonomous learning” (p. 332).
Such a posture, it would seem, presupposes that college- and graduate
school–bound students in cultures all around the globe are incapable of
self-guided learning but need a properly certified language teaching
professional not only to help them acquire language but also to teach
them how to teach themselves.


Finally, the most dubious and perhaps best-hidden proposition of
Hamp-Lyons’ broadside against TOEFL preparation materials and mate-
rials writers is that it replaces a cause with an effect. Long one of ESL’s
more tenacious and perceptive critics, Hamp-Lyons uncharacteristically
shies away from direct criticism of ETS, the nonprofit megacorporation
that manufactures and markets the TOEFL (along with the Scholastic
Aptitude Test, the Graduate Record Examination, the Graduate Manage-
ment Admission Test, and other tests) and peddles its own preparation
materials for a test that it (like Hamp-Lyons) claims cannot be prepared
for. She further turns a blind eye to the thousands of North American
colleges and universities that indiscriminately and imprudently use the
TOEFL as their principal initial criterion for determining admission.
Indeed, it is here that the true washback takes place. Because of these
admission practices, students must study for and perform well on the
exam if they are to have access to higher education in North America.
Highly motivated and discerning students will pursue this goal in the
most effective way possible, and that is not likely to be in the
teacher-fronted classroom focusing on “instructed acquisition” of strictly
“communicative” English (p. 336). Given these conditions neither of the
students’ choosing nor of the material writers’ making, we question
whether the solution is to call in the TESOL regulators, mandate
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classroom instruction (or books designed for the classroom), and issue
teaching licenses to TOEFL preparation instructors. A better approach,
we suggest, may be to critically educate students as to which materials are
the most accurate, representative, and appropriate for their own inter-
ests and to encourage and empower them in achieving their own
educational goals.
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The Author Responds . . .


LIZ HAMP-LYONS
Hong Kong Polytechnic University


■ I was delighted to read Paul Wadden and Robert Hilke’s response to
my Forum commentary and to have the opportunity to respond to it.
Their response is important, first, because it continues the airing of a
very important issue; second, because they provide citations to lead
interested readers to welcome evidence that not all Test of English as a
Foreign Language (TOEFL) textbooks are as problematic as those I
analyzed; and third, because it provides opportunities for me to clarify
several important points that were evidently not clear enough in my
commentary.


I first stress that the commentary was a drastically reduced version of
my original submission. The full article contains details of the five
textbooks I analyzed, all of which are from major (North American)
publishers and sell in huge numbers every year, not only in North
America but all over the world (including, in most cases, Japan). I agreed
with TESOL Quarterly’s editor that my purpose was not to single out any
individual authors and that the books should be unidentified. Length
restrictions required the removal of the detailed framework of descrip-
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tors and the scores for each text as well as the criteria for ethicality in test
preparation materials, which I arrived at not by “devising them” myself
but by combining two similar sets of criteria from experts in the field of
educational measurement (Mehrens & Kaminsky, 1989; Popham, 1991;
both were displayed in my original paper at the Language Testing
Research Colloquium in 1996 and cited in my commentary). As a
consequence of these deletions, the article is inevitably less than com-
plete and satisfactory. But a more important clarification is that its
purpose was not to attack the TOEFL or the Educational Testing Service
(ETS). The purpose was, rather, to direct critical attention toward all
unethical test preparation materials, and only unethical ones. I have in
fact seen some excellent test preparation materials (sadly, none for the
TOEFL yet, but I have not seen Wadden and Hilke’s). However, I believe
there is a distinction between test preparation that enables test takers to
approach the test with a clear understanding of its structure, rules, and
response requirements (such as what type of pencil to use or whether
guessing penalties apply) and test preparation that comprises practice
on imitated forms or old copies of the test without teaching the language
in use. The former is both ethical and essential, as Wadden and Hilke
agree; the latter is educationally unsound, and the more closely the
material approximates to the actual test, the more reason there is to
question its ethicality.


I now attempt some clarification of Wadden and Hilke’s specific
points. First, Wadden and Hilke direct considerable attention to my
characterization of the TOEFL as not reflecting a model of language in
use; however, they misinterpret my use of the term model. I use the term
not to refer to examples of good language (as in a model text) but to refer
to an empirically derived, theory-based construct that explains how the
English language works—a model in the scientific sense; for example,
Canale and Swain’s (1980) model of communicative competence or
Bachman’s (1990) model of communicative language ability. I note that
in their work toward TOEFL 2000, ETS researchers and advisers are
putting considerable emphasis on developing a test that will enact a
viable model of language in use.


Second, Wadden and Hilke’s question, “Why would the discerning
student-consumer purchase a TOEFL preparation text focusing on
strategies appropriate for [other kinds of] tests . . . ?” is a wholly
reasonable one. But my criticism is not mainly about this question. To
the extent that it is, the reasons are related to the view that exam
preparation could—and should—be a rich opportunity for teaching the
language because the external motivation focuses learners’ attention
wonderfully. I would also argue that few people are discerning consum-
ers when it comes to high-stakes tests and success on them. Most people’s
decisions about which tests to take are based on the test’s surrender
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value—what barriers it buys the way through—rather than on its excel-
lence of design, appropriateness to the context the test taker seeks access
to, goodness-of-fit to the best knowledge in language in use, or even its
ability to predict success in the target context. This strategy can only be
called discerning if discernment is based on expedience and not
qualities such as excellence, appropriateness, and effectiveness. In my
own (admittedly very limited) survey of TOEFL preparation texts, none
of the above criteria for consumer decision making were addressed by
the authors or publishers. Stimulated by Wadden and Hilke’s critique, I
have looked at all the TOEFL preparation materials I could find in Hong
Kong and found only one textbook that could be said to address any of
them.


Looking again at TOEFL materials brought me to my third point: I am
reminded again of the assumptions made by TOEFL preparation texts
(and, apparently, by Wadden and Hilke) that TOEFL takers are capable
of self-guided learning in the context of a high-stakes test. Wadden and
Hilke accuse me of being “patronizing” and of assuming that (adult)
learners are not capable of self-guided learning. My comments were
based not on an assumption but on research (including good empirical
studies currently being carried out by my own doctoral students into the
effectiveness of self-access learning) supporting the value of having a
professional language teacher to support learning in classrooms and in
self-access contexts and on studies of the value of learning-to-learn
approaches in English language teaching.


The fourth point is perhaps the most serious one. In response to my
comment that the evidence that (TOEFL) test preparation materials
improve test scores does not exist, Wadden and Hilke offer two very
vague arguments: the comment that ETS research suggests that test
practice may improve scores (although whether test practice improves
performance is a different question from whether [any particular] test
preparation materials improve scores) and reference to their own work,
which I look forward to reading. Given the gigantic income of the test
preparation industry, it seems a sorry state of affairs that such forthright
proponents of test preparation materials and practices can offer so little
evidence of value for money. What portion of the profits of this industry
is being ploughed back into ensuring product excellence and efficacy?
The drug industry, for example, is held accountable to high standards
and commits a large proportion of its profits to research into the
effectiveness and safety of its own products and to the development of
improved products. Drug companies must prove that their products
improve medical conditions without causing an unacceptable level of
side effects; why shouldn’t companies that market test preparation
materials similarly be required to prove that their products improve
scores without causing detrimental effects such as curricular alignment
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and raising scores beyond the student’s actual ability? I cannot accept
Wadden and Hilke’s argument that the burden of proof rests not with
the developers and profit makers but with “independent-minded aca-
demic researchers.” Where would these researchers get the money to
carry out the research? Why should public money be spent on this (even
assuming the money was available) when the authors and publishers are
making such large profits? I suggested that TESOL as the field’s
professional organization, and as one committed to protecting the
interests of language learners everywhere, should set standards for the
test preparation industry, partly because of the economic truth that only
a large professional body can afford to do so and partly because
accreditation by TESOL, should a test preparation text achieve it, would
be a strong (and marketable) affirmation of quality. TESOL accredits
language programs and teacher education programs; why not test
preparation materials? States and colleges license language teachers; why
not license test preparation teachers? Surely the authors of test prepara-
tion materials do not consider themselves above or outside the same
kinds of quality assurance expectations and mechanisms that the rest of
the education sector has accepted?


Another assumption that I did not explore in my article needs to be
questioned: that raised scores, should they occur after test preparation
or practice, are meaningful. I know of no research into this assumption,
but I have encountered case after case of college admissions advisors and
English language programs that treat TOEFL scores from different
countries differentially. Most common among these differences is the
tendency to take TOEFL scores from Japan and Korea with a very large
grain of salt. The folk wisdom holds that TOEFL scores from Japan tend
to be 20–30 points above the test taker’s actual language ability. This
seems to be about the amount that practice and preparation materials
can raise scores without boosting mastery of the language. Wadden and
Hilke rightly point out that this is because students have learned “lexical
structures, vocabulary, and language skills . . . in long years of classroom
English study.” Admissions officers may adjust these applicants’ scores
downward, because experience shows that they overestimate the appli-
cants’ ability to apply the passive knowledge of grammar and lexis to the
real-life needs of either the English language college classroom or
survival in an English-speaking society. The research to prove that
preparation materials boost scores does not exist, but even if it did,
further research would be needed to prove that the boosted scores were
valid.


I am surprised to find that even though Wadden and Hilke pay
considerable attention to arguing the goodness of the model (in their
meaning of the term) used by ETS for the TOEFL and reveal that they
are authors of TOEFL preparation materials, they are nevertheless
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critical of the “nonprofit megacorporation that manufactures and mar-
kets the TOEFL . . . and peddles its own preparation materials for a test
that it . . . claims cannot be prepared for.” They also attack North
American colleges and universities for the way they use TOEFL scores. I
agree with the latter view. One of the fundamental issues in discussions
about the nature and definition of washback (see Alderson & Hamp-Lyons,
1996; Alderson & Wall, 1993; Wall, 1997) is to what extent the influence
of a test should be viewed as a consequence of it. Should the improper
use of test scores be seen as the fault of the testing agency or of the test
itself, somehow without any human agent? Or should it be seen as the
fault of the score users themselves? I see no clear answer to this difficult
set of issues yet.


Again, my purpose was not to criticize ETS, the TOEFL, or any specific
test, testing agency, or test preparation materials. It was to raise an issue
of professional ethics for consideration by the profession. I am grateful
to Wadden and Hilke for their willingness to engage in dialogue in this
important arena, but to lay all the blame for bad testing practices at the
door of the testing agency, lay all the blame for bad score uses at the door
of colleges, yet lay none of the blame for bad test preparation materials
at the door of their authors and publishers seems a very self-interested
view of the issue. My commentary was polemical, as Wadden and Hilke
call it in their title, but I do not believe it went astray. I repeat that I hope
TESOL as an organization will target this issue as a significant ethical
question for the profession.
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Comments on Graham Crookes and Al Lehner’s
“Aspects of Process in an ESL Critical Pedagogy
Teacher Education Course”


A Plea for Published Reports on the Application of a
Critical Pedagogy to “Language Study Proper”


JENNIFER D. EWALD
University of Minnesota


■ Graham Crookes and Al Lehner’s reflective and insightful account of
their application of a critical pedagogical orientation to an actual
teacher education classroom (Vol. 32, No. 2, Summer 1998) is indeed
promising. Fostering the development of a critical pedagogy in future
teachers is an inspiring and thought-provoking challenge, but it is
perhaps also misleading because of the lack of guidance on practical
issues associated with critical pedagogy.


Current work on alternative pedagogies addresses such topics as social
identity and voice (Peirce, 1995), power (Auerbach, 1993; Pennycook,
1989), the morality of teaching (Jackson, Boostrom, & Hansen, 1993;
Johnston, Juhsz, Marken, & Ruiz, 1998), (participatory) action research
(Auerbach, 1994; Crookes, 1993, 1998), and the development of a
critical pedagogical approach to research and teaching (see Crawford,
1978; Crawford-Lange, 1981; Pennycook, 1994). Because of the emphasis
on these areas and related issues, teachers, most often in vain, search the
literature for discussions of concrete pedagogical implications.


Crookes and Lehner’s candid and timely recognition that there are
“few accounts of the processes involved in implementing [critical peda-
gogy] in a S/FL [second or foreign language] teacher education
context” (p. 319) is well taken. Their reflective and detailed report of
experiences in a teacher education classroom contributes to the collec-
tive knowledge. However, just as in the teacher education context, there
are few actual accounts of the implementation of a critical pedagogical
orientation within the S/FL classroom. Despite the proliferation of
discussion regarding critical pedagogy and S/FL classrooms, few authors
have suggested what it might look like fleshed out in an actual classroom.


Several authors have attempted to develop processes and principles
that represent broad characterizations of the use of critical pedagogy
(see Crawford-Lange, 1981). Unfortunately, few reports discuss the
application of these principles to language teaching at the introductory
level. Students in perhaps their most impressionable, initial state are
socialized into the role of language learners through their early
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experiences primarily in introductory language courses. The learners do
not usually participate as actors on the process but rather are acted upon
while playing the role of an object. The students then fulfill their
perceived part in the educational process, which has evolved through
their experiences in the introductory language classroom. Therefore, at
this early state of language learners’ development, critical pedagogy and
its applied practice need to be fostered in the minds and methods of
students and teachers.


Crookes and Lehner point out that “critical pedagogy should be seen
as a social and educational process rather than just as a pedagogical
method” (p. 327). However, its implications for the “method” are what
are most urgently relevant to teachers on a day-to-day level in their lan-
guage classrooms. The use of broad terms such as “social and educa-
tional process” conceals the hard fact that the process takes place
primarily in actual classrooms. In these classrooms, language learners are
required to speak only in the target language, communicate at all costs
(even if it means that they must pretend to be someone else in a situation
that they will likely never be in), and discuss topics of little interest that
are neither chosen nor negotiated by learners and merely feign learner
centeredness. In developing applications of critical pedagogy to lan-
guage classrooms, supporting teacher education that is based on a
critical pedagogical orientation, as demonstrated by Crookes and Lehner,
is a practical beginning and an appropriate research step, but it is not
sufficient.


Issues such as “pessimism” about and “resistance” to critical pedagogy
(p. 324) are relevant not only to a teacher education context but also to
teachers in their programs, departments, and schools. Administrators
who are interested in teachers teaching language and learners learning
to communicate at certain proficiency levels for academic and personal
purposes are not usually open to theoretically driven, postmodern
pedagogies—especially not to those which new teachers desire to imple-
ment without sufficient evidence that the pedagogies succeed or meth-
odological details of how they work in actual instructional contexts. The
joint goals of critical pedagogy, the “simultaneous development of
English communicative abilities and the ability to apply them to develop-
ing a critical awareness of the world and the ability to act on it to improve
matters” (p. 320), are not what administrators perceive as the mission of
most S/FL programs.


The contradiction between furthering a critical pedagogy and its
related goals and fulfilling the traditional role of a language educator
may create a tension for teachers, requiring them to compromise their
own pedagogical and moral perspectives. Moreover, the lack of shared
experiences and published knowledge concerning the application of
critical pedagogy to actual language classrooms exacerbates this tension.
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Administrators may expect teachers to adopt a communicative ap-
proach through the exclusive use of the target language, so-called
authentic materials, and so-called meaningful interaction with the goal
of developing nativelike competency in the S/FL. The expectations may
frustrate the teacher who is equally interested in engaging in a
problem-posing pedagogy and providing opportunities for learners to
participate in problem-posing activities conducted in the target language
when appropriate.


Like administrators, learners are unlikely to be familiar with a critical
approach. As Auerbach and Wallerstein (1987) explained and Crookes
and Lehner emphasize, the implementation of critical pedagogy re-
quires an initial structure and an understanding of its assumptions and
goals. This structure and understanding are needed to convince admin-
istrators as well as to prepare learners for the benefits and practices of
critical pedagogy.


The “risky task” (Crawford, 1978, p. 171) of implementing a critical
pedagogy in a S/FL classroom is often thwarted not only by a lack of
knowledge of how to do it but also by the system’s constraints on what is
possible within the curriculum. Simply “training problem-posing teach-
ers” by “teach[ing] them by a problem-posing methodology and curricu-
lum” (Crawford, 1978, p. 172) does not offer sufficient guidance.
Teachers need to benefit from published reports and perspectives on
how to apply a critical orientation to language teaching and language
learning, following the model set forth by Crookes and Lehner.


Like others, I am interested in critical pedagogy and strongly desire to
see a critical pedagogical orientation promoted within higher education
and specifically in language teaching and learning. I find it dishearten-
ing, however, to be frequently reminded of the importance and even
necessity of such an orientation without being exposed to even a
minimal idea of how to address the concerns that teachers face every day.
The brief phrase “subject to administrative constraints” (p. 323) does not
refer to a minor issue. Furthermore, because language instruction in its
very essence is content free and differs in nature from concepts discussed
in contexts such as teacher education, Crookes and Lehner’s report does
not show how critical pedagogy in content courses informs teachers
about its use in classrooms where students need to learn nouns, verbs,
and adjectives.


For teachers who are truly convinced that “traditional education is
biased, discriminatory and perpetuates the status quo” (p. 325), further
research must focus on the application of principles such as Crawford’s
(1978) to methodology, curriculum design, language program develop-
ment, and language acquisition. “Thoughts for future practice” (p. 326)
in the areas of language teaching itself need to concentrate on the needs
of S/FL teachers in their classrooms as well as on their training and
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education. Specific ways in which a critical pedagogy affects materials
development, lesson planning, assessment procedures, and classroom
management need to be explored and developed. Principles that are
said to characterize critical pedagogy must be applied to the issues and
problems that teachers encounter daily in their language classrooms and
programs.


Pennycook (1994) emphasized the value of this orientation to a range
of concerns, including the “relationship between L2 education and race,
ethnicity, gender, class, sexual orientation, minority languages, literacy,
cultural difference, and so on” (pp. 691–692). As crucial as these issues
are to language learning, the critical teacher also needs exposure to
issues dealing with what Crawford-Lange (1981) calls “language study
proper” (p. 261). Not wanting to fall headlong into the role of a teacher
pleading to have her empty pedagogical vessel filled by researchers in a
traditional framework, this teacher still seeks and solicits applicable
pedagogical implications. Most specifically, I seek published accounts by
language teachers who have applied a critical pedagogical orientation to
their classrooms. The exploration of critical pedagogy must move from
principles to materials, lesson plans, classroom activities, assessment
tools, and course designs.


Crawford-Lange’s (1981) 20 principles outline a framework and
approach that may be useful. She states, “This concern for critical
thinking is neither foreign nor objectionable to most educators. How-
ever, to truly make it the primary concern, some alterations must take
place in classroom approaches and activities” (pp. 259–260). In the same
vein, I hope that Crookes and Lehner’s application of critical pedagogy
to teacher education will inspire others to further these pursuits in
language classrooms, conduct participatory action research projects,
address issues raised within a critical pedagogical orientation, and report
their findings in ways that can be modeled in other language classroom
settings.
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An Author Responds . . .


GRAHAM CROOKES
University of Hawai‘i


■ In responding to Jennifer Ewald, I primarily wish to second her
concerns, though perhaps I can ameliorate them slightly simply by
foreshadowing work shortly to be published in TESOL Quarterly as well as
pointing to other accounts not mentioned in the work commented on.


Like Ewald, I have indeed searched, and continue to search, the
critical-alternative-radical pedagogical literature for concrete suggestions
concerning classroom practice, and, like her, I would like to see more
accounts of practice. The task of searching the literature is getting more
difficult as this area is growing so quickly that the terminology itself is
expanding. Many pedagogies are built upon critiques of society or
critical social theories—not only Paulo Freire’s socialist (and Marxist and
Catholic) critique but other long-standing leftist critiques, such as the
anarchist critique that underlies many free schools (Mercogliano, 1998;
Shotton, 1993; Smith, 1983), the green critique (e.g., Randle, 1989), the
gender-based critiques that lead to feminist pedagogy (e.g., Sattler, 1997)
and queer theory (e.g., Pinar, 1998). In addition, the expansion of the
term pedagogy to mean curriculum theory as well as classroom practice
leads to a problem in searching the literature.


The relative absence of implications for or accounts of classroom
practice in writings in some of these areas that readers of this journal,
like Ewald or me, may encounter perhaps stems from the various specific
interests of the above groups as well as from our own ESL-specific
concerns. For example, quite a bit of the anarchist education and
free-school literature concerns itself more with structures for and prac-
tices in school governance and teacher-student interaction in general
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than with classroom instructional practices. The focus is on the setting
up of truly free institutions, perhaps in the belief that with right-minded
teachers and institutional structures that reflect the natural spirit of the
child, classroom interactions will fall into line and that, when they don’t,
the institutional structures will enable problems to work themselves out
(cf. Long, in press).


Alternatively, much of the literature on feminist pedagogy is written by
feminist teachers who are working in postsecondary education. Among
other topics, they concern themselves with matters of curriculum,
resistance, and ethical issues of how a feminist teacher can utilize a
position of authority over students while not reembodying patriarchal
values (see, e.g., the discussion in Ropers-Huilman, 1998). Descriptions
of classroom practices then follow, which, with some key differences
(notably the concern for feminist process; Wheeler & Chinn, 1991)
perhaps are similar to those espoused in much of the literature on
critical pedagogy (cf. Vandrick, 1994).


On the other hand, there is indeed a literature on classroom practices
under the critical pedagogy heading, admittedly one drawn from the
non-ESL classroom. Although I would join the chorus of complaints
about the very hard-to-read work of some left curriculum theorists in this
area (notably Henry Giroux and the later Peter McLaren), there exists a
counterstream, which includes the work of Shor. His book, Empowering
Education (1992), in particular can be mined for principles and practices.
It includes extended discussions of what exactly some term of Freire’s
might mean for the community college teacher and extended, jargon-free,
first-person accounts of how Shor tries to get his critical pedagogy to
work and be true to its principles in specific classroom contexts. His
account of the times when it did not work (Shor, 1996) is also illuminating.


Finally, again, a growing literature encompasses both classroom and
curricular practices that would apply to or at least could be drawn on by
L2 teachers working from any generally left-libertarian perspective (e.g.,
Auerbach, 1992; Auerbach et al., 1996). For the teacher beginning to
explore this domain of TESOL, it is particularly unfortunate that
Wallerstein’s (1983) extremely accessible and practical work is out of
print. I recognize, however, that these works may not address the
individual teacher in a mainstream school because of the freestanding,
community-based nature of the programs these two authors have been
involved in. And, with the exception of Auerbach et al.’s volume, these
works are manuals for practice rather than accounts of practice. Not to
be overlooked is the recent book by Wink (1997), who certainly was
working in mainstream school contexts. The upcoming special-topic
issue of TESOL Quarterly (Vol. 33, No. 3, Autumn 1999), too, may (one
hopes) address this need for practical reports.


I am sympathetic to Ewald’s point that our account offered few
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suggestions concerning what to do in “classrooms in which students need
to learn nouns, verbs, and adjectives,” though one of the few points on
which I would disagree with her is in her statement that language
instruction “in its very essence is content free.” The last point has been
chewed over by many in the TESOL field who have no particular
connection to critical and alternative pedagogies. My interpretation of
the ideas of these authorities (e.g., Cook, 1983; Ellis, 1993; Snow, 1991)
would lead me to say that a language lesson is always about something.
The legitimacy of an exclusive focus on language as structure can be seen
itself as a position with political implications; why such a fuss about using
gender-inclusive pronouns but for the fact that things like nouns and
verbs are dangerous? Some feminist linguists might say “the personal
[pronoun] is political” (cf. Sunderland, 1992). That is why one of the
first and often easiest moves to make toward a critical pedagogy when
studying language could be curricular, via the work in critical language
awareness (Fairclough, 1992; cf. Menacker, 1998). Alternatively, if learn-
ers truly need to learn “nouns, verbs, and adjectives,” even a teacher who
is the students’ only nativelike informant could teach the material in a
dialogic manner, with a participatory approach to curriculum in which
the learners actively research the language whose structures they must
learn. Various individuals have advocated this approach (for a quick
sketch see van Lier, 1992; cf. Steinberg & Kincheloe, 1998, for general
discussion of students as researchers, not just of language). I would assert
that learning goals that refer to the structure of language could be a
starting point for a dialogical approach to learning that makes the
learners active investigators of and actors on their own (linguistic)
worlds.


Ewald raises another important point that I have seen considered in
passing in some mainstream literature but, I have to admit, I have not
seen worked on much in the TESOL field: what to do about unsympa-
thetic administrators. Of course, one could be a bit brusque and cynical
here: I am tempted to say (a) persuade them if possible, (b) pressure
them if not, and (c) hide one’s practice from them if neither (a) nor (b)
works or is an option. The last is actually discussed in the L2 literature in
an account of bilingual teachers in Texas using non-state-mandated
materials as a way to do culturally appropriate pedagogy in an unsupportive
administrative setting (Constantino & Faltis, 1998). In past work (Crookes,
1990), drawing on my classroom teaching experience, I briefly reviewed
the possibilities open to ESL/EFL teachers who wish to improve a
program they are working in and find no help or support from an
administration. I discussed various strategies and initiatives that suggested
themselves to me as a result of my own teaching experience in such
settings and worked up to discussing the matter of unionization and
direct action. Although I managed to get the piece published in my own
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departmental in-house journal, I gave up trying to publish it in main-
stream ESL journals after it had been turned down three times. Was
there a lesson there? Teacher preparation programs in the field may
focus too much on “disciplinary knowledge” and too little on the skills
that teachers need to keep their jobs or struggle against the exploitative
working conditions that characterize much of ESOL teaching (Crookes,
1997). If teaching is seen as a solitary rather than a collaborative practice,
the solidarity needed to persuade administrators will not be available.
On the other hand, in the business of TESOL, administration as a
domain is only just starting to get the attention it deserves. Not so long
ago, Staczek (1991) was able to recognize what we as ESOL teachers all
knew: that almost none of our administrators had any administrative
training. Until the publication of Impey and Underhill (1995) and
Christison and Stoller (1997), there were no book-length treatments of
administration in TESOL. What the field needs next are administrators
with emancipatory ideals. Fortunately, at least one MA program both
includes administrative training and appears to have such administrators
(see Rojas, 1995).


I absolutely agree with Ewald that learners, too, are quite unlikely to
be familiar with some (though not all) of the procedures implied by any
one of the possible critical or alternative pedagogies that might be used
by teachers committed to social change in the direction of greater
equality and justice for all. Learners also may be thoroughly unsympa-
thetic to the whole project. Accounts of how to address this issue and the
ethical implications are important and necessary (cf. Evans, Evans, &
Kennedy, 1987). The older critical pedagogy literature of Freire was
criticized, particularly by feminist pedagogy exponents, for ignoring this.
In TESOL, many EFL teachers will have experienced working with
exactly the opposite kind of student that Auerbach (1991) writes about.
For them (I include myself here), the student body is not the marginalized
and dispossessed but the elites of highly inequitable societies. The EFL
teacher’s search for “big bucks in Japan” (and other places) can also
involve working with the sons and daughters of those who hold “big
estancias in Brazil” (cf. Vandrick, 1995). These individuals may be less
receptive to the perspective of a radical or even a feminist teacher. At a
guess, I would have thought that many ESL teachers were feminists, so at
the risk of exposing my own ignorance, I add my voice to Ewald’s in
asking, where are the accounts of classroom practice in our field by
feminists (besides Vandrick, 1994)?1


1 I note that the 33rd Annual TESOL Convention included an academic session on critical
issues for women in adult ESOL (Goldstein et al., 1999). Perhaps there is about to be an
explosion of papers, accordingly.
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Ewald concludes (and this makes me optimistic) that she does not
want “to fall headlong into the role of being a teacher pleading to have
her empty pedagogical vessel filled” by me or any other researcher.
Besides pointing to some published literature that may address some of
her concerns, I would like to mention that her point brings up the whole
question of the nature and whereabouts of teachers’ knowledge. Some of
the questions she mentions, I believe, have been addressed to some
extent in unpublished writings by teachers. The ones I know best about
are the term papers and other writings done by student teachers in my
own department, but some of Ewald’s concerns have also been addressed
simply in the oral exchanges, sharing of stories, and advice giving that go
on between teachers. This is teacher lore —the evanescent form of teach-
ers’ personal practical knowledge reflected upon and transmitted, often
effectively, outside the channels sanctioned and sanctified by practicing
academics. Though things are beginning to change (perhaps), the only
sector of education that provides substantial rewards or encouragement
to practitioners to write and publish accounts of their teaching is the
postsecondary sector. However, the growing, increasingly popular and
influential teacher research movement provides ways and means for the
promotion and preservation of such alternative knowledges (Crookes,
1993). I think it is interesting that the more alternative the education
journal, the more likely it is to contain articles written by teachers for
teachers concerning classroom practices. Look, for example, at journals
like LibEd, Radical Teacher, Feminist Teacher, and Rethinking Schools. I also
would point out the fantastic growth in the use of e-mail discussion lists
for teachers, in which ongoing professional conversations are preserved
in cyberspace, with (thank goodness) little or no intervention by
academics. Had Lehner and I written our Forum commentary more
recently (it was mostly put together shortly after the course, which is to
say in 1995), we would have mentioned some World Wide Web sites (e.g.,
Feminist Pedagogy Homepage, 1998; Journal of Critical Pedagogy, 1998; Mintz,
1999; Networks: An On-Line Journal for Teacher Research, n.d.; Shaw, 1997) or
e-mail discussion lists. For now, I would mention the very active lists
XTAR (for action research), the regrettably much less active FEMPED-L
(for feminist pedagogy), CRITICALED-L (for critical pedagogy), and
ANOKED-L (for anarchist/radical pedagogy).


It would be worth posting the basic question that Ewald (and I) are
concerned with in these forums and seeing what comes back. In
concluding, I extend my thanks to Ewald. I hope that the conversation
started here will encourage other teachers, especially teacher-researchers,
to add their accounts of practice, whether electronic or print, to the
published record so that all of us searching, exploring teachers can
benefit.
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Poststructural Approaches to L2 Research


Between Psychology and Poststructuralism:
Where Is L2 Learning Located?


CELIA GENISHI
Teachers College, Columbia University


■ Increasingly complex ways of looking at language suggest that no
single disciplinary approach suffices to explain all that contributes to the
child’s language learning processes. Whether children are learning one
language or multiple languages, they are continually individuals-in-context
(Graue & Walsh, 1998). As they learn how to be language users in
particular cultural contexts, they are at once psychological and social
beings. In this commentary I present brief sketches of contrasting
theoretical approaches to children as (language) learners in order to
highlight two early childhood classrooms in which multiple theories are
illustrated. The approaches have undergirded a variety of qualitative
methods of investigating children’s language.


CHILD AS ACTIVE LEARNER:
A PSYCHOLINGUISTIC CONSTRUCTION


Disciplinary constructions of children in education and psychology
have ranged from responder to stimuli or active thinker to resister or behavior
problem. From most points of view children are works in progress,
advancing toward particular mature endpoints or benchmarks set by
adults. The constructions stem from various psychological theories that
have shaped the field of early childhood education since the beginning
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of the 20th century. Despite the continuing commercial popularity of
some structured language programs (e.g., direct instruction system for
teaching and remediation [DISTAR] programs), which construct chil-
dren above all as responders, professional organizations have traditionally
rejected this construction. Thus the prevailing construction of children
in literature for practitioners and teacher educators has been that of
active thinkers and learners in the process of becoming fully developed
(Piaget & Inhelder, 1969). Moreover, linguists (Chomsky, 1968) and
psycholinguists (Brown, Cazden, & Bellugi, 1969) have built the argu-
ment that although children do respond to and imitate what adults
around them say, they also create some of their own linguistic forms
(e.g., overregularized forms: goed, holded, feets).


More recent studies by psycholinguists like Bloom (1993) and Nelson
(1996) have provided empirically and theoretically rich accounts of
children developing English in the preschool years. Bloom, for example,
has over time developed a theory of early communication that incorpo-
rates the very young child’s growing ability to express emotion. Thus
language is first a means for expressing private meanings and intentions
with attentive others. Nelson focuses on how the infant makes the
transition from infancy to childhood, by means of growing abilities to
represent mentally or internally the world and experiences in it and to
communicate in that world through language.


The portrait Nelson (1996) builds is one of the human being
developing cognitively, not just linguistically, within a sociocultural
context. She states that between the ages of about 2 to 6 years, “language
and the surrounding culture take over the human mind. It is during
these years that biology ‘hands over’ development to the social world” (p.
325). But even as she emphasizes the significance of culture, she
concludes that development is ultimately psychological, occurring within
the individual: “The individual and unique are always assumed to be the
level wherein developments take place” (p. 327).


THE CHILD AT THE MOMENT: SOCIOLOGICAL
AND POSTSTRUCTURAL CONSTRUCTIONS


It is hard to disagree with Nelson’s (1996) assertion as it relates to
language. Individuals each ultimately figure out language for themselves;
each is said by linguists to have an idiolect, a way of speaking unique to the
individual self. Yet researchers in various disciplines outside of psychol-
ogy (including sociolinguists and anthropologists) argue against the
assertion that the processes of becoming members of particular cultures
are ultimately either psychological or best described in terms of sequen-
tial developmental landmarks. The so-called new sociologists, for ex-
ample, claim that those who study and teach children have for too long
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concerned themselves with the future, with endpoints of a developmen-
tal process. These sociologists (e.g., James, Jenks, & Prout, 1998) also
point out that developmental theories have the inadvertent effect of
pathologizing children whose patterns of development do not fit theo-
rists’ norms. From this sociological perspective, researchers should focus
on the knowledge and social meanings child learners construct at the
moment, often in their own highly social worlds, rather than on their
processes of becoming in a linear fashion, that is, developing normally
into mature and independent beings.


Poststructuralist theorists disagree fundamentally with developmen-
talists and structuralists in a range of ways. With respect to language,
instead of assuming, as structuralists do, a direct relation between the
signifier (word) and the signified (meaning), poststructuralists assert
that meanings are never stable because the words (signifiers) that make
up the text have no fixed relationship to the things and concepts they are
meant to signify (Tobin, 1995, p. 233). Meanings exist only in relation to
other meanings, and they are always socially and historically located.
Thus meanings conveyed by language are not fixed as social facts, and
poststructuralists assert that there are no essential Truths, only multiple
truths.


Intertwined with a belief in the fluidity of language and meaning is the
poststructuralist assumption that human subjectivity is symbolically pro-
duced by discourses. Just as there is no stable text, there is no stable
being, self, or human consciousness. As language, meaning, and subjec-
tivity are never fixed, poststructuralists assume that power, an underlying
factor in all social interaction, is not a commodity that some individuals
or social groups possess to control others. Drawing on the work of
Foucault, poststructuralists replace this static notion of power with a
strategic one in which power is conceptualized as circulating throughout
social relations so that individuals both enact and undergo the effects of
power (Foucault, 1978; Sarup, 1993).


Poststructural investigations of learning center on relations among
language, power, and subjectivity as they are played out in the talk and
action of specific classrooms. (For examples of studies in early childhood
settings, see Genishi, Ryan, & Ochsner, in press.) Few studies within a
poststructuralist framework of L2 learners exist, and it may seem unlikely
that poststructuralist theory could usefully intersect with theories of
language learning. Language learning, after all, is typically cast as a
sequential process in which knowledge usually resides within the teacher/
expert, who gradually enables the individual novice to learn a new
language.
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LANGUAGE LEARNING IN CLASSROOMS:
RELATIONAL CONSTRUCTIONS


To illustrate how some principles of new sociologists and post-
structuralist theory may intersect with both L2 learning and developmen-
tal theory, I depart from the work of writers in academe and introduce
the work of two teachers in contrasting early childhood settings. Both
teach in prekindergarten classrooms in which almost all the children are
speakers of a language other than English. One, Donna Yung-Chan,
teaches in a public school classroom in which almost all children, like
their teacher, are of Chinese heritage and speak Cantonese. She is part
of an ongoing collaboration (Yung-Chan, Stires, & Genishi, 1999) to
study the ways in which children learn English vocabulary. Thus far, like
previous researchers, we are struck by the multiple ways in which the
children take up an L2 and concomitantly the diverse ways in which they
take up a culture of schooling that incorporates a growing community of
English speakers.


What is particularly striking about Yung-Chan is her ability to allow for
the fluidity of which poststructuralists write. She sets no firm rules about
which language children must speak, and children appear to shift
subjectivities, at times joining the discourse of schooling and at other
times enacting the discourse of their families and community. The
meanings of particular language forms shift depending on who uses the
forms and at what point in time. Power also shifts, although the teacher
and her aide appear to possess it most of the time. Children often hold
onto the power to choose to speak or not, to whom, and in which
language.


Ballenger (1999) tells of her experiences as a prekindergarten teacher
of children whose heritage is Haitian and who speak Haitian Creole. Her
story contrasts with Yung-Chan’s in that her own heritage is not that of
the children, although she is a Haitian Creole speaker. Ballenger
describes the complexities of acquiring language in ways that illustrate
well the vagaries of meaning when sociocultural experiences and knowl-
edge differ. As important, she provides examples of talk and interaction
that bring to life the notion of circulating power. Power and knowledge are
shared among teachers in the school, the children’s families, and the
children themselves. As in Yung-Chan’s classroom, however, the most
consistent feature of the processes of language learning in Ballenger’s
setting is its embeddedness in social relationships, the strength of which
circulates as noticeably as power.


This commentary only begins to suggest ways in which classrooms may
be provocative sites for the illustration and understanding of theories.
Teachers and learners are invaluable for their capacities to push re-
searchers to examine the meanings and power within theories. Language
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learning in these two teachers’ classrooms is located in a complex nexus
somewhere between developmental theory, emphasizing the importance
of individual meanings and intentions and growth toward future goals,
and socially driven poststructuralist theory, foregrounding the relational
and the continually shifting present.
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Exploring Cross-Cultural Inscriptions and Difference:
The Effects of Researchers’ Positionalities
on Inquiry Practices


MARYLIN LOW
Canadian International College and University of British Columbia


■ In this commentary, I wrestle with the question, “How do English
language learners (ELLs) experience writing?” by probing the effects of
researcher positionalities1 on inquiry practices. I address positionality
through disruptions in my own work, disruptions that Miller (1997)
claims “constitute the lived practice of our research” wherein “no two
days in the classroom are the same and no one theory holds together the
disruptions” (p. 199). Risking those disruptions forcefully reminds me of
the ways I remain fixed in theoretical stances I claim to work against.
Such jarring disruptions leave my work open to unexpected discourses of
living practices.2


In what follows, I situate my work within a hermeneutic framework
and briefly explore notions of positionality through my experiences with
the discourse(s) of contrastive rhetoric as a practice of inquiry. Through
this exploration, I heed poststructural writers who alert their readers to
varied meanings of writing, language, and culture. I conclude with a call
for a repositioning of inquiry practices towards Caputo’s (1987) radical
hermeneutics, which has the potential to address the dynamic complex-
ity of difference both as broad universalising cultural categories and as
particular hybridising experiences of ELL writing.3


1 In turning away from assumptions of a fixed, commensurate discourse, I view positionality
as an interplay of dynamic, contested discursive relations that rejects the possibility of
consistently held systematised solutions or discursive univocality. I also acknowledge the
partiality of positionality and its dilemmatic conditions requiring deliberation and negotiation
(Billig et al., 1988). Disruptions, then, become incomplete and dilemmatic discourses of
enacted theoretical stances of researchers.


2 I lean heavily on Sumara and Carson’s (1997) notion of living practices as “focally real events
. . . holistic practices that acknowledge the coemergence of form and content . . . ones in which
process, producer and product are cospecified . . . —lived experiences that permit an openness
to the complexity of the relations among things and people” (p. xv). This researcher
positionality “does not mean to suggest that examining the product of holistic practices (like
writing) reveals the producer” but suggests that “writing reveals a writer who did not exist, in the
same form, before the act of writing.” Acknowledging that process, producer, and product can
be a focus of research “without knowledge of the other, a deeper interpretation occurs when
the relations among them are made available for interpretation” (p. xv).


3 Caputo (1987) offers radical hermeneutics “as an attempt to stick with the original
difficulty of life, and not to betray it with metaphysics” (p. 1).
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DIFFICULTY AND DISRUPTIONS:
RESEARCHERS’ POSITIONALITIES AT WORK


I try to write like my teacher. I want her correct everything. But my Japanese
is big problem. I can’t get rid of it. (Yumiko)


I listened to Yumiko dwell in a space of difficulty—writing in-between
East and West—and, as her teacher, I struggled to make sense of her
“problem.” Yumiko, like other young adults studying in a 4-year aca-
demic program at the international Canadian college for Japanese
nationals in which I teach, is required to write compositions in subject-area
courses on globalisation, experiential learning, and a major area of study
in business, cultural studies, or interpretation and translation (English-
Japanese). As a regular activity in my classroom, Japanese learners
engage in writing content and are guided by well-intentioned pedagogi-
cal interventions aimed at “fixing” their ability to write in English what
they know—a pedagogical position based on unquestioned assumptions
of its possibility. My interest in Yumiko’s and other learners’ comments
on what it means to write content well comes from a larger inquiry on the
ways teachers judge the content writing of ELLs. Hence, my interest was
in exploring the notion of writing content well in English from the
perspectives of ELLs. Yumiko’s claim of her L1 being a “problem” that
could not be “gotten rid of” was an unexpected disruption; it went
against my tendency to view writing problems as things that could be
fixed. Yumiko continued,


Always I want say different than what is in my English only. Japanese not good
in English work, I know, but maybe I can’t help. I know how to cover my
Japanese with English little. But I can’t cover enough. You know, sometime I
want my Japanese heard. I get confusing.


The disruption alerted me to the problem of difference as it related to
writing in English for Japanese learners, and this became a focus of my
research. Turning to contrastive rhetoric as an established approach to
exploring L2 writing, I began structuring the problem as questions of
difference. What I did not question at the time was my own positionality.


DIFFERENCE AS/IN UNIVERSALISING CATEGORIES4


Perceiving ELL writing to be a complex experience, my questions
asked about difference: differences between the English and Japanese
languages and cultures, and the different assumptions Japanese writers


4 I use as/in as an invitation to dwell in the to-and-fro relational movements offered in the
solidus and consider the what (as) and where (in)—positionalities of difference.
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make about writing in English. Contrastive rhetoric, which claims
interdisciplinary and multidimensional approaches and asserts that
language and writing are cultural phenomena (Connor, 1996), seemed
to offer promise as a method. Kaplan’s (1966) early work documented
comparative studies of writing styles and patterns that began with a
troubling, simplistic view of difference. Others (Liebman, 1992; Purves &
Hawisher, 1990) since have argued for a broader scope, recognising the
complexity of engaging in contrastive rhetoric studies. Here I comment
on a central positionality of contrastive rhetoric by exploring the notion
of difference within writing, language and culture. (For a review of
contrastive rhetoric, see Connor, 1996.)


My initial interest in difference was embedded in a constructivist
approach to contrastive rhetoric that “emphasises the different assump-
tions that writers from different groups and cultures bring with them”
(Connor, 1996, p. 79). In particular, Swales’ (1990) notion of discourse
community and his work in genre analysis was influential in addressing
difference through context and situation in various models of writing for
ELLs. More recently, Johns’ (1997) contribution to notions of academic
literacy highlighted the importance of text, role, and context in explora-
tions of difference. Whereas earlier studies of contrastive rhetoric seem
to have ignored content, more current work in academic settings has
begun to acknowledge a need to “control” content in inquiry practices
(Connor, 1996).5


My interest in ELLs’ perspectives on writing content well led me to
begin an action research project that involved case studies of five ELL
writers in my classroom. In the classroom, I posed questions to the
writers as we conversed about writing, language, and culture while
engaged in pedagogic activities of content-based writing. As I listened for
the “different assumptions that writers from different groups and cul-
tures bring with them” (Connor, 1996, p. 79), I began to map out
categories of cultural assumptions for Japanese and for English. My
position claimed at least two primary assumptions: (a) that cultures are
distinct and knowable and, once known, (b) that teaching or learning to
write well means reducing or erasing traces of the L1, in this case
Japanese, in learners’ writing. Determined to access the different as-
sumptions Japanese students bring to their English writing, I interpreted
the data haunted by Yumiko’s words. How would I categorise Yumiko’s
English writing if she claimed her Japanese was ever present? Is it
possible that her writing could no longer claim a space of either English


5 The notion that content could and needed to be controlled was a disruption that went
against my tendency to view language as constituting content (culture, world view)—another
example of the effects of researcher positionality.
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or Japanese? How could her writing be understood as both Japanese and
English? In questioning my own stance, I realised I still remained
entrenched in a central, modernist position of contrastive rhetoric that
seemed to advocate universal categories of language and culture; full of
promise in its interdisciplinary and multidimensional approaches, it
seemed to remain limited within a Cartesian dualism of self and other,6


replete with deterministic and reductionist tendencies (Spack, 1997;
Zamel, 1997).7


DIFFERENCE AS/IN HYBRIDISING EXPERIENCES


Language, in Cartesian terms, assumes the possibility of a technical
purity that, according to Spack (1997), “assumes a standard that mea-
sures what is different against what is not different” (p. 766). Derrida
(1998), in Monolingualism of the Other, muses that


We only ever speak one language . . .
(yes, but)
We never speak only one language . . . . (p. 10)


Derrida considers the impurity of language, a position different from
one that views language as a tool that, if written well, can bring closure to
meaning. He suggests that learning “one” language may be a continual
process of being and becoming a language in translation. Postcolonial
writer Trinh’s (1992) work, long considered by publishers to be “not
good writing because it’s too impure” (p. 138), was so hybridised by
colonial invasion “that [it] would not fit.” She speaks of colonised acts
and imposed wor(l)ds wherein “dominated and marginalised people
have been socialised to see always more than one point of view” (p. 149).
She repositions language and culture so that they are not universal
categories of East or West but hybridisations of East and West—a


6 With the Cartesian orientation comes a preoccupation with methods of inquiry that
contribute to structuring a more accurate representation of the world (reality) and that, in a
desire to become more accurate, become more technical in their mechanistic ability to reduce,
control, and master objects (the other) of inquiry. Smith (1999), claiming to be “a person
formed by both Eastern and Western traditions” (p. 12), warns of “the snares and entrapments
of Self and Other thinking” (p. 25) in an East-West inquiry of identity within acts of pedagogy,
as do Leung, Harris, and Rampton (1997) in their work on “idealised native speakers, reified
ethnicities, and classroom realities” (p. 543).


7 The current debate surrounding Spack’s (1997) and Zamel’s (1997) critique of contrastive
rhetoric within the context of English teaching parallels questions raised in my own research
regarding positionality (see Carson, 1998; Nelson, 1998; Spack, 1998a, 1998b). Following
Spack’s and Zamel’s work, I argue that in research practices contrastive rhetoric fails to
acknowledge the embodiment of teachers’ and students’ live(d) experiences—a writing-as-living
in the two-folds of languages and cultures. Writing so repositioned becomes texts of the
planned and the living (the unplanned).
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positionality wherein writing has the potential to inscribe meanings
beyond writers’ knowing (Felman, 1987) and a metonymic space of
difference that Aoki (1996) invokes in “In the Midst of Doubled
Imaginaries.” Could this stance be a space in which Zamel (1997) calls
for transcultural understandings of difference and that claims the neces-
sity of involving “students in the messiness and struggle of authentic work
that begins, values, and builds on their own ways with words” (p. 343)? A
possible repositioning of language, culture, and writing emerges in ELL
inscriptions in which “language disrupts, refuses to be contained within
boundaries. It speaks itself against [their] will” (hooks, 1994, p. 167).


Undoubtedly, ELL writers occupy a messy and difficult space of
difference. How researchers make sense of it is influenced by their
positionalities, which are themselves complex and incomplete. Claiming
that research is constituted in living practices, I view difference within
the potentiality of a generative space, alive with possibilities that “re-collect
the contours and textures of life we are already living” without
“render[ing] such a life our object” (Jardine, 1992, p. 116). Refraining
from inquiring into life as factual and objective, my work is positioned in
the midst of life, keeping “a watchful eye for the ruptures and the breaks
and the irregularities” (Caputo, 1987, p. 1). Resisting the call of scientific
discourse to cast ELLs’ content-based writing as a technical problem
requiring a technical fix,8 I now see difficulties within ELL writing
practices in a generative space of ambiguity in which there is “always
something left to say” (Jardine, 1992, p. 119) and where technical words
cannot fix all writing problems and bring them to an end. My view is one
of radical hermeneutics, “a restoring of life to its original difficulty”
(Caputo, 1987, p. 1) that makes it possible to understand the act of
writing as a tensioned hermeneutic activity wherein traces of technologi-
cal and other discourses both mediate and complicate writing, language,
and culture relations.


THE POSSIBILITY OF A RADICAL
HERMENEUTICS OF DIFFERENCE


My earlier experiences with the formal schooling of ELLs were
bounded by what Davis (1996) calls the ocular: “of seeing and observing,
of clarity and illumination, of distinct boundaries and solid objects” (p.
xxi). My positionality with regard to English language teaching and


8 Jardine (1992), heeding Caputo’s (1987) message, argues that “technical-scientific dis-
course offers itself up as a remedy to the difficulties of life” and then reminds us that “rather
than simply being a remedy to life’s difficulties, [technical-scientific discourse] has rather come
to recast the nature of life’s difficulties into precisely the sort of thing for which a technical
solution is appropriate; that is, life’s difficulties are technical problems requiring a ‘technical
fix’” (p. 117).
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learning had become disembodied, univocal, and predominantly pre-
scriptive. Davis’s invocation to listen led me to reposition my inquiry
practices: Yumiko’s problem became a performative disruption within an
embodied, generative space. For me as a teacher-researcher, the effects
of the repositioning worked to renew ELL inscriptions to their “original
difficulty” and claimed ELL written content as “that [which] cannot be
mastered but only lived with well” (Jardine, 1992, p. 117). The positionality
taken by the researcher engaged in contrastive rhetoric is helpful in
constituting general cultural categories of writing difference. But that is
not enough. The repositioning of researchers toward a radical herme-
neutics of difference opens ELL inscriptions to the possibility of
performative movements between particular hybridisations of writing
and broad cultural categories—not as a movement from one to the
other, as the notion of mastery might suggest, but in a to-and-fro
movement that repositions difference so that it acknowledges the
interplay of multiple traces of positionalities at work.


CONCLUSION


I have briefly explored the premise that researchers’ positionalities
influence their inquiry practices. Positionality as a movement between
various stances resists the assumption that fixed standpoints of truth
exist. The way researchers ask what it means for ELLs to write should
reflect an examination of the what (as) and the where (in) that underlie
methods of inquiry and its interpretations. I believe we as researchers are
obligated to acknowledge our tendencies to particular ways of making
sense of our work and to reconsider their fragmented instabilities. A turn
to radical hermeneutics may help us enter the living practices of research
and dwell in spaces of difficulty and disruptions such as those found in
the complexity of ELL inscriptions and difference.
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Edited by DAN DOUGLAS
Iowa State University


Conversations of the Mind: The Uses of
Journal Writing for Second-Language Writers.
Rebecca Williams Mlynarczyk. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 1998.
Pp. xvi + 215.


■ This wonderful book is well grounded in theory and research, is
clearly written, and includes extended examples of the teacher’s and
students’ writing. It reports the results of a teacher-research study in
which Mlynarczyk observed and analyzed the journal writing of students
in her own two sections of a pre–freshman composition writing course
for ESL students at a large, urban public university. The writing itself,
and Mlynarczyk’s analysis, tell an important story about the meanings
and uses of journal writing between a teacher and five very different
students.


The 21 students in the class were encouraged to write at least five
times a week, for a total of at least five pages a week, during a 14-week
semester. Mlynarczyk collected the journals every 2 or 3 weeks and wrote
a letter of response, either to the individual student writers or (toward
the end of the semester) to the whole class. Students’ journals included
in-class free writing on prompts that she devised and out-of-class entries
about the assigned reading, A Place for Us (Gage, 1989), an autobio-
graphical account of a Greek immigrant’s assimilation into U.S. culture.
Students were to use their journals to write about themselves and their
reactions as readers and writers. The appendixes provide samples of the
students’ journal and in-class writing and Mlynarczyk’s responses.


For her study, Mlynarczyk selected five students with different linguis-
tic and cultural backgrounds and different experiences with journal
writing, ranging from those who wrote prolifically and reflectively to
those who struggled. Her data included the students’ journal entries, her
written responses, field notes on classroom interactions and writing
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conferences, transcriptions of audiotaped class segments and confer-
ences, and interviews with each of the five students.


This book will be useful to community college and university writing
teachers, writing researchers, and teachers in adult education programs,
including those preparing students to take the General Educational
Development Test. For teachers, Mlynarczyk’s intense critical reflection
on what she and her students were doing and feeling, and her frankness
and honesty about her struggles with the fact that some students’
journals opened the way to reflection and response whereas others
clearly didn’t, will provide hope and guidance. For researchers inter-
ested in journal and diary writing and in L2 writing in general, she
provides a comprehensive review of the literature in both of these fields
as well as of linguistic, cognitive, and educational theory. The surprise
element that makes this book most compelling, though, is her discussion
of the writing in light of the concept of connected knowing, presented in
Women’s Ways of Knowing (Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986).
This discussion is particularly interesting because several of the students
whose journals most powerfully reflected connected knowing were male.


In his foreword, John Mayher, Mlynarczyk’s dissertation adviser, writes,
“In addition to meeting Rebecca, you’ll also get a chance to meet her
students and watch them learn and grow as speakers/writers of English,
and as people. . . . The portraits are so finely and engagingly drawn that
they also enable teacher/readers to compare them to our own” (p. ix). A
strength of this book is the vitality of the voices that come through in the
writing.


REFERENCES


Belenky, M., Clinchy, B., Goldberger, N., & Tarule, J. (1986). Women’s ways of knowing:
The development of self, voice, and mind. New York: Basic Books.
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JOY KREEFT PEYTON
Center for Applied Linguistics


Immersion Education: International Perspectives.
Robert K. Johnson and Merrill Swain (Eds.). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997. Pp. xvi + 315.


■ Educators in bilingual education, ESL, and foreign language educa-
tion often find that crossing over into other areas of L2 education
produces some amazing insights into the complexity of the language
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learning and schooling process. Johnson and Swain’s volume on immer-
sion education is a book that offers such an opportunity.


The goal of the work is to present the richness and variety of
immersion schooling as practiced in a number of world settings. Such
variety is reflected in the organization of the book into sections accord-
ing to the general relationship between the immersion language and the
language(s) and culture(s) in which the immersion language schooling
experience takes place. Section I discusses immersion in a foreign
language, in which the L2 is clearly removed from general daily life and
social use, as in most U.S. foreign language immersion programs and
French programs in Australia. Section II considers immersion for
majority-language students in a minority language, in which the L2 is
used by some of the national population, as in programs in Canada and
Finland. Section III reviews immersion for language revival, in which a
community offers immersion learning to reconnect itself to a heritage
language, as in the revival of the Hawaiian language. Section IV presents
immersion for language support, in which the L2 is more widely used in
the community and schools seek to support that use, as in Basque and
Catalan programs in Spain. Finally, Section V details immersion in a
language of power, as in English immersion programs in Hong Kong,
Singapore, and South Africa.


Chapter 1 pulls together seminal concepts, categories, and descrip-
tions—core and variable features—that now serve to define immersion
education. The chapter also presents a list of research and evaluation
issues for immersion learning that masterfully capture the complexity of
the educational phenomenon while pointing out the difficulties in
examining it. Subsequent chapters describe immersion programs in
various national settings in detail and allow the reader to explore the
development of each program within its historical and curricular con-
texts. For each program, the authors delineate instructional practices in
L1 and L2, the challenges facing the program, the issues raised by
teachers and parents, dilemmas involving instruction and assessment,
and research questions that have evolved as the program has progressed.
Two of the chapters focus on U.S. settings, with the final chapter (by
Maria Kowal and Merrill Swain) illuminating one of the critical issues in
immersion education: the delicate balance between content and lan-
guage and the ways in which immersion teachers can successfully work
with both.


The only drawback of the volume might be the absence of a
metaperspective that ties the analysis of immersion programs worldwide
into a cohesive exploration of the difficulties inherent in educating
bilingually. But the lessons to be learned are clearly portrayed in the
experiences of those educators who strongly believe in the efficacy of
immersion schooling.
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Whether they are teaching German in high school, teaching ESL in
adult education in Ghana, or discussing whale migration in a French
immersion or Spanish bilingual third-grade classroom, L2 teachers will
find the book worthwhile reading.


CONSTANCE L. WALKER
University of Minnesota


Theory and Practice of Writing: An Applied Linguistic Perspective.
William Grabe and Robert Kaplan. New York: Longman, 1996.
Pp. xvi + 487.


■ L2 writing is a relatively new but fast-growing field of expertise. For this
reason, few specialized books have presented a systematic synthesis of
various research findings and linked theories of writing with instruc-
tional practice. To the satisfaction of L2 writing researchers, teachers,
and graduate students, 1996 saw the publication of Grabe and Kaplan’s
Theory and Practice of Writing. With the aim of presenting a broad
interdisciplinary perspective on the theory and practice of writing, this
book immediately attracted the attention of those who are researching,
teaching, and studying in the field of L2 writing.


The book’s 14 chapters can be divided into two parts. Dedicated to
theory, the first (chapters 1–8) provides a coherent overview of the
nature of writing, developing a model for text construction and a model
of writing. The second part (chapters 9–14) focuses on practice and
proposes 75 thematic techniques for writing instruction at the begin-
ning, intermediate, and advanced levels.


One of the strengths of this book is its innovative applied linguistic
approach to synthesizing research findings obtained from a variety of
disciplines. Through such an approach, L2 and L1 writing research can
be linked systematically rather than being treated as two separate and
different areas of expertise. Another impressive feature is the book’s
comprehensive overview of research findings related to a number of
different perspectives, which are combined to fashion models for text
construction and writing as communicative language use. This compre-
hensiveness is also evident in the authors’ description of the history of
writing and the nature of writing within broad social contexts, as well as
the 45-page bibliography, which is a very helpful reference guide.


Apart from these merits, some weaknesses are apparent. One is the
inaccuracy in some of the book’s descriptions, as when Hong Kong is
referred to as a “new nation” (p. 11) and a “country” (p. 29). Another
small weakness concerns the use of absolute statements such as “while
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any programme would like to assume that all teachers are excellent, well
trained in writing instruction (and native speakers of English) . . .” (p.
252). The parenthetical statement could easily cause readers to infer that
nonnative-English-speaking instructors do not teach as well as native-
English-speaking instructors. A third weakness relates to the section on
practical application. The instructional themes the authors present are
overwhelmingly derived from L1 teaching, and they have made no effort
to collect illustrative samples from real L2 classrooms; hence, the value
of the themes in L2 instructional practice still remains unclear.


Nonetheless, the book’s minor weaknesses do not mar its beauty. It has
made a significant contribution to the field of L2 writing research by
providing some new models, documenting research findings, and at-
tempting to merge theory and practice. As a study with an innovative
approach, this book is a valuable resource for anyone who is seriously
engaged in L2 writing research and instruction.


YONG LANG
The Ohio State University


Revisualizing Boundaries: A Plurilingual Ethos.
Lachman N. Khubchandani. New Delhi, India: Sage, 1997.
Pp. iii + 255.


■ Khubchandani’s text, a collection of publications and papers pre-
sented at international conferences and seminars in India, Canada, the
U.S., and Europe, emphasizes the sociolinguistic facets of the Indian
experience, especially those of government policy and implementation.
What may at first appear to be simply an interesting discussion of
colonialism and its imposition of language and culture on India is in
reality a timely presentation of multiculturalism and plurilingualism that
ESOL teachers should explore.


Chapters 1–3, dealing with language phenomena, methodology, and
concepts, contrast the various literary traditions with the unifying forces
of modern media technology in India. Chapters 4–7 present the
sociolinguistic dimensions of these issues, including the ecology of
language, minority cultures in a multilingual environment, language
accreditation by the government intended to transform the country, the
tensions among the majority and minority groups within different
regions, and Charles Ferguson’s concept of diglossia as the “functional
compartmentalization by a society of its linguistic resources” (p. 81). The
later chapters scrutinize the use of the census as a political tool on
individual, state, and national levels. This discussion is especially relevant
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for residents of the U.S., where the issue of sampling is a controversial
political topic. These chapters also describe attempts to implement
standardization programs and their impact on the country’s sociolinguistic
realities. The author, however, saves his harshest criticism for those
experts who debate these issues in academic forums but do not address
the grassroots problems of plurilingual societies and oral cultures in an
anthropological sense.


Throughout the book, the author contrasts various approaches to the
Indian language experience. He discusses the early and continued
conflicts between proponents of a national, common medium and those
who argued for the use of local languages in daily life and education, for
the linking of nonstandard languages to the mainstream language as a
transitional measure, and for the use of a diversity of dialects or
languages in speaking with standard language skills used for writing. The
author’s conclusion is that ESL teachers need to view language diversity
both as an asset to society and as an issue to be dealt with pragmatically.


The book is difficult for readers in the sense that it assumes a certain
degree of knowledge about the Indian situation. Also, and in spite of a
valiant effort on the part of the editors, the topics presented are not
unified, which is a problem common to any compilation of work pre-
sented over a number of years in different venues to different audiences.


As I read, I found myself contemplating the ramifications for the U.S.
of having such a variety of competing belief systems with language as an
important marker. The U.S. is itself a multicultural and multilingual
society that can learn from the experience of other societies such as
India. I believe that this book can give teachers, educators, administra-
tors, and policy makers greater insight into both the challenges and
possibilities of the U.S. society of the future.


YVONNE GODOY-RAMOS
University of Missouri–Kansas City


Onna Rashiku (Like a Woman):
The Diary of a Language Learner in Japan.
Karen Ogulnick. Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1998. Pp. ix + 154.


■ Onna Rashiku (Like a Woman), a collection of snapshots of the author’s
learning of Japanese, is a much-needed addition to the list of autobio-
graphical narratives in second/foreign language research. A rare exami-
nation of a learner’s identity through the window of introspective and
heuristic analysis, Ogulnick’s diary entries intertwined with scholarly
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analysis offer a glimpse into the process of language learning and reveals
its core: the learner herself, with her social and affective nature.


Employed for several years as an EFL teacher in Japan, Ogulnick
became involved in Japanese culture, society, and language. She paints a
picture of language and culture learning as an identity construction in its
complex gender, ethnic, religious, and societal dimensions. Ogulnick
shows the dynamics of building her fluency in Japanese as a recursive
pattern of identity shifts manifested in her interactions with various
Japanese in a number of culturally determined situations. Ogulnick’s
awareness of her female identity, among other aspects of her identity,
allows her to negotiate the power relationships in “a culture that
enforces codes of femininity . . . explicitly” (p. 138). She found that her
Japanese self had to include people’s expectations of her acting “like a
woman”—a single woman, a foreign woman, and a professional.
Ogulnick’s experiences led her to professionally and personally enrich-
ing reflections on her position in her own culture as she engaged in a
“dialogical and dialectical process of constructing an identity in relation
to another person or culture” (p. 139). All these reflections and identity
negotiations built up into complex nonlinear identity shifts and transfor-
mations, which she saw as an intrinsic part of successful language
acquisition.


The introduction is a moving piece with a great deal of personal
reflection on the effects of the author’s childhood, upbringing, and
family on her selfhood and womanhood. Ogulnick then reviews her first
experiences in Japan in 1985 (chapter 2) and Japanese perceptions of
Americans in the light of the history of U.S.-Japan relations (chapter 4).
Chapters 4–8 consist of diary entries, postentry analysis, and reflections.
Among various linguistic, social, and cultural issues, her diary entries
demonstrate the importance of learning sociolinguistic rules (including
those related to gender) and pragmatics; her writings emphasize the role
of power in communication and ways the language learner can benefit
from “more equal structure of . . . [the] relationship and the emphasis
placed on communicating, rather than language learning” (p. 91).
Chapter 9, “Arrival,” draws conclusions from this introspective study: the
necessity for the learner to be aware of social and gender identity in
communication, the learner’s place in social stratification embedded in
the language, and one’s reactions to “paradoxes of our multiple and
shifting identities” (p. 139).


These important awarenesses identified by Ogulnick raise a number
of issues relating to the language classroom, including student cultural
resistance, the atmosphere of mutuality and communication in the
classroom, and situations in which student identities are shifting. Onna
Rashiku will be an eye-opener for second/foreign language professionals,
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practitioners, and researchers alike, and a great help to graduate
students and teachers in training as an illustration of the complex
processes of language learning and of the theories and hypotheses posed
by scholarship.


NATASHA LVOVICH
Kingsborough Community College, City University of New York


Productive Instructional Practices for English-Language Learners:
Guiding Principles and Examples From Research-Based Practice.
Russell Gersten, Scott K. Baker, and Sussan Unok Marks. Reston, VA:
Council on Exceptional Children, 1999. Pp. 48.


■ The extensive expertise of Gersten, Baker, and Marks in bilingual
education research is reflected in Productive Instructional Practices for
English-Language Learners, a book designed to provide new ESL programs
with guidelines and information on how to better serve L2 students. The
book is particularly concerned with helping educators teach these
students even when they do not speak the students’ native language.


The text contains four sections on helping students from diverse
linguistic backgrounds learn content material while they acquire En-
glish. The first section examines instruction that allows L2 learners to
have access to the curriculum in meaningful ways. Section 2 delineates
principles aimed at enhancing the quality of instruction for English
language learners. Effective strategies for teaching these students are
outlined in the third and fourth sections. Section 4 describes what the
learning environment should comprise once the principles covered in
Section 2 are put into practice.


In Section 1, instruction using comprehensible input as a means to
provide L2 learners with meaningful access to the curriculum is illus-
trated both in terms of the most common problems districts face in the
implementation of comprehensible input and in terms of alternative
approaches that can overcome such problems. The section ends with a
discussion of the key concepts underlying the notions of cognitive
academic language proficiency and basic interpersonal communication
skills development in L2 education.


Seven principles, introduced in Section 2 and discussed broadly
throughout the rest of the text, are recommended as a basis for helping
English language learners access the curriculum. These principles are
(a) vocabulary instruction, (b) the use of the students’ native language,
(c) consistent language use, (d) opportunities to speak and use aca-
demic language, (e) visual aids, (f) ongoing assessment, and (g) the
building of home-school connections.
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The third section emphasizes such strategies as scaffolding and the
use of visuals for the teaching of vocabulary and other fundamental
concepts. To help students learn new terminology as they actively apply it
in their assignments, the authors recommend the presentation of new
vocabulary in visual display. Visual organizers (e.g., semantic maps, text
structures, and story maps) are suggested as a way to encourage learners
to link language and content learning.


Section 4 summarizes the application of the instructional principles
discussed in Sections 1–3 and covers additional points deemed crucial in
teaching limited-English-speaking immigrants, such as using think-alouds,
presenting concepts in context, approaching instruction with sensitivity,
integrating language with content instruction, and using peer and
cooperative learning techniques. A discussion of federal policy regarding
education issues pertaining to this student population concludes the
section.


New ESL programs will find this book especially useful. One of only
a few of its kind, it represents an invaluable resource for teachers
facing the challenge of educating ESL students from diverse linguistic
backgrounds.


FERNANDO POLITO
University of Missouri–Kansas City and Mid America Nazarene University
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TESOL Quarterly prints brief book notices of 100 words or less announcing books of
interest to readers. Book Notices are intended to inform readers about selected
books that publishers have sent to TESOL and are descriptive rather than evaluative.
They are solicited by the Book Review Editor.


Focus on Form in Second Language Acquisition.
Catherine Doughty and Jessica Williams (Eds).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1998. Pp. xiv + 301.


■ This volume presents original research and discussion by experts in
classroom second language acquisition on the benefits of connecting
grammatical form to meaning during primarily communicative tasks.
The authors of the articles in the book argue collectively for the need to
move beyond both traditional, grammar-only approaches and purely
communicative, experiential language teaching. Issues investigated in-
clude whether ever to focus on language form, which linguistic forms to
target, the optimal degree of explicitness of attention to form, appropri-
ate timing of focus on form, and the integration of a form focus into L2
curricula.


Teaching and Assessing Intercultural Communicative Competence.
Michael Byram. Clevedon, England: Multilingual Matters, 1997.
Pp. viii + 124.


■ The main purpose of this book is to define what intercultural
competence involves, what role foreign and second language teaching
has in learners’ acquisition of that competence, and how it can be
assessed. It suggests a detailed approach to the development of syllabi
and curricula. It defines appropriate modes of assessment of intercul-
tural competence, whether acquired inside or beyond the language
classroom. The book carries forward earlier work on the aims and
methods of cultural studies in foreign and L2 education. It is written for
teachers, curriculum developers, and assessment designers.
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The Crosscultural, Language, and
Academic Development Handbook.
Lynne T. Diaz-Rico and Kathryn Z. Weed. Boston: Allyn & Bacon,
1995. Pp. xviii + 334.


■ Diaz-Rico and Weed have written a comprehensive handbook that
brings together theories, ideas, and resources for promoting cross-cultural
awareness, language development, and academic progress. Written for
the regular classroom teacher, the guide details the effects of cultural
differences on learning and presents a treatment of cultural diversity and
learning styles. Features include a chapter on content area instruction, a
section on assessment that describes relevant state mandates, a chapter
on bilingual education that gives teachers a variety of ways to organize
models and deliver instruction, and a discussion on working with other
professionals and paraprofessionals.


Beyond Training: Perspectives on Language Teacher Education.
Jack Richards. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998.
Pp. xvi + 208.


■ This book examines the nature of L2 teacher development and the
ways teachers’ practices are influenced by their beliefs and principles.
The book seeks to move discussion of language teacher development
beyond the level of training, which reflects a technical view of specific
teaching practices. Instead, it takes a more holistic approach to teacher
development built on the notion of the teacher as critical and reflective
thinker. The argument pursued throughout the book is that teacher
education needs to engage teachers not merely in the mastery of
techniques but in an exploration of the knowledge, beliefs, and attitudes
that underlie their teaching practices.


Psychology for Language Teachers:
A Social Constructivist Approach.
Marion Williams and Robert L. Burden. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1997. Pp. ix + 240.


■ This important book brings together some of the most recent develop-
ments and thinking in the field of educational psychology with issues of
concern to many language teachers. It considers various ways in which a
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deeper understanding of the discipline of educational psychology can
help language teachers. The first part of the book presents an overview
of educational psychology and discusses how different approaches to
psychology have influenced language teaching methodology. Following
this, four themes are identified: the learner, the teacher, the task, and the
learning context. Recent psychological developments in each of these
domains are discussed, and implications are drawn for language teaching.


Second Language Learning Theories.
Rosamond Mitchell and Florence Myles. New York:
Oxford University Press, 1998. Pp. xii + 228.


■ This introduction to the field of L2 learning focuses on major current
schools in L2 learning theory, offering outlines of different theoretical
perspectives with an element of evaluation of the area explored. Starting
with an overview of key concepts and issues in L2 learning and of how
research in the area has developed over time, the book then deals with
current concerns in universal grammar and cognitive approaches, the
input and interaction hypotheses, and functionalist, sociocultural, and
sociolinguistic perspectives. The authors end by looking toward the
future of L2 learning research.


Extensive Reading in the Second Language Classroom.
Richard R. Day and Julian Bamford. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998. Pp. xv + 238.


■ This examination of extensive reading shows how reading large
quantities of books and other materials can provide students with
essential practice in learning to read as well as help them develop a
positive attitude towards reading. The authors first examine the cogni-
tive and affective nature of reading and the nature of good reading
material, which they term language learner literature. They then offer
practical advice for implementing extensive reading with L2 learners.
Suggestions are provided for integrating extensive reading into the
curriculum, establishing a library, writing and selecting reading material,
keeping records for purposes of evaluation, and supplementing individu-
alized silent reading with a variety of classroom activities.
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Errors in Language Learning and Use.
Carl James. White Plains, NY: Addison Wesley Longman, 1998.
Pp. xiv + 304.


■ This book is an introduction and guide to current approaches to the
study of errors in language as well as a critical survey of previous work.
Relevant questions addressed include whether native speakers make
errors and whether “good English” for the native speaker is also good for
the foreign learner. The reader is led from the definition of error and
related concepts to explanations of types of linguistic deviance, error
gravities, the utility of teacher correction, and the writing of learner
profiles. Throughout, the book is guided by considerable practical
experience in language education in a range of classroom contexts
worldwide.
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EDITORIAL POLICY
TESOL Quarterly, a professional, refereed journal, encourages submission of
previously unpublished articles on topics of significance to individuals
concerned with the teaching of English as a second or foreign language and
of standard English as a second dialect. As a publication that represents a
variety of cross-disciplinary interests, both theoretical and practical, the
Quarterly invites manuscripts on a wide range of topics, especially in the
following areas:


1. psychology and sociology of language 3. testing and evaluation
learning and teaching; issues in research 4. professional
and research methodology preparation


2. curriculum design and development; 5. language planning
instructional methods, materials, and 6. professional standards
techniques


Because the Quarterly is committed to publishing manuscripts that contrib-
ute to bridging theory and practice in our profession, it particularly
welcomes submissions drawing on relevant research (e.g., in anthropology,
applied and theoretical linguistics, communication, education, English
education [including reading and writing theory], psycholinguistics, psy-
chology, first and second language acquisition, sociolinguistics, and sociol-
ogy) and addressing implications and applications of this research to issues
in our profession. The Quarterly prefers that all submissions be written so
that their content is accessible to a broad readership, including those
individuals who may not have familiarity with the subject matter addressed.
TESOL Quarterly is an international journal. It welcomes submissions from
English language contexts around the world.


GENERAL INFORMATION FOR AUTHORS
Submission Categories
TESOL Quarterly invites submissions in six categories:


Full-length articles. Contributors are strongly encouraged to submit manu-
scripts of no more than 20–25 double-spaced pages or 8,500 words (includ-
ing references, notes, and tables). Submit three copies plus three copies of
an informative abstract of not more than 200 words. If possible, indicate the
number of words at the end of the article. To facilitate the blind review
process, authors’ names should appear only on a cover sheet, not on the title
page; do not use running heads. Submit manuscripts to the Editor of TESOL
Quarterly:
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Carol A. Chapelle
Department of English
203 Ross Hall
Iowa State University
Ames, IA 50011-1201 USA


The following factors are considered when evaluating the suitability of a
manuscript for publication in TESOL Quarterly:
• The manuscript appeals to the general interests of TESOL Quarterly’s


readership.
• The manuscript strengthens the relationship between theory and prac-


tice: Practical articles must be anchored in theory, and theoretical articles
and reports of research must contain a discussion of implications or
applications for practice.


• The content of the manuscript is accessible to the broad readership of the
Quarterly, not only to specialists in the area addressed.


• The manuscript offers a new, original insight or interpretation and not
just a restatement of others’ ideas and views.


• The manuscript makes a significant (practical, useful, plausible) contri-
bution to the field.


• The manuscript is likely to arouse readers’ interest.
• The manuscript reflects sound scholarship and research design with


appropriate, correctly interpreted references to other authors and works.
• The manuscript is well written and organized and conforms to the


specifications of the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Associ-
ation (4th ed.).


Reviews. TESOL Quarterly invites succinct, evaluative reviews of professional
books. Reviews should provide a descriptive and evaluative summary and a
brief discussion of the significance of the work in the context of current
theory and practice. Submissions should generally be no longer than 500
words. Submit two copies of the review to the Review Editor:


Dan Douglas
Department of English
203 Ross Hall
Iowa State University
Ames, IA 50011-1201 USA


Review Articles. TESOL Quarterly also welcomes occasional review articles,
that is, comparative discussions of several publications that fall into a topical
category (e.g., pronunciation, literacy training, teaching methodology).
Review articles should provide a description and evaluative comparison of
the materials and discuss the relative significance of the works in the context
of current theory and practice. Submissions should generally be no longer
than 1,500 words. Submit two copies of the review article to the Review
Editor at the address given above.
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Brief Reports and Summaries. TESOL Quarterly also invites short reports on
any aspect of theory and practice in our profession. We encourage manu-
scripts that either present preliminary findings or focus on some aspect of a
larger study. In all cases, the discussion of issues should be supported by
empirical evidence, collected through qualitative or quantitative investiga-
tions. Reports or summaries should present key concepts and results in a
manner that will make the research accessible to our diverse readership.
Submissions to this section should be 7–10 double-spaced pages, or 3,400
words (including references, notes, and tables). If possible, indicate the
number of words at the end of the report. Longer articles do not appear in this
section and should be submitted to the Editor of TESOL Quarterly for review. Send
one copy of the manuscript to each of the Editors of the Brief Reports and
Summaries section:


Rod Ellis Karen E. Johnson
Institute of Language 305 Sparks Building


Teaching and Learning Pennsylvania State University
Private Bag 92019 University Park, PA 16802 USA
Auckland, New Zealand


The Forum. TESOL Quarterly welcomes comments and reactions from
readers regarding specific aspects or practices of our profession. Responses
to published articles and reviews are also welcome; unfortunately, we are not
able to publish responses to previous exchanges. Contributions to The
Forum should generally be no longer than 7–10 double-spaced pages or
3,400 words. If possible, indicate the number of words at the end of the
contribution. Submit two copies to the Editor of TESOL Quarterly at the
address given above.


Brief discussions of qualitative and quantitative Research Issues and of
Teaching Issues are also published in The Forum. Although these contri-
butions are typically solicited, readers may send topic suggestions or make
known their availability as contributors by writing directly to the Editors of
these subsections.


Research Issues: Teaching Issues:
Patricia A. Duff Bonny Norton
Department of Department of


Language Education Language Education
University of British Columbia University of British Columbia
2125 Main Mall 2125 Main Mall
Vancouver, BC V6T 1Z4 Vancouver, BC V6T 1Z4
Canada Canada


Special-Topic Issues. Typically, one issue per volume will be devoted to a
special topic. Topics are approved by the Editorial Advisory Board of the
Quarterly. Those wishing to suggest topics or make known their availability as
guest editors should contact the Editor of TESOL Quarterly. Issues will
generally contain both invited articles designed to survey and illuminate
central themes as well as articles solicited through a call for papers.
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General Submission Guidelines
1. All submissions to the Quarterly should conform to the requirements of


the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (4th ed.),
which can be obtained from the American Psychological Association,
Book Order Department, Dept. KK, P.O. Box 92984, Washington, DC
20090-2984 USA. Orders from the United Kingdom, Europe, Africa, or
the Middle East should be sent to American Psychological Association,
Dept. KK, 3 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, WC2E 8LU,
England. For more information, e-mail order@apa.org or consult http://
www.apa.org/books/ordering.html.


2. All submissions to TESOL Quarterly should be accompanied by a cover
letter that includes a full mailing address and both a daytime and an
evening telephone number. Where available, authors should include an
electronic mail address and fax number.


3. Authors of full-length articles, Brief Reports and Summaries, and Forum
contributions should include two copies of a very brief biographical
statement (in sentence form, maximum 50 words), plus any special
notations or acknowledgments that they would like to have included.
Double spacing should be used throughout.


4. TESOL Quarterly provides 25 free reprints of published full-length
articles and 10 reprints of material published in the Reviews, Brief
Reports and Summaries, and The Forum sections.


5. Manuscripts submitted to TESOL Quarterly cannot be returned to
authors. Authors should be sure to keep a copy for themselves.


6. It is understood that manuscripts submitted to TESOL Quarterly have not
been previously published and are not under consideration for publica-
tion elsewhere.


7. It is the responsibility of the author(s) of a manuscript submitted to
TESOL Quarterly to indicate to the Editor the existence of any work
already published (or under consideration for publication elsewhere)
by the author(s) that is similar in content to that of the manuscript.


8. The Editor of TESOL Quarterly reserves the right to make editorial
changes in any manuscript accepted for publication to enhance clarity
or style. The author will be consulted only if the editing has been
substantial.


9. The views expressed by contributors to TESOL Quarterly do not necessar-
ily reflect those of the Editor, the Editorial Advisory Board, or TESOL.
Material published in the Quarterly should not be construed to have the
endorsement of TESOL.


Informed Consent Guidelines
TESOL Quarterly expects authors to adhere to ethical and legal standards for
work with human subjects. Although we are aware that such standards vary
among institutions and countries, we require authors and contributors to
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meet, as a minimum, the conditions detailed below before submitting a
manuscript for review. TESOL recognizes that some institutions may require
research proposals to satisfy additional requirements. If you wish to discuss
whether or how your study met these guidelines, you may e-mail the
managing editor of TESOL publications at tq@tesol.edu or call 703-535-7852.


As an author, you will be asked to sign a statement indicating that you have
complied with Option A or Option B before TESOL will publish your work.
A. You have followed the human subjects review procedure established by


your institution.
B. If you are not bound by an institutional review process, or if it does not


meet the requirements outlined below, you have complied with the
following conditions.


Participation in the Research
1. You have informed participants in your study, sample, class, group, or


program that you will be conducting research in which they will be the
participants or that you would like to write about them for publication.


2. You have given each participant a clear statement of the purpose of your
research or the basic outline of what you would like to explore in
writing, making it clear that research and writing are dynamic activities
that may shift in focus as they occur.


3. You have explained the procedure you will follow in the research project
or the types of information you will be collecting for your writing.


4. You have explained that participation is voluntary, that there is no
penalty for refusing to participate, and that the participants may
withdraw at any time without penalty.


5. You have explained to participants if and how their confidentiality will
be protected.


6. You have given participants sufficient contact information that they can
reach you for answers to questions regarding the research.


7. You have explained to participants any foreseeable risks and discomforts
involved in agreeing to cooperate (e.g., seeing work with errors in
print).


8. You have explained to participants any possible direct benefits of
participating (e.g., receiving a copy of the article or chapter).


9. You have obtained from each participant (or from the participant’s
parent or guardian) a signed consent form that sets out the terms of
your agreement with the participants and have kept these forms on file
(TESOL will not ask to see them).


Consent to Publish Student Work
10. If you will be collecting samples of student work with the intention of


publishing them, either anonymously or with attribution, you have
made that clear to the participants in writing.
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11. If the sample of student work (e.g., a signed drawing or signed piece of
writing) will be published with the student’s real name visible, you have
obtained a signed consent form and will include that form when you
submit your manuscript for review and editing.


12. If your research or writing involves minors (persons under age 18), you
have supplied and obtained signed separate informed consent forms
from the parent or guardian and from the minor, if he or she is old
enough to read, understand, and sign the form.


13. If you are working with participants who do not speak English well or are
intellectually disabled, you have written the consent forms in a language
that the participant or the participant’s guardian can understand.


Statistical Guidelines
Because of the educational role the Quarterly plays modeling research in the
field, it is of particular concern that published research articles meet high
statistical standards. In order to support this goal, the following guidelines
are provided.


Reporting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should be explained
clearly and in enough detail that it would be possible to replicate the design
of the study on the basis of the information provided in the article. Likewise,
the study should include sufficient information to allow readers to evaluate
the claims made by the author. In order to accommodate both of these
requirements, authors of statistical studies should present the following.


1. a clear statement of the research questions and the hypotheses that are
being examined;


2. descriptive statistics, including the means, standard deviations, and
sample sizes, necessary for the reader to correctly interpret and evaluate
any inferential statistics;


3. appropriate types of reliability and validity of any tests, ratings, ques-
tionnaires, and so on;


4. graphs and charts that help explain the results;
5. clear and careful descriptions of the instruments used and the types of


intervention employed in the study;
6. explicit identifications of dependent, independent, moderator, inter-


vening, and control variables;
7. complete source tables for statistical tests;
8. discussions of how the assumptions underlying the research design were


met, assumptions such as random selection and assignment of subjects
and sufficiently large sample sizes so that the results are stable;


9. tests of the assumptions of any statistical tests, when appropriate; and
10. realistic interpretations of the statistical significance of the results


keeping in mind that the meaningfulness of the results is a separate and
important issue, especially for correlation.
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Conducting the analyses. Quantitative studies submitted to TESOL Quarterly
should reflect a concern for controlling Type I and Type II error. Thus,
studies should avoid multiple t tests, multiple ANOVAs, and so on. However,
in the very few instances in which multiple tests might be employed, the
author should explain the effects of such use on the probability values in the
results. In reporting the statistical analyses, authors should choose one
significance level (usually .05) and report all results in terms of that level.
Likewise, studies should report effect size through such strength of associa-
tion measures as omega-squared or eta-squared along with beta (the
possibility of Type II error) whenever this may be important to interpreting
the significance of the results.


Interpreting the results. The results should be explained clearly and the
implications discussed such that readers without extensive training in the
use of statistics can understand them. Care should be taken in making causal
inferences from statistical results, and these should be avoided with correla-
tional studies. Results of the study should not be overinterpreted or
overgeneralized. Finally, alternative explanations of the results should be
discussed.


Qualitative Research Guidelines
To ensure that Quarterly articles model rigorous qualitative research, the
following guidelines are provided.


Conducting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should exhibit an
in-depth understanding of the philosophical perspectives and research
methodologies inherent in conducting qualitative research. Utilizing these
perspectives and methods in the course of conducting research helps to
ensure that studies are credible, valid, and dependable rather than impres-
sionistic and superficial. Reports of qualitative research should meet the
following criteria.


1. Data collection (as well as analyses and reporting) is aimed at uncovering
an emic perspective. In other words, the study focuses on research
participants’ perspectives and interpretations of behavior, events, and
situations rather than etic (outsider-imposed) categories, models, and
viewpoints.


2. Data collection strategies include prolonged engagement, persistent
observation, and triangulation. Researchers should conduct ongoing
observations over a sufficient period of time so as to build trust with
respondents, learn the culture (e.g., classroom, school, or community),
and check for misinformation introduced by both the researcher and
the researched. Triangulation involves the use of multiple methods and
sources such as participant-observation, informal and formal interviewing,
and collection of relevant or available documents.


Analyzing the data. Data analysis is also guided by the philosophy and
methods underlying qualitative research studies. The researcher should
engage in comprehensive data treatment in which data from all relevant
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sources are analyzed. In addition, many qualitative studies demand an
analytic inductive approach involving a cyclical process of data collection,
analysis (taking an emic perspective and utilizing the descriptive language
the respondents themselves use), creation of hypotheses, and testing of
hypotheses in further data collection.


Reporting the data. The researcher should generally provide “thick descrip-
tion” with sufficient detail to allow the reader to determine whether transfer
to other situations can be considered. Reports also should include the
following.


1. a description of the theoretical or conceptual framework that guides
research questions and interpretations;


2. a clear statement of the research questions;
3. a description of the research site, participants, procedures for ensuring


participant anonymity, and data collection strategies, and a description
of the roles of the researcher(s);


4. a description of a clear and salient organization of patterns found
through data analysis—reports of patterns should include representative
examples, not anecdotal information;


5. interpretations that exhibit a holistic perspective in which the author
traces the meaning of patterns across all the theoretically salient or
descriptively relevant micro- and macrocontexts in which they are
embedded;


6. interpretations and conclusions that provide evidence of grounded
theory and discussion of how this theory relates to current research/
theory in the field, including relevant citations—in other words, the
article should focus on the issues or behaviors that are salient to
participants and that not only reveal an in-depth understanding of the
situation studied but also suggest how it connects to current related
theories.
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Publishers are invited to send copies of their new materials to the TESOL Quarterly
Review Editor, Dan Douglas, Iowa State University, at the address listed in the
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Editor’s Note


■ In this issue, guest editor Alastair Pennycook presents a broad sample of
work on critical approaches to TESOL. The variety of papers attests to the
profession’s growing interest in the application of critical theory in ESOL
teaching and research. At the same time, they begin to respond to readers’
requests for more thorough treatment of the application of critical theory in
TESOL. I am grateful to Alastair for his diligence in selecting papers that
provide glimpses into ESOL teaching practices around the world while
illustrating many dimensions of critical approaches. On behalf of the TESOL
Quarterly’s readership, I thank Alastair for the time and energy he devoted to
this job as well as for the excellent introduction to the issues he provides in
his article.


Carol A. Chapelle


In This Issue


■ It was with both excitement and trepidation that I took on the task of
editing this special-topic issue on critical approaches to TESOL. Deciding to
cast my net as widely as possible with this general title, I was not sure what I
would receive. In the end, over 60 proposals from all over the world revealed
what I had hoped: There was indeed a great deal of interesting and different
work going on. It was, first, a difficult task to decide which pieces to send for
review and which to turn down. It was then an immense task to deal with the
many different articles and the reviews of the articles, and to work out their
placement. In the end, however, I believe the diversity and passion repre-
sented here justifies the many hours.


I struggled for a long time over how to categorize the contributions, as I
have been wary of perpetuating some of the divides such categorization can
perpetuate. I placed longer articles in the first section and shorter pieces
that describe critical practice or debate various issues in critical work in a
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second section. Two book reviews also deal with the topic of critical
approaches to TESOL.


Readers may notice that an article and a report are by authors from the
institute at which I teach. I would like to point out, however, that decisions
on what to include in the issue were made long before I was appointed to my
new position. They are more a cause for than an effect of my moving.


I owe thanks to many people for their assistance; the authors, on whom
great demands were made for writing, rewriting, clarifying, rethinking, and
getting everything back to me by the next post; the additional readers for
this special issue; and Kate Bisshop, who gave me some crucial editorial
assistance during some of the later editing stages.


Articles


■ My introductory article discusses critical approaches to TESOL in terms of
critical domains, transformative pedagogies, and problematizing practices
with the aim of pulling together various themes that cut across the
contributions to this issue.
■ Awad El Karim M. Ibrahim looks at how a group of continental Franco-
phone African youths at a Franco-Ontarian high school in Canada “become
Black” as they enter a world that already constructs them as Black. As they
start to identify with Black American forms of language and culture,
including Black stylized English, hip-hop culture, and rap lyrical and
linguistic styles, this identification in turn reinforces the new cultural and
linguistic identities they are investing in.
■ Beginning with a moment in an ESL classroom discussion about two
women walking arm-in-arm, Cynthia Nelson weaves a complex understand-
ing of questions of sexuality in ESL classrooms. The small amount of work in
TESOL that has addressed sexual identity, she suggests, has tended to do so
from a gay or lesbian focus on inclusion rather than from a position of
inquiry based on queer theory.
■ Angel M. Y. Lin focuses on classroom episodes from English classes in four
Hong Kong high school located in different socioeconomic areas. Drawing
on the work of Pierre Bourdieu, Lin argues that different pedagogical
approaches may be compatible with, may be incompatible with, or may
challenge the habitus of the students. This, she argues, may have major
implications for either the reproduction or the potential transformation of
the students’ social worlds.
■ Centered around a graduate class set up to explore the construction of
the notion of native and nonnative speakers, Janina Brutt-Griffler and Keiko K.
Samimy’s article discusses the students’s exploration of how they were
positioned by this construct and how they might work to change this. The
authors argue for the importance of hearing and working with students’ own
understandings of their experiences as English teachers so that any attempt
to change can be based on students’ own lived worlds.
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■ Maria Inês Pagliarini Cox and Ana Antônia de Assis-Peterson report on a
study of Brazilian English teachers’ perceptions of critical pedagogy. Point-
ing to the irony in the apparent return of critical pedagogy to Brazil as an
academic discourse disconnected to practice, they show that English teach-
ers are generally unaware of critical pedagogy and generally conceive of
themselves as agents of good as they prepare students to be successful in the
global language for the new global world.
■ B. Kumaravadivelu’s article is an attempt to conceptualize a framework for
conducting critical classroom discourse analysis. Critiquing the scope and
method of current models of classroom interaction analysis and classroom
discourse analysis, he makes a case for using poststructuralist and post-
colonialist understandings of discourse to develop a critical framework for
understanding what actually transpires in the L2 classroom.


Praxis and Debates


■ Klaudia M. Rivera reports on a participatory education program at a
community-based adult education program in New York City. Committed to
the development of bilingualism and biliteracy, the program integrated
Spanish-language literacy and basic education with ESL, computer and
video technology, and popular research.
■ A participatory education framework for an immigrant women’s ESOL
class in Washington, DC, is the focus of Dana Frye’s article. She describes
how the participatory curriculum developed for a class of 17 working-class
Latina women started to change the lives of these women.
■ Char Ullman reports on a teacher education project in which ESL
teachers from five community-based organizations in Chicago developed a
textbook about immigrant rights in the United States. The difficult process
ultimately not only produced significant course materials but also changed
teachers’ understanding of their classes, students, and teaching practices.
■ Looking at the development of literacy among children from non-English-
speaking backgrounds, Jennifer Hammond and Mary Macken-Horarik ar-
gue that the demands of engaging in critical analysis are often underesti-
mated and that teachers therefore need to ensure that students have
sufficient control over forms of literacy before they engage in critical
analysis.
■ Meg Gebhard addresses some of the recent debates in second language
acquisition (SLA). Drawing on studies of school restructuring, she argues
that SLA needs to be understood as an institutional phenomenon, for the
ways in which schools are structured present or constrain possibilities for
language use and development.
■ Bill Johnston’s account of his relationship to critical pedagogy shows both
why he has been drawn to many of its ideas and why he has resisted
embracing it unreservedly. His critical appraisal of the rhetoric of critical
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pedagogy points to the need always to be critical and skeptical about areas
that claim a critical high ground.
■ Based on her own development of a sense of the possibilities presented by
feminist orientations towards academic work, Ardiss Mackie’s report con-
cerns how she incorporated feminist insights into a curriculum evaluation
project. These insights led her to develop bottom-up evaluation procedures
that could account much more for the lived experiences of participants.
■ Sarah Benesch takes on recent debates about the teaching of critical
thinking. Drawing a distinction between critical thinking and dialogic
thinking, she demonstrates how critical dialogue can help students explore
their own views and views students might not have previously been exposed
to.
■ In his exploration of the arguments around critical discourse analysis
(CDA), Steve Price suggests that neither proponents nor critics of CDA have
fully come to terms with the implications of what it means to acquire a
discourse.


Also in this issue:


• Reviews: Tara Goldstein’s review of three books that deal with lan-
guage, race, ethnicity, and discrimination concludes by arguing that
issues of power, race relations, and discrimination are embedded in
both the content and the processes of ESL pegagogy. Bonny Norton’s
review of Brian Morgan’s recent book points to the importance of such
accounts of critical ESL work in the community.


Alastair Pennycook, Guest Editor
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Introduction: Critical Approaches
to TESOL
ALASTAIR PENNYCOOK
University of Technology, Sydney


This introductory article aims to pull together the unifying concerns in
the varied articles, reports, and discussions in this special issue. I focus
on three main themes that may be said to constitute critical approaches
to TESOL: (a) the domain or area of interest (To what extent do
particular domains define a critical approach?), transformative peda-
gogy (How does the particular approach to education hope to change
things?), and a self-reflexive stance on critical theory (To what extent
does the work constantly question common assumptions, including its
own?). Whether in terms of the domain in which they operate, the
pedagogies they use, or the theories they engage, I argue here for the
importance of seeing critical approaches to TESOL not as a static body
of knowledge and practices but rather as always being in flux, always
questioning, restively problematizing the given, being aware of the
limits of their own knowing, and bringing into being new schemas of
politicisation. The critical approaches to TESOL developed here can
both help us as TESOL professionals understand in much more
complex ways the contexts in which TESOL occurs and offer the
prospect of change. Given the cultural politics of English teaching in
the world, critical approaches to TESOL may help us deal with some of
the most significant issues of our time.


What is a critical approach to TESOL? Given the scope, breadth, and
quality of the contributions to this issue, it is tempting to leave


them to answer this question themselves. And in many ways, the broad
selection of papers here certainly presents a wide enough spectrum of
ideas, approaches, and pedagogies to claim a degree of representative-
ness. Indeed, one of my criteria for sending papers for review, or
reluctantly turning them down, was my attempt to include as wide a
range as possible. The rather vague title for the issue was intended to
address both critical ways of teaching English and critical appraisals of
contexts in which English is being taught, that is to say, both accounts of
teaching practice and research on teaching contexts (though another
goal of this issue was to break down some of these divides, as I discuss
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later). I also aimed to make this issue as diverse as possible in terms of
topics, contexts, orientations, and backgrounds of authors. Thus, on one
level this issue should help give an overview of what might constitute
critical approaches to TESOL.


Unfortunately, such a view is overoptimistic for several reasons. First,
critical approaches to TESOL involve both pedagogy and research.
Despite my efforts to include a healthy mixture of the two, the often
difficult relationships between them, the very nature of a journal like
TESOL Quarterly, and the requirements for inclusion inevitably tilt things
away from accounts of what ordinary teachers are doing in ordinary
classrooms around the world. Some very interesting accounts of critical
education are included here, but they reveal only a tiny fraction of what
is going on day by day in ESL classrooms. Thus, although this issue
includes accounts, for example, of high school students in Hong Kong,
Canada, the United States, and Australia; popular adult education
programs in large urban centres in the United States; teacher education
programs; critical pedagogy in Brazil; and much more, it still only
scratches the surface of the work that goes on in the many TESOL
contexts around the world.


The second, related point concerns who gets published in the
international context. The power and politics of publishing in English
once again act as a major gatekeeper. Who actually reads a journal such
as this one? What institutions or individuals can afford it? Who has time
to read it? To whom does it speak in terms of ideas and practices that
resonate with local contexts? What is published is also a question of who
has the right sort of linguistic and cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1991; a
concept taken up by various writers in this issue) to have an article
published: Who knows the relevant codes of language and research—the
“secret language” of academic work? Which ways of framing knowledge
and research will be accepted? Into which discourses does one need to
gain entry in order to become a member of this community? In guest
editing this issue, I have tried to be inclusive, encourage different forms
of writing, and encourage play with academic norms, but only within very
tight constraints.


Finally, as an editor I am more than just a sieve that allows some things
to pass through while stopping others. My own editorial hand, as well as
the comments of the many reviewers of the contributions, has inevitably
influenced greatly what is included here as a critical approach to TESOL.
Nice though it would be simply to let these articles stand alone, I
therefore explain in this introduction what I see as a critical approach to
TESOL and how I think the contributions to this issue relate to that
vision. This explanation is not intended to be either a history of or a
state-of-the-art overview of critical work, as the contributions themselves
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indeed serve that purpose; rather, I focus on three main unifying themes
that, in my opinion, constitute critical approaches to TESOL:
1. the domain or area of interest: To what extent do particular domains


define a critical approach?
2. a transformative pedagogy: How does the particular approach to


education hope to change things?
3. a self-reflexive stance on critical theory: To what extent does the


work constantly question common assumptions, including its own?
I also discuss various points of contention within the critical arguments
presented here.


CRITICAL DOMAINS


A first important aspect of critical work is the domain. At the most
general, domain has to do with attempts to connect the microrelations of
TESOL—classrooms, teaching approaches, interactions—with broader
social and political relations. It is not enough, however, simply to draw
connections between the micro and the macro. This is typically what
sociolinguistics purports to do, but as Williams (1992) suggests, socio-
linguistics can be critical only to the extent that it has a critical sociology
as part of its makeup; that is to say, it needs a form of sociology that aims
not merely to describe social formations such as class or gender but also
to critique the ways in which such social formations are linked to
questions of power and inequality. Thus, although critiquing work in
second language acquisition (SLA), for example, might be important
because it has tended to locate the process of learning solely in the
psychological domain without taking into account the social, economic,
cultural, political, or physical domains in which language learning takes
place, these contexts of learning must also be dealt with critically (see,
e.g., Gebhard’s discussion in this issue of the different effects of school
restructuring on learning possibilities for ESL students).


Typically, therefore, critical work in general has focused on issues of
class, race, or gender, in which relations of power and inequality are
often at their most obvious in terms of both social or structural inequity
(e.g., unequal pay, access to jobs and education) and the cultural or
ideological frameworks that support such inequity (e.g., discrimination;
prejudice; beliefs about what is normal, right, or proper). More recently,
however, critical work has sought to broaden the scope of such domains,
focusing increasingly on areas such as sexuality, ethnicity, and represen-
tations of Otherness while also attempting to explore how these domains
are frequently interconnected. This reorientation, therefore, seeks to
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explore multiple ways in which power may operate in social life; it tries to
take on board the complex intersections among different forms of
identity; and it shifts the focus away from considering only material
conditions of inequality in order to show how culture or discourse may
play crucial roles in perpetuating the ways difference is understood,
reproduced, or changed.


TESOL, Power, and Inequality


The first constitutive element of critical work in TESOL, then, is an
attempt to locate aspects of teaching English to speakers of other
(othered?) languages within a broader, critical view of social and political
relations. It is not enough, therefore, just to try to connect TESOL to the
world in which it occurs; this connection must focus, as all the contribu-
tions to this issue do, on questions of power, inequality, discrimination,
resistance, and struggle. Ibrahim (this issue) addresses issues of race in
his demonstration of how students from non-English-speaking African
backgrounds studying in French schools in Canada “become Black” as
they enter into the racialized world of North America. This process of
becoming Black is intimately tied up with the forms of English and
popular culture with which these students start to identify. Goldstein’s
review of three books also addresses questions of race and ethnicity, and
shows why such questions are fundamentally important to language
education.


Class is the principal concern addressed by Lin in her argument in this
issue that particular ways of teaching English in Hong Kong (or
elsewhere) may lead either to the reproduction or to the transformation
of class-based inequality. Ibrahim similarly asks what the implications are
of his students identifying with marginality. Gender runs as a theme
through a number of contributions to this issue, from Rivera’s and Frye’s
accounts of participatory research and curricula in immigrant women’s
education in the United States to Mackie’s account of her development
of a feminist perspective in curriculum evaluation. Meanwhile, questions
of sexuality and sexual identity are the focus of Nelson’s analysis of a
discussion in an ESL classroom about the implications of two women
walking arm-in-arm down the street. Benesch’s account of a discussion in
an English for academic purposes (EAP) classroom also raises questions
about responses to sexual identity. This report also deals with the issue of
violence, which itself might be seen as a subtheme running through
some of the contributions: violence as a response to difference; violence,
gender, and rap music; violence and women in education; and numerous
contexts of symbolic violence (for discussion, see Lin’s article) through
constructions such as the native speaker.
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Other contributors focus on different configurations of power and
inequality. Brutt-Griffler and Samimy point out the need to address the
inequalities in the relationship between the constructs of the native
speaker and the nonnative speaker, and Cox and de Assis-Peterson look at
the relationships between academic discourses on critical pedagogy and
the actual knowledge of critical pedagogy held by teachers of English in
Brazil. Ironically, critical pedagogy, which is often seen to have emerged
from Brazil through the work of Paulo Freire, now appears to have
reentered Brazil as an academic discourse disconnected from its original
popular roots. Johnston’s discussion of critical pedagogy raises similar
questions about the relationship between an academic rhetoric of critical
pedagogy and actual practices in classrooms.


Many of these domains are interwoven. Sexual orientation becomes
linked with different cultural and ethnic backgrounds: How do individu-
als from different cultural orientations understand, produce, or perform
different sexual orientations? The Latina ethnicities of the women in the
popular education programs discussed by Frye and Rivera are also tied
up with their class and gender identities as poor, unemployed, and
sometimes abused immigrant women. As Ibrahim makes clear, not only
race but also questions of class and gender are significant for his African
high school students. While enjoying privileged status as English teach-
ers who have traveled to North America to further their studies, the
diverse group of students described by Brutt-Griffler and Samimy also
find themselves disenfranchised as nonnative speakers of English. The
notion of native and nonnative speakers, furthermore, is interwoven with
issues of race and ethnicity, as one’s nativeness as a speaker of English is
often assumed to correlate with the paleness of one’s skin.


TESOL and the Global Power of English


With various degrees of explicitness, many of the issues discussed in
these articles, reports, and reviews are played out against the background
of the global power of English. This theme is a central one in the
discussion of teacher education for nonnative speakers of English. It is
also a significant background to understanding attitudes towards English
language teaching in Brazil (Cox & de Assis-Peterson’s article) and a
significant factor in the position of English in Hong Kong (Lin’s article).
Taken together, the contributions to this issue reveal an intricate
patterning of power relationships involving language, gender, sexuality,
race, class, ethnicity, popular culture, education, immigration, teaching
practices, curriculum development, and other concerns. The contexts in
which TESOL occurs are interwoven with these concerns, and the
accounts in this issue explore how a critical understanding of these
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relationships is crucial to an understanding of the contexts of TESOL.
Thus, the contributors not only lend a great deal of complexity to the
notion of context in relationship to TESOL (see Gebhard’s and Price’s
reports for further discussion of context) but also view it politically.


Critical Work and Normativity


To some readers, critical work in TESOL may seem to boil down to a
mixture of TESOL and leftist politics. Such an objection has two strands:
On the one hand, one might argue that politics should stay out of
TESOL; on the other hand, the political stance taken here may be seen
as demonstrating an unacceptable normativity: One who espouses leftist
politics is being critical; one who doesn’t, isn’t. The first objection is fairly
easy to deal with: The vast majority of work in TESOL remains locked
within conservative or liberal frameworks, so a healthy dose of leftism is
justifiable as a counterbalance. But the second concern demands a more
complex response.


First, any attempt to depoliticise the notion of critical work needs to
be resisted. As Benesch argues, advocates of so-called critical thinking
espouse this idea of an apolitical version of critical work. But critical
thinking, as an apolitical orientation towards a general questioning
scepticism, is a far cry from the sort of critical work discussed in this issue.
Critical approaches to TESOL are fundamentally political, but the
critical approaches discussed here do not adhere in any simple sense to
a normative leftist politics. Indeed, we as TESOL professionals need to
move away from the modernist-emancipatory assuredness of traditional
leftist approaches to critical work and instead engage with a more
problematizing stance that always forces us to question the ethics and
politics of what we do. As I suggested above, the contributions to this
issue evidence a complex interweaving of multiple concerns related to
power.


On the one hand, then, critical approaches to TESOL must necessar-
ily take up certain positions and stances: The view of language or of
language learning cannot be an autonomous one that backs away from
connecting language to broader political concerns; the understanding of
education must see pedagogy as a question of cultural politics; and the
focus on politics must be accountable to broader political and ethical
visions that put inequality, oppression, and compassion to the fore. On
the other hand, it is important to avoid a narrow and normative vision of
how those politics work. Foucault (1980) states the issue well, suggesting
that “the problem is not so much one of defining a political ‘position’
(which is to choose from a pre-existing set of possibilities) but to imagine
and to bring into being new schemas of politicisation” (p. 190). Perhaps
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this is a crucial challenge for critical approaches to TESOL: Rather than
mapping a static, given politics onto contexts of TESOL, this special-topic
issue is about imagining and bringing into being new schemas of
politicisation.


TRANSFORMATIVE PEDAGOGIES


If a constitutive element of critical approaches to TESOL is a focus on
the inequitable contexts in which language education takes place, a
second element is a pedagogical focus on changing those conditions.
This theme goes to the heart of a key issue in critical work: the questions
of reproduction, transformation, structure, and agency. Critical analyses
of social structure and the ways in which social relations may be culturally
or ideologically maintained often tend to be pessimistic, deterministic,
and reproductive; that is to say, they tend to suggest that people are
trapped in unequal relations of power (e.g., men are more powerful
than women, the power of English goes on increasing, racism has always
been and will always be part of human life) and that most of what people
do simply reproduces those relations. A more useful approach to critical
work, particularly in education, however, needs some vision both of what
a preferable state of affairs might be and of how one might start to work
towards it. Thus, a second crucial element of a critical approach to
TESOL is the inclusion of a means of transformation.


But to envisage possibilities of change requires a way of thinking about
how people can act differently. The liberal humanist view of individuals
as completely independent, free, creative entities is rightly rejected from
a critical standpoint: Thought, movement, and speech are always con-
strained in multiple ways. Yet an all-encompassing view of people as
nothing but ideological dupes or discursive ventriloquists (i.e., every-
thing they say, do, or think is predetermined by ideologies or discourses)
is surely overdeterministic, leaving no possibilities for change or indi-
vidual agency. How to reconcile degrees of freedom with degrees of
constraint is one of the toughest conundrums in critical work. Price’s
report in this issue tackles some of these concerns, arguing that neither
critical approaches to discourse (critical discourse analysis [CDA]) nor
liberal critiques of CDA have come to terms with issues of structure and
agency in the context of how people take up positions in discourse.


The Problematic of Awareness


A critical approach to TESOL that aims to do more than describe
pessimistically what is wrong and instead suggests possibilities for change
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therefore needs a way to suggest how change might happen. A common,
though by no means unproblematic, argument in critical work is that
awareness is an initial step in the process of change. Thus, Fairclough
and his colleagues (e.g., 1992) have developed the notion of critical
language awareness as an essential element of social change. Also signifi-
cant in this context is Freire’s (e.g., 1970) notion of conscientization, a
cornerstone of his work in critical literacy (see also Mackie’s account in
this issue of the development of her own feminist consciousness). A first
step in critical work may therefore be to develop an awareness of the
issues; nothing will change unless people know things need to (“if it ain’t
broken, don’t fix it”). But it is important to consider very carefully what
awareness might mean (see Price’s report in this issue). Work that aims
to make people more aware of their own oppression can often be
pessimistic and patronizing, especially if it is only a top-down attempt to
get people to see how they are oppressed. It is this stance of preacherly
modernist-emancipatory pedagogy, which some critical writers and edu-
cators seem to advocate, that many other teachers, students, and readers
have come to reject (see Gore, 1993).


The contributions to this issue, by contrast, seek to raise awareness in
different ways. Some of the accounts can help explain the complex
politics of, say, investment in forms of popular culture and language by
high school students as they become redefined and redefine themselves
as Black (Ibrahim’s article) or ways in which sexual identities emerge and
are submerged within ESL classrooms (Nelson’s article). On the other
hand, Frye and Rivera report on programs that seek in their educational
practice to raise awareness through collaborative research projects on
local contexts, and Ullman describes the development of an ESOL
curriculum aimed at helping students and their teachers gain a better
understanding of immigrants’ rights by preparing a textbook on the
topic. What start to emerge, then, are pedagogical approaches that seek
to work with students in developing their understanding of the wider
contexts in which they are learning English.


The pedagogical approach in Ullman’s work in this issue, as well as in
the programs described by both Frye and Rivera and the curriculum
evaluation described by Mackie, is based on participatory approaches to
education. As all four emphasize, a crucial element in any transformative
pedagogy is to put the curriculum in the hands of the students. Thus
some of the contributors report on a critical approach to the larger
context in which the students (in these cases immigrants, often women,
in large urban centres in the United States) find themselves whereas
others describe a critical approach to the microrelations of pedagogy, so
that issues of power, teaching, and knowledge are also addressed in the
educational process. There are close parallels here with the work
described in Morgan’s recent book (1998; reviewed by Norton in this
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issue) on his approach to TESOL in a community centre in Toronto. In
their approach to teacher education for overseas students, Brutt-Griffler
and Samimy principally attempt to encourage students to reflect on their
own histories through discussion and diary writing so that they are able
to see both how they have been positioned as nonnative speakers and
how they might start to make things happen differently.


Different approaches to transformative pedagogies occur elsewhere in
this issue. Benesch seeks to develop a dialogic relationship with her
students so that the EAP classroom becomes a site in which teachers and
students challenge and question norms and assumptions through discus-
sion. In a very different approach to critical literacy, Hammond and
Macken-Horarik, drawing on the work of Michael Halliday and others in
Australia, argue that doing critical literacy is impossible without prior
control over various generic forms. Lin’s discussion of pedagogies leads
in another direction: how different ways of teaching, different uses of
Cantonese and English, and different ways of asking questions may have
major repercussions on students’ response and resistance. Lin proposes
not an overtly critical approach to teaching in order to overcome
inequality but rather an awareness that many of the microprocesses in
classrooms may have reproductive or transformative potential.


Responses to Forms of Difference


Two concerns within a transformative pedagogy relate to pedagogical
responses to forms of difference. Put simply, the first hinges on whether
teachers see their pedagogical goal primarily as giving marginalised
students access to the mainstream through overt pedagogical strategies
or as trying to transform the mainstream by placing greater emphasis on
inclusivity. The second concern is the level of engagement with questions
of difference, whether this engagement takes the form of curricular or
pedagogical inclusivity, an overt focus on difference as a social issue, or a
pedagogical engagement with difference in terms of history and desire.


Access or Transformation?


The first concern, which has been widely debated in Australia, involves
the question of access as opposed to transformation, or, translated into
more pedagogical terms, genre as opposed to voice. Drawing on argu-
ments such as Delpit’s (1988) that children from African American
backgrounds are not helped by well-meaning White, liberal pedagogies
that back away from overtly teaching the so-called cultures of power and
on the similar arguments put forward by genre theorists in Australia
(e.g., Christie, 1996), Hammond and Macken-Horarik argue that their
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concern is not so much with transforming the social order as with
ensuring that children from less privileged backgrounds gain access to
powerful linguistic and cultural tools (genres). They contend, therefore,
that students need to master generic structure before they can engage in
critical literacy and that skipping that overt instructional process in
favour of a general injunction to be critical does a disservice to students
from disadvantaged backgrounds.


As the alignment with Delpit’s (1988) critique suggests, such access
models of critical literacy have been developed in reaction to the
so-called student-centred pedagogies that have originated predomi-
nantly in North America. Viewed from educational orientations in other
parts of the world, this pedagogical focus seems unacceptably centered
on the individual and lacking in any overt instructional processes. The
danger is that the political in education can become subsumed under a
rather bland notion of power sharing in the classroom. Given this North
American pedagogical orientation, notions such as participatory educa-
tion (see above) must not slide into an interest only in a redistribution of
power in the classroom. As I have argued with respect to the notion of
learner autonomy (Pennycook, 1997a), critical work that is reduced to
democracy in the classroom becomes elided too easily with so-called
student-centred approaches to teaching or even so-called communicative
or task-based approaches. Whatever values such pedagogical approaches
may have, they cannot be assumed to be in any way critical in themselves.
A critical approach to TESOL is more than arranging the chairs in a
circle and discussing social issues. Thus any participatory approach to
education must look not only at questions of power sharing in the
curriculum but also at the broader critical concerns outlined in the
section above on critical domains.


Critics have also suggested that this orientation towards democracy
and the individual underlies the centrality of the notion of voice in North
American critical pedagogy. As Luke (1996) describes it, the “Freirean
model theorises ‘empowerment’ as the opening of pedagogical spaces
for marginalised peoples to articulate their interests and develop an
analysis of the world; . . . power is vested phonocentrically in the
‘dangerous memories’ of individual and collective voice” (p. 315). For
some, this phonocentric idealism looks less like the radical program for
transformation that its proponents claim it is (see Johnston’s report for a
critique) and more like a liberal concern with being inclusive or a
romanticization of the notion of voice (see, e.g., Cope & Kalantzis,
1993).


An access model of critical literacy seen from the other side, however,
looks far too much like an assimilatory model to help students enter an
unchallenged mainstream. As Luke (1996) suggests, this model operates
with an unexamined “logocentric assumption that mastery of powerful
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text types can lead to intellectual and cognitive development, educa-
tional achievement and credentials, and enhanced social access and
mobility” (p. 315). Furthermore, as Lee (1997) points out, this approach
can amount to a pedagogy of deferral: The critical moment is always put off
in favour of mastery of certain forms. Thus, according to Luke, both the
logocentric “access” model and the phonocentric “voice” model of
critical education “tend to presuppose what we might call a ‘hypodermic
effect’ of literacy: that their preferred literate practices directly inculcate
‘power’” (p. 315).


Of course, neither position is often found in its extreme form. Most
adherents to any access model of education also emphasize the impor-
tance of critical readings of texts, and most adherents to a voice model
acknowledge that students need both the space for their voices to be
heard and the possibility of becoming proficient in dominant forms of
language and culture. But how do we as teachers balance these compet-
ing demands in our pedagogies? And, perhaps most important, how do
we go beyond a naive belief in the “hypodermic” effects of our pedagogies?
As Luke (1996) suggests, without an adequate “sociological theory of
power, conflict and difference” that can help “account for why and how
some discourses, knowledges and texts ‘count’ more than others” (p.
312), we have inadequate grounds to justify our pedagogies. This is one
reason why, as I argue further in the section on critical theory, our
pedagogies must also be linked to adequate theories.


A Pedagogy of Engagement


How do critical approaches to TESOL deal with the types of complex-
ity and diversity outlined by the contributions to this issue? If one of the
central concerns of a critical approach to TESOL is the need to engage
with questions of difference, this may be done in terms of inclusivity,
issues, or engagement (Nelson compares what she calls inclusion and
inquiry). Inclusivity may be seen as the struggle for diverse representa-
tions in classrooms and materials: Fewer wholesome White families who
look as if they have walked off the back of Kellogg’s Cornflakes packets
(after another regular dental checkup) and more single-parent families,
gay and lesbian parents, people of diverse ethnic backgrounds, and
different physical possibilities. Although such alternative representations
may broaden the scope of classes and allow students to identify more
with texts and roles (see in this context Jewell’s 1998 discussion of
transgendered identity in the ESL classroom), if left at this level,
inclusivity does little to go beyond a rather static sense of possibility.


A second way to take up difference is to turn such questions into
“issues” by overtly addressing them in discussions. To the extent that
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doing so may confront social concerns more directly than does inclusivity,
it can generate a strong critical dimension to a classroom. Nevertheless,
there are also limitations here. First, as I have discussed elsewhere
(Pennycook, 1997b), many classrooms based around issues tend to
operate with a rather tired set of social issues. Similarly, Schenke (1996)
points to what she calls “the tired treatment of gender and ‘women’s lib’
in many of our ESL textbooks” (p. 156). Second, as Benesch’s report on
a discussion in her EAP class shows, it is not so much the discussion itself
but rather the teacher’s interventions that may count (see also the role of
the teacher in the discussion described by Nelson). And third, the whole
idea of discussing issues is based on something of a rationalist approach
to education. As Misson (1996) argues with respect to homophobia and
Rizvi (1993) in the context of racism, to develop antihomophobic or
antiracist education requires much more than a rational, intellectual
explanation of what is wrong with racism and homophobia. Rather, it
requires an engagement with people’s investment in particular dis-
courses, that is, in questions of desire: “Our subscription to certain
beliefs is not just a rational or a socially-determined thing, but we invest
in them because they conform to the shape of our desires” (Misson,
1996, p. 121). Thus, as Ibrahim makes clear, to engage pedagogically
with the Black high school students in his study, teachers need to be able
to work at the level of investment and desire.


This way of dealing with difference leads to what might be called a
pedagogy of engagement: an approach to TESOL that sees such issues as
gender, race, class, sexuality, and postcolonialism as so fundamental to
identity and language that they need to form the basis of curricular
organization and pedagogy. Thus, in place of discussions of issues,
Schenke (1996) proposes what she calls a “practice in historical engage-
ment,” a focus on “the struggle over histories (and forgetting) in relation
to the cultures of English and to the cultures students bring with them to
the classroom already-knowing” (p. 156). From this point of view, then,
questions of difference, identity, and culture are not merely issues to
discuss but pertain to how people have come to be as they are, how
discourses have structured people’s lives. Questions of gender or race,
therefore, make up the underlying rationale for the course. “Feminism,”
Schenke argues, “like antiracism, is thus not simply one more social issue
in ESL but a way of thinking, a way of teaching, and, most importantly, a
way of learning” (p. 158). From this point of view, taking a critical
approach to TESOL does not entail introducing a “critical element” into
a classroom but rather involves an attitude, a way of thinking and
teaching. And change in our students is not about the predictable results
of awareness or mastery but about the unpredictable effects of a changed
relationship to our histories and desires (see also Nelson’s and Price’s
accounts).
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What emerge, then, from a consideration of critical practice in
TESOL are several important pedagogical points:


1. Critical approaches to TESOL need a transformative dimension as
well as a critically analytic one.


2. The notion of a critical approach to TESOL is in no way reducible to
teaching techniques, methods, or approaches as they are commonly
understood within TESOL.


3. To reiterate a point raised in the previous section, critical ap-
proaches to TESOL should not be conflated with notions such as
critical thinking (see Benesch’s discussion). Critical thinking is
generally an apolitical approach to developing a sort of questioning
attitude in students; critical approaches to TESOL have to do with a
political understanding of the location of pedagogy and the develop-
ment of a way of teaching aimed at transformation.


4. Neither should critical approaches to TESOL be assumed to be
critical pedagogy applied to TESOL. As Johnston points out, there
are many problems with critical pedagogy as commonly defined, and
these problems need to be subjected to as much critical scrutiny as
anything else.


5. If critical approaches are to engage with questions of power and
difference, they need both theoretical and pedagogical means of
doing so: What beliefs about the effects of voice or of powerful texts
may remain as unexamined subtexts to teachers’ own pedagogies?


6. Given the complexity of social, cultural, and pedagogical relations, a
critical approach to TESOL needs to work at multiple levels, includ-
ing an understanding of a critical domain, an approach to pedagogy
that aims at transformation, a way of shifting pedagogical relations to
give students more curricular control, and ways of engaging with
difference not merely in terms of inclusivity and issues but also at the
level of desire.


CRITICAL THEORY AS PROBLEMATIZING PRACTICE


I would also argue that critical approaches to TESOL need to be
grounded in some form of critical theory. Because of the difficulty of
some critical theory and because of a tendency at times to dismiss theory
as disconnected to practice, critical approaches not uncommonly reject
theory as irrelevant. As Weedon (1987) points out, there is a feminist
tradition of hostility towards theory—based, on the one hand, on the
argument that theorising, particularly dominant forms of Western ratio-
nality, has long been part of patriarchal power and control over women
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and, on the other hand, on the argument that women need to draw on
their own experiences in order to guide political action (see also
Mackie’s report). A similar argument often emerges from contexts of
critical practice: that the real work is being done in classrooms, commu-
nity centres, and so on and that theory is only the empty babble of those
with too much time on their hands. Indeed, Cox and de Assis-Peterson’s
article suggests that critical pedagogy for TESOL in Brazil has become
little more than an academic discourse disconnected from everyday
teaching practice. Johnston’s critique of critical pedagogy points to
similar problems.


These problems, however, should not lead to a rejection of the role of
theory. Such a position would surely be problematic: Any pedagogical
choice implies some kind of theory, and talk about such notions as
empowerment, knowledge, power, inequality, race, class, gender, and
sexuality requires that they be theoretically grounded. Neither pedagogi-
cal practice nor personal experience can be assumed to be unmediated
by theoretical standpoints. Weedon’s (1987) argument is that whereas
both the patriarchy of theory and the primacy of experience need to be
taken very seriously, they should not constitute an argument against
theory, so that “rather than turning our backs on theory and taking
refuge in experience alone, we should think in terms of transforming
both the social relations of knowledge production and the type of
knowledge produced” (p. 7). In other words, feminism and, as I argue
here more generally, critical approaches to TESOL need forms of critical
theory that can help inform thinking about social structure, knowledge,
politics, the individual, or language.


Furthermore, a more useful way forward than to think in terms of
theory and practice and their relationship—an unfortunate dichotomy
that is constantly repeated in TESOL and indeed is maintained by the
division between TESOL Quarterly and TESOL Journal—is to consider the
notion of praxis, a term used explicitly in a number of articles here, such
as Rivera’s on critical praxis in the El Barrio Popular Education Program
and Brutt-Griffler and Samimy’s critical praxis for nonnative-English-
speaking teachers in a TESOL program. Praxis may be understood as the
mutually constitutive roles of theory grounded in practice and practice
grounded in theory. It is a way of thinking about critical work that does
not dichotomise theory and practice but rather sees them as always
dependent on each other. Thus, in different ways, the contributions to
this issue show not only how things might be changed through transfor-
mative practice and how TESOL professionals might think differently
through critical theory but also how theory and practice may be mutually
supportive. Morgan’s (1998) book is a good example of this sort of
melding of theory and practice into praxis (see Norton’s review in this
issue).
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“The Restive Problematization of the Given”


Dealing with theory requires a decision on which sort of critical
theory. The big-C, big-T Critical Theory that often forms the background
to critical work (derived from neo-Marxist thought and often associated
with the Frankfurt School, of whom Jürgen Habermas is the best known
current heir) is, as Dean (1994) suggests, a form of “critical modernism,”
a version of critical theory that tends to critique “modernist narratives in
terms of the one-sided, pathological, advance of technocratic or instru-
mental reason they celebrate” only to offer “an alternative, higher
version of rationality” in their place (p. 3). This view of critical theory
touches on the concerns I have raised about a form of modernist-
emancipatory politics that seeks to make people more aware of the truth
of their condition: There is a problem if critical theory only offers a
rationalist account of social conditions that is supposed to supplant a
possibly irrationalist account (an understanding obscured by ideology).
A critical approach that claims only to emancipate people through a
greater awareness of their conditions is both arrogant and doomed to
failure. As the discussion of engagement in the previous section suggests,
a more plausible way forward is through a critical engagement with
people’s wishes, desires, and histories, that is, a way of thinking that
pushes one constantly to question rather than to pontificate.


In place of critical theory, Dean (1994) goes on to propose what he
calls a problematizing practice. This, he suggests, is a critical practice
because “it is unwilling to accept the taken-for-granted components of
our reality and the ‘official’ accounts of how they came to be the way they
are” (p. 4). Thus, a crucial component of critical work is always turning
a skeptical eye towards assumptions, ideas that have become naturalized,
notions that are no longer questioned, or, in the words of Dean, “the
restive problematization of the given” (p. 4). I therefore make a case
here for critical theory as a problematizing practice that questions the
role of language or discourse in social life, that asks hard questions about
social and cultural categories (e.g., race, gender, ethnicity) and the way
they may relate to language learning, and that constantly problematizes
the givens of TESOL.


The articles and reports in this special-topic issue, then, contain
discussions of many of the key thinkers and ideas in critical theory. Of all
the accounts here, Kumaravadivelu’s is probably the most “theoretical.”
Arguing for a way of developing a notion of critical classroom discourse
analysis, this article can serve as a useful guide through issues in
poststructuralism and postcolonialism. Poststructuralism, particularly
the poststructuralist notion of discourse, as Kumaravadivelu contends,
can greatly further current thinking on notions of power and knowledge
and of dominance and resistance. Postcolonialism, often drawing on
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poststructuralist insights, can then lead further into the historical and
political contexts of cultural relations in a global context, raising more
specifically the current and historical conditions that construct differ-
ence according to race or ethnicity (and see Pennycook, 1998). As
Brutt-Griffler and Samimy make clear, constructions such as native speaker
and nonnative speaker must be understood within the context of colonial
and postcolonial relations. Lin’s work on Hong Kong is also played out
against the background of (post)colonial relations. And Ibrahim empha-
sizes the importance of understanding the students in his study as
located within a postcolonial context.


Kumaravadivelu’s article covers a number of key thinkers in these
areas, including Homi K. Bhabha, Pierre Bourdieu, Michel de Certeau,
Michel Foucault, Edward W. Said, and Gayatri C. Spivak. Many of these
thinkers turn up in other articles. Bourdieu’s notion of cultural capital,
for example, is the central organizing background to Lin’s article.
Elsewhere, the work of Freire is highly influential—particularly in Cox
and de Assis-Peterson’s work and in the participatory and dialogic
approaches to education (in Rivera’s, Frye’s, and Benesch’s reports).
Other key contemporary thinkers are central to other articles here:
Judith Butler’s work on gender and sexuality, as well as the crucial recent
work in queer theory, forms the foundations for Nelson’s article. Ibrahim
draws on Bhabha, Bourdieu, Butler, Freire, Stuart Hall, bell hooks,
Frantz Fanon, and others. The feminist perspectives of Patti Lather and
Shoshana Felman are drawn on by Brutt-Griffler and Samimy, Mackie,
Price, and others. These theorists are cited in the articles and reports in
this issue not, as it sometimes may seem elsewhere, as a display of being
au fait with the current modes of thought (e.g., Pierre Cardin sunglasses
and a couple of references to Foucault) but as crucial tools for helping us
as TESOL professionals to ask hard questions about many of our
cherished beliefs: about sexual and cultural identities, about the possible
effects of our pedagogies, about what we take classroom discourse to be,
and about the roles of native and nonnative speakers.


Many of the articles and reports here not only draw on key bodies of
critical theory but also push further the current theoretical understand-
ing of important concerns. Price, for example, argues that there are
many complex questions to be asked about what it actually means to
acquire a discourse. According to Price, acquiring discourse cannot be
considered as simply a question of mastering certain characteristics of a
discourse (or genre), because, on the one hand, such characteristics
have been metadiscursively defined and are therefore external to the
process of acquisition and, on the other hand, because, rather than
serving the interests of preexistent subjects, discourse reformulates the
subject. In this view, then, the practices of discourse acquisition need to
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be understood. Like Price, Gebhard not only addresses a current area of
fierce debate (CDA and its critics for Price; SLA and its critics for
Gebhard) but also carries the debate forward in useful ways. Similarly,
other contributors develop new insights into the relationships among
language and identity, race, sexuality, SLA, classroom discourse analysis,
and so on.


A Critical Approach to Critical Work


Finally, I argue for a self-reflexive stance on critical theory. First, we as
TESOL professionals need to be constantly careful lest critical theory
come to play a role that is equally unchallenged as the ideas it seeks to
challenge. Thus, critical pedagogy in TESOL must not become a static
body of knowledge but rather must always be open to question. When
this special-topic issue was under discussion, a slightly skeptical member
of TESOL Quarterly’s Editorial Advisory Board asked whether there would
be space for critical work that was critical of itself. Such self-criticism is a
crucial element of critical work. An important purpose of this issue,
therefore, is not only to include articles and reports that are directly
critical of critical domains of work, such as Price’s critique of some of the
assumptions of CDA (as well as the assumptions of opponents of CDA),
Johnston’s account of his relationship to critical pedagogy, and Cox and
de Assis-Peterson’s questions about whether academic discourse about
critical pedagogy has much to do with classroom practices, but also to
push the authors here to question the ideas of critical theorists and to
push our thinking further.


Critical approaches to TESOL, then, would do well to retain a
constant skepticism, a constant questioning about the types of knowl-
edge, theory, practice, or praxis they operate with, and an understanding
that, as Spivak (1993) suggests, the notion of critical also needs to imply
an awareness “of the limits of knowing” (p. 25). As Canagarajah (1996)
has argued, critical research needs not only a focus on a critical domain
but also a critical approach to the way it gets written up. Nelson’s article
is significant here in that it not only draws on a crucial body of critical
work but also, through its own practices of reporting research, raises
questions about the nature of research and the possibility of understand-
ing what is going on. As with the other two areas of critical domains and
transformative practice, the relationship to theory must always be a
questioning one, never settling too long on some domain as if the field
had finally arrived at a “critical theory of everything.”
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CONCLUSION


I hope that the articles in this issue show that critical approaches to
TESOL matter fundamentally. They offer key insights into important
domains of research, possibilities for promoting change through educa-
tion, and an engagement with domains of theory that are rarely given
space in an area such as TESOL. In this introduction I have argued for a
vision of critical approaches to TESOL that sees them not as simple
recipes for implementing certain political agendas but rather as complex
clusters of social, cultural, political, and pedagogical concerns. Whether
in terms of the domain in which they operate, the pedagogies they use,
or the theories they engage, I like to see critical approaches to TESOL as
always in flux, always questioning, restively problematizing the given,
aware of the limits of their own knowing, and bringing into being new
schemas of politicisation.


Gee (1994) suggests that “English teachers stand at the very heart of
the most crucial educational, cultural, and political issues of our time”
(p. 190). This view is based on an understanding of the role of literacy
education in the United States. In the context of the current global
position of English, however, an even stronger case might be made for
the crucial role played by teachers of English to speakers of other(ed)
languages around the world. Given the global and local contexts and
discourses with which English is bound up, all of us involved in TESOL
might do well to consider our work not merely according to the
reductive meanings often attached to labels such as teaching and English
but rather as located at the very heart of some of the most crucial
educational, cultural, and political issues of our time.


If we can take up such challenges, critical approaches to TESOL may
become more than just an add-on to standard work in the area. For too
long, work in TESOL has been too narrowly constructed to be of much
interest to people outside the area. The breadth and depth of the work
in this special-topic issue, by contrast, suggests that enough exciting work
is going on to be of interest to a much broader audience. Indeed, the
sort of work presented here may become an area of great interest to
many sociologists, anthropologists, political scientists, policy activists, or
antiracist educators outside the domain of TESOL who have started to
understand the crucial location of English teaching in the world. To take
up such a challenge, we need to develop critical approaches to TESOL,
because they can help us understand in much more complex ways the
contexts in which TESOL occurs and offer the prospect of change.
Critical approaches to TESOL may help us deal with some of the most
critical issues of our time.
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Becoming Black: Rap and Hip-Hop,
Race, Gender, Identity, and the
Politics of ESL Learning
AWAD EL KARIM M. IBRAHIM
University of Ottawa


This article is about the impact of becoming Black on ESL learning, that
is, the interrelation between identity and learning. It contends that a
group of French-speaking immigrant and refugee continental African
youths who are attending an urban Franco-Ontarian high school in
southwestern Ontario, Canada, enters a social imaginary —a discursive
space in which they are already imagined, constructed, and thus treated
as Blacks by hegemonic discourses and groups. This imaginary is
directly implicated in whom the students identify with (Black America),
which in turn influences what and how they linguistically and culturally
learn. They learn Black stylized English, which they access in hip-hop
culture and rap lyrical and linguistic styles. This critical ethnography,
conducted within an interdisciplinary framework, shows that ESL is
neither neutral nor without its politics and pedagogy of desire and
investment.


The problem of the twentieth century is the problem of color-line,”
asserted Du Bois (1903, p. 13). If this is so, what are the implica-


tions of this prophetic statement for L2 learning and second language
acquisition (SLA)? At the end of the 20th century, when identity
formation is increasingly mediated by technological media, who learns
what, and how is it learned? How do differently raced, gendered,
sexualized, abled, and classed social identities enter the process of
learning an L2? In a postcolonial era when postcolonial subjects consti-
tute part of the metropolitan centers, what critical pedagogy is required
in order not to repeat the colonial history embedded in the classroom
relationship between White teachers and students of color? Finally, at a
time when North American Blackness is governed by how it is negatively
located in a race-conscious society, what does it mean for a Black ESL
learner to acquire Black English as a second language (BESL)? In other
words, what symbolic, cultural, pedagogical, and identity investments


“
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would learners have in locating themselves politically and racially at the
margin of representation?


This article is an attempt to answer these questions. Conceptually, it is
located at the borderline between two indistinguishable and perhaps
never separable categories of critical discourses: race and gender. The
article addresses the process of becoming Black, in which race is as vital as
gender, and articulates a political and pedagogical research framework
that puts at its center the social being as embodied subjectivities that are
embedded in and performed through language, culture, history, and
memory (Dei, 1996; Essed, 1991; Gilroy, 1987; Giroux & Simon, 1989;
Ibrahim, 1998; Rampton, 1995). As an identity configuration, becoming
Black is deployed to talk about the subject-formation project (i.e., the
process and the space within which subjectivity is formed) that is
produced in and simultaneously is produced by the process of language
learning, namely, learning BESL. Put more concretely, becoming Black
meant learning BESL, as I show in this article, yet the very process of
BESL learning produced the epiphenomenon of becoming Black. I have
argued elsewhere (Ibrahim, 1998) that to become is historical. Indeed,
history and the way individuals experience it govern their identity,
memory, ways of being, becoming, and learning (see also Foucault, 1979,
pp. 170–184). To address questions of pedagogy in this context therefore
requires attending to and being concerned with the linkages among the
self, identity, desire, and the English(es) that students invest in.


BACKGROUND


This article is part of a larger ethnographic study (Ibrahim, 1998) that
made use of the critical frames1 just described and the newly developed
methodological approach called ethnography of performance. The latter
argues that social beings perform (Butler, 1990), at least in part, their
subjectivities, identities, and desires in and through complex semiologi-
cal languages, which include anything that cannot produce verbal
utterances yet is ready to speak: the body, modes of dress, architecture,
photography, and so on (see Barthes, 1967/1983; Halliday & Hasan,
1985). The research, which took place in an urban, French-language
high school in southwestern Ontario, Canada, looks at the lives of a


1 Although I do not directly cite them, my work is greatly influenced by other critical
discourses, especially postcolonial (see Ashcroft, Griffiths, & Tiffin, 1995) and cultural studies
(see Grossberg, Nelson, & Treichler, 1992). In fact, I see this article as a hopeful inauguration
of a long dialogic journey between the encompassing field of cultural studies and the fields of
ESL, applied linguistics, and SLA.
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group of continental Francophone African youths2 and the formation of
their social identity. Besides their youth and refugee status, their gendered
and raced experience was vital in their moments of identification: that is,
where and how they saw themselves reflected in the mirror of their
society (see also Bhabha, 1994). Put otherwise, once in North America, I
contend, these youths were faced with a social imaginary (Anderson,
1983) in which they were already Blacks. This social imaginary was
directly implicated in how and with whom they identified, which in turn
influenced what they linguistically and culturally learned as well as how
they learned it. What they learned, I demonstrate, is Black stylized English
(BSE), which they accessed in and through Black popular culture. They
learned by taking up and repositioning the rap linguistic and musical
genre and, in different ways, acquiring and rearticulating the hip-hop
cultural identity.


BSE is Black English (BE) with style; it is a subcategory. BE is what
Smitherman (1994) refers to as Black talk, which has its own grammar
and syntax (see Labov, 1972). BSE, on the other hand, refers to ways of
speaking that do not depend on a full mastery of the language. It banks
more on ritual expressions (see Rampton, 1995, for the idea of rituality)
such as whassup (what is happening), whadap (what is happening),
whassup my Nigger, and yo, yo homeboy (very cool and close friend), which
are performed habitually and recurrently in rap. The rituals are more an
expression of politics, moments of identification, and desire than they
are of language or of mastering the language per se. It is a way of saying,
“I too am Black” or “I too desire and identify with Blackness.”


By Black popular culture, on the other hand, I refer to films,
newspapers, magazines, and more importantly music such as rap, reggae,
pop, and rhythm and blues (R&B). The term hip-hop comprises every-
thing from music (especially rap) to clothing choice, attitudes, language,
and an approach to culture and cultural artifacts, positing and collaging
them in an unsentimental fashion (Walcott, 1995, p. 5). More skeletally,
I use hip-hop to describe a way of dressing, walking, and talking. The
dress refers to the myriad shades and shapes of the latest fly gear :
high-top sneakers, bicycle shorts, chunky jewelry, baggy pants, and
polka-dotted tops (Rose, 1991, p. 277). The hairstyles, which include
high-fade designs, dreadlocks, corkscrews, and braids (Rose, 1991, p.
277) are also part of this fashion. The walk usually means moving the
fingers simultaneously with the head and the rest of the body as one is


2 By continental African, I mean Africans from the continent Africa, as opposed to diasporic
African (the populace of African descent that does not live in Africa, e.g., African Americans).
I use youths interchangeably with students, boys, girls, males, and females, given their arbitrary
nature as a social construct.
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walking. The talk, however, is BSE, defined above. Significantly, by
patterning these behaviors African youths enter the realm of becoming
Black. Hence, this article is about this process of becoming and how it is
implicated in BSE learning.


In this process, the interlocking question of identification and desire
is of particular interest. It asks the following: Who do we as social subjects
living within a social space desire to be or to become? And whom do we
identify with, and what repercussions does our identification have on
how and what we learn? This question has already been dealt with in
semiology (Barthes, 1967/1983; Eco, 1976; Gottdiener, 1995), psycho-
analysis (Kristeva, 1974; Lacan, 1988), and cultural studies (Bhabha,
1994; Grossberg, Nelson, & Treichler, 1992; Hall, 1990; Mercer, 1994). I
have not yet seen it raised, let alone incorporated seriously, in ESL and
applied linguistics research. For instance, Goldstein (1987) focuses on
the linguistic features of Black English as found in the speech of a group
of Puerto Rican youths in New York City. However, she does not address
the issue of what it means for Puerto Rican youths to learn Black English.
What investment do they have in doing so? And what roles, if any, do
race, desire, and identification have in the process of learning? Instead,
Goldstein offers a very meticulous syntactico-morphological analysis.
One approach does not rule out the other, but I strongly believe that it
would be more fruitful for ESL pedagogy and that the nature of SLA
would be better understood if both were located within a sociocultural
context. Language, Bourdieu (1991) argues, has never been just an
instrument of communication. It is also where power is formed and
performed based on race, gender, sexuality, and social-class identity. My
work differs from Goldstein’s study in that it moves toward a cultural,
political, and stylistic analysis.


In what follows, I discuss the research’s guiding propositions, conten-
tions, and questions and look at how I as the researcher am implicated in
the research and the questions I ask. This is followed by a description of
the methodology, site, and subject of my research. I then offer examples
of African youths’ speech in which BSE can be detected to demonstrate
the interplay between subject formation, identification, and BESL learn-
ing. I also offer students’ reflections and narratives on the impact of
identification on becoming Black. Centralizing their everyday experi-
ence of identity, I conclude with some critical pedagogical (Corson,
1997; Peirce, 1989; Pennycook, 1994) and didactic propositions on the
connections between investment, subjectivity, and ESL learning. Begin-
ning with the premise that ESL learning is locality, I ask the following: If
local identity is the site where we as teachers and researchers should start
our praxis and research formulations (Morgan, 1997; Peirce, 1997;
Rampton, 1995), then I would contend that any pedagogical input that
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does not link the political, the cultural, and the social with identity and,
in turn, with the process of ESL learning is likely to fail.


My central working contention was that, once in North America,
continental African youths enter a social imaginary: a discursive space or
a representation in which they are already constructed, imagined, and
positioned and thus are treated by the hegemonic discourses and
dominant groups, respectively, as Blacks. Here I address the White
(racist) everyday communicative state of mind: “Oh, they all look like
Blacks to me!” This positionality, which is offered to continental African
youths through netlike praxis3 in exceedingly complex and mostly
subconscious ways, does not acknowledge the differences in the stu-
dents’ ethnicities, languages, nationalities, and cultural identities. Fanon
(1967) sums up this netlike praxis brilliantly in writing about himself as
a Black Antillais coming to the metropolis of Paris: “I am given no
chance, I am overdetermined from without . . . . And already [italics
added] I am being dissected under White eyes, the only real eyes. I am
fixed [italics added]. Having adjusted their microtomes, they objectively
cut away slices of my reality” (p. 116).


In other words, continental African youths find themselves in a
racially conscious society that, wittingly or unwittingly and through fused
social mechanisms such as racisms and representations, asks them to
racially fit somewhere. To fit somewhere signifies choosing or becoming
aware of one’s own being, which is partially reflected in one’s language
practice. Choosing is a question of agency; that is, by virtue of being a
subject, one has room to maneuver one’s own desires and choices. That
is, although social subjects may count their desires and choices as their
own, these choices are disciplined (Foucault, 1979) by the social condi-
tions under which the subjects live. For example, to be Black in a racially
conscious society, like the Euro-Canadian and U.S. societies, means that
one is expected to be Black, act Black, and so be the marginalized Other
(Hall, 1991; hooks, 1992). Under such disciplinary social conditions, as I
will show, continental African youths express their moments of identifi-
cation in relation to African Americans and African American cultures
and languages, thus becoming Black. That they take up rap and hip-hop
and speak BSE is by no means a coincidence. On the contrary, these
actions are articulations of the youths’ desire to belong to a location, a
politics, a memory, a history, and hence a representation.


3 I understand praxis as a moment, a borderland of the intersection of discourse, action, and
representations (Freire, 1970/1993, chap. 3). These representations and borderlands are
mutually dependent and shoulder one another to create a web of meaning that can be
deciphered only when all the strings are pulled together.
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Being is being distinguished here from becoming. The former is an
accumulative memory, an experience, and a conception upon which
individuals interact with the world around them, whereas the latter is the
process of building this conception. For example, as a continental
African, I was not considered Black in Africa; other terms served to patch
together my identity, such as tall, Sudanese, and basketball player. However,
as a refugee in North America, my perception of self was altered in direct
response to the social processes of racism and the historical representa-
tion of Blackness whereby the antecedent signifiers became secondary to
my Blackness, and I retranslated myself: I became Black.


METHOD


Site


Between January and June 1996, I conducted a critical ethnographic
research project4 at Marie-Victorin (MV),5 a small Franco-Ontarian
intermediate and high school (Grades 7–13). MV had a school popula-
tion of approximately 389 students from various ethnic, racial, cultural,
religious, and linguistic backgrounds. Although it is a French-language
school, the language spoken by students in the school corridors and
hallways was predominately English; Arabic, Somali, and Farsi were also
spoken at other times. The school had 27 teachers, all of whom were
White. The school archives show that until the beginning of the 1990s,
students were also almost all White, except for a few students of African
(read Black) and Middle Eastern descent.


For over 6 months, I attended classes at MV, talked to students, and
observed curricular and extracurricular activities two or three times per
week. Because of previous involvement in another project in the same
school for almost 2 years, at the time of this research I was well
acquainted with MV and its population, especially its African students,
with whom I was able to develop a good relationship.


4 For Simon and Dippo (1986, p. 195), critical ethnographic research is a set of activities situated
within a project that seeks and works its way towards social transformation. This project is
political as well as pedagogical, and who the researcher is and what his or her racial, gender,
and class embodiments are necessarily govern the research questions and findings. The project,
then, according to Simon and Dippo, is “an activity determined both by real and present
conditions, and certain conditions still to come which it is trying to bring into being” (p. 196).
The assumption underpinning my project was based on the assertion that Canadian society is
“inequitably structured and dominated by a hegemonic culture that suppresses a consideration
and understanding of why things are the way they are and what must be done for things to be
otherwise” (p. 196).


5 All names are pseudonyms.
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Being the only Black adult with the exception of one counselor and
being a displaced subject, a refugee, and an African myself had given me
a certain familiarity with the students’ experiences. I was able to connect
with different age and gender groups through a range of activities,
initially “hanging out”6 with the students and later playing sports with
various groups. I was also approached by these students for both
personal guidance and academic help. Because of my deep involvement
in the student culture, at times my status as researcher was forgotten, and
the line between the students and myself became blurred; clearly, we
shared a safe space of comfort that allowed us to speak and engage freely.
This research was as much about the youths themselves and their
narration of their experiences as it was about my own; in most cases, the
language itself was unnecessary to understand the plight of the youths
and their daily encounters, both within MV and outside its walls.


Significantly, at the time of this research, students (or their parents)
who were born outside Canada made up 70% of the entire school
population at MV. Continental Africans constituted the majority within
that figure and, indeed, within MV’s population in general, although
their numbers fluctuated slightly from year to year. However, with the
exception of one temporary Black counselor, there was not one teacher
or administrator of color at the school. Despite this fact, the school
continued to emphasize the theme of unity within this multicultural and
multiethnoracial population. The slogan that the school advertised, for
instance, was unité dans la diversité (unity in diversity). This discourse of
unity, however, remained at the level of abstraction and had little
material bearing on the students’ lives; it was the Frenchness of the
school that seemed to be the capital of its promotion. That is, the French
language, especially in Canada, represents a form of extremely impor-
tant symbolic capital, which, according to Bourdieu (1991), can be the key
for accessing material capital—jobs, business, and so on. Given their
postcolonial educational history, most African youths in fact come to
Franco-Ontarian schools already possessing a highly valued form of
symbolic capital: le français parisien (Parisian French).


Participants and Procedure


My research subjects encompassed these youths and part of a growing
French-speaking continental African population in Franco-Ontarian


6 Staying somewhere to familiarize oneself with the place, its people, and their ways of being
in that space. In the school, these sites are informal, such as hallways, the schoolyard, the school
steps, the cafeteria, and the gymnasium, where the people in them are comfortable enough to
speak their minds.
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schools, which I refer to as Black Franco-Ontarians. Their numbers have
grown exponentially since the beginning of the 1990s. The participants
varied, first, in their length of stay in Canada (from 1–2 to 5–6 years);
second, in their legal status (some were immigrants, but the majority
were refugees); and, third, in their gender, class, age, linguistic, and
national background. They came from places as diverse as Democratic
Republic of Congo (formerly Zaire), Djibouti, Gabon, Senegal, Somalia,
South Africa, and Togo. With no exception, all the African students in
MV were at least trilingual, speaking English, French, and a mother
tongue or L1,7 with various (postcolonial) histories of language learning
and degrees of fluency in each language.


On my return to MV in January 1996 to conduct my research, I spent
the first month talking to and spending time with male and female
African youths of different age groups, with their permission as well as
their parents’ and the school administration’s. I attended classes, played
basketball, volleyball, and indoor soccer, and generally spent time with
the students. After a month, I chose 10 boys and 6 girls (see Table 1) for
extensive ethnographic observation inside and outside the classroom
and inside and outside the school and interviewed all 16. Of the 10 boys,
6 were Somali speakers (from Somalia and Djibouti), 1 was Ethiopian, 2
were Senegalese, and 1 was from Togo. Their ages ranged from 16 to 20
years. The 6 girls were all Somali speakers (also from Somalia and
Djibouti), aged 14–18 years.


I conducted individual interviews as well as two focus-group inter-
views, one with the boys and one with the girls. All interviews were
conducted on the school grounds, with the exception of the boys’
focus-group interview, which took place in one of the student residences.
The students chose the language in which the interviews were con-
ducted: Some chose English, but the majority chose French. I translated
these interviews into English. The only Black counselor and the former
Black teacher were also interviewed. The interviews were closely tran-
scribed and analyzed. I consulted school documents and archives and
occasionally videotaped cultural and sport activities; on two occasions, I
gave tape recorders to students in order to capture their interactions
among themselves (Rampton, 1995).


7 Mother tongue is the first-acquired language whereas L1 is the language of greatest mastery.
One’s mother tongue can be one’s L1, but one can also have an L1 that is not one’s mother
tongue. This is quite common in postcolonial situations.
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TABLE 1
Background of Participants Quoted in the Article


Country of
Name Gender Age Grade origin Other information


Amani F 16 11 Somalia Very active politically and culturally; organized
Black History Month activities and wrote a
theatrical play for the occasion; did not
hesitate to speak her mind even before the
highest official in the school’s administration


Asma F 16 11 Djibouti Was considered one of the beauties of the
school; was one of the school’s most popular
students; was proud of her mastery of French


Aziza F 18 13 Somalia Had a sister and two brothers at MV; came
from a well-to-do, almost bourgeois family


Hassan M 17 12 Djibouti Although born in Ethiopia, presented himself
as a Djiboutian as he grew up in Djibouti; was
politically active; was considered by school
administration and peers as an elder; received
several social and academic awards


Jamal M 18 12 Djibouti Had dropped out of school for a period of
time; at the time of the interview was holding a
job while going to school part-time; was host of
a local radio show airing rap in English and
French


Juma M 19 12 Senegal Lived in the house where the focus-group
interview with the boys was conducted; learned
the Somali language by living with Somali
students


Mukhi M 19 12 Djibouti Was quiet but held strong opinions; was one of
the school’s best basketball players


Najat F 14 9 Djibouti Came to Canada when she was 8 years old;
lived with her single mother and her sister,
who used to attend MV but transferred to an
English-language school


Omer M 18 12 Ethiopia As an elder, spoke on behalf of African
students before the school administration; was
sought out for guidance by students


Sam M 19 12 Djibouti Had been at the school since Grade 7; was
considered the “Michael Jordan” of the
basketball team and “the rapper” of the school


Samira F 16 11 Djibouti Was popular; organized a fashion show


Shapir M 17 12 Somalia Had dropped out of school for one term; was
taking advanced courses while enrolled in a
co-op program
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FINDINGS


Becoming Tri- or Multilingual:
Sites and Sides of ESL Learning


Most Francophone African youths come to a Canadian English-speaking
metropolis, such as Vancouver or Winnipeg, because their parents
happen to have relatives in that city. I asked Hassan why his parents had
considered moving to an English-speaking city as opposed to Quebec, a
French-speaking province.


First of all, we had relatives who were here. Yes, secondly, because there is
French and English. It is more the relative question because you know when
you go to a new country, there is a tendency to go towards the people you
know. Because you don’t want to adventure in the unknown; and you can’t
have, you also want to get help, all the help possible to succeed better.
(individual interview, French)8


In this context, in which English is the medium of everyday interac-
tion, African youths are compelled or expected to speak English in order
to be understood and in order to perform simple daily functions like
negotiating public transport and buying groceries. In the following
excerpt, Aziza recounts her early days, when her competence in speaking
English was limited:


If I want to go to the boutique, I have to speak to the guy [she called him
monsieur] in English because he doesn’t speak French. If I go to the shop to
buy clothes, I have to speak in English, you see. It is something that you have
to do; you have to force yourself. In the early days, I used to go with my sister
because my sister spoke English. So I always took her with me. Then I had to
go by myself because she was not always going to be by my side. I had to speak,
I had to learn to speak English so I can help myself, and I can you know, I can
deal with anything, you see. So, in other words, you are obliged, it is
something you can’t escape from. Because the society is Anglophone, the
country is Anglophone, the services are in English, you see, that’s why.
(individual interview, French)


For the youths, the inescapability of interacting in English translates
into a will to learn English rapidly. Popular culture, especially television,


8 Each extract is followed by the type of interview (individual or group) and the language in
which it was conducted. The following transcription conventions are used:


underlined text English spoken within French speech or French spoken within
English speech


[ ] Explanation or description of speaker’s actions
[. . .] Text omitted
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friendship, and peer pressure, all hasten the speed of learning. The
African students felt peer pressure especially in their early days in the
school, when they were denigrated for not speaking English. Franco-
Ontarian students, Heller (1992, 1994) explains, use English in their
everyday interaction, especially outside class. If African students want to
participate in schoolwide as well as in- and out-of-class activities, they
have no option but to learn English. Once learned, English becomes as
much a source of pride as it is a medium of communication, as Asma
explained:


If you don’t speak English, like in my Grade 7, “Oh, she doesn’t speak! Oh, we
are sorry, you can explain to her, she doesn’t understand English, la petite.9


Can you?” They think that we are really stupid, that we are retarded, that we
don’t understand the language. Now I know English, I speak it all the time. I
show them that I understand English [laughs], I show them that I do English.
Oh, I got it, it gives me great pleasure.10 (group interview, French)


Asma addresses, first, the teacher’s condescending manner of speech
on realizing that Asma did not speak English. Undoubtedly, this conde-
scension leads to more pressure on Asma and African students in general
to learn English. Secondly, her narrative addresses the threshold desire
of a teenager who wants to fully participate in dominant markets and
public spaces. Her inability to speak English, which would allow her to
make friends, obstructs full participation. Yet making friends, and even
learning English, is influenced by the popular imaginary, representation,
and culture: television. I asked students in all of the interviews, “Où
est-ce que vous avez appris votre anglais?” (Where did you learn
English?). “Télévision,” they all responded. However, within this télévision
is a particular representation—Black popular culture—seems to interpel-
late11 (Althusser, 1971) African youths’ identity and identification. Be-
cause African youths have few African American friends and have limited
daily contact with them, they access Black cultural identities and Black
linguistic practice in and through Black popular culture, especially rap
music videos, television programs, and Black films. Following is a
response to my query about the last movies a student had seen:


9 A disparaging expression commonly used to patronize and belittle.
10 In another context, Asma argued that one reason for wanting to speak English is that I


didn’t want people talking behind my back. I wanted to so badly learn English to show them
that I could do it [laughs]. And to speak English like they do. And I am really really I‘m happy
I did that. I’m very proud of myself (group interview, French).


11 The subconscious ways in which individuals, given their genealogical history and memory,
identify with particular discursive spaces and representations and the way this identification
participates hereafter in the social formation of the Subject (identity).
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Najat: I don’t know, I saw Waiting to Exhale and I saw what else I saw, I saw
Swimmer, and I saw Jumanji; so wicked, all the movies. I went to
Waiting to Exhale wid my boyfriend and I was like “men are rude”
[laughs].


Awad: Oh believe me I know I know.
Najat: And den he [her boyfriend] was like, “no, women are rude.” I was


like we’re like fighting you know and joking around. I was like, and
de whole time like [laughs], and den when de woman burns the car,
I was like, “go girl!” You know and all the women are like, “go girl!”
you know? And den de men like khhh. I’m like, “I’m gonna go get
me a popcorn” [laughs]. (individual interview, English)


Besides showing the influence of Black English in the use of de, den,
dat, and wicked as opposed to, respectively, the, then, that, and really really
good, Najat’s answer shows that youths bring agency and social subjectivities
to the reading of a text. These subjectivities, importantly, are embedded
in history, culture, and memory. Two performed subjectivities that
influenced Najat’s reading of Waiting to Exhale were her race and gender
identities. Najat identified with Blackness embodied in a female body;
the Black/woman in burning her husband’s car and clothes interpellates
Najat.


Another example in a different context demonstrates the impact of
Black popular culture on African students’ lives and identities. Just
before the focus-group interview with the boys, Electric Circus, a local
television music and dance program that plays mostly Black music (rap/
hip-hop, reggae, soul, and rhythm and blues) began. “Silence!” one boy
requested in French. The boys started to listen attentively to the music
and watch the fashions worn by the young people on the program. After
the show, the boys code switched among French, English, and Somali as
they exchanged observations on the best music, the best dance, and the
cutest girl. Rap and hip-hop music and the corresponding dress were
obviously at the top of the list.


The moments of identification in the above examples are significant
in that they point to the process of identity formation that is implicated
in turn in the linguistic norm to be learned. The Western hegemonic
representations of Blackness, Hall (1990) shows, are negative and tend
to work alongside historical and subconscious memories that facilitate
their interpretations by members of the dominant groups. Once African
youths encounter these negative representations, they look for Black
cultural and representational forms as sites for positive identity forma-
tion and identification (Kelly, 1998). An important aspect of identifica-
tion is that it works over a period of time and at the subconscious level.
In the following excerpt, Omer addresses the myriad ways in which
African youths are influenced by Black representations.
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Black Canadian youths are influenced by the Afro-Americans. You watch for
hours, you listen to Black music, you watch Black comedy, Mr. T,12 the Rap City,
there you will see singers who dress in particular ways. You see, so. (individual
interview, French)


Mukhi explored the contention of identification by arguing that


We identify ourselves more with the Blacks of America. But, this is normal,
this is genetic. We can’t, since we live in Canada, we can’t identify ourselves
with Whites or country music, you know [laughs]. We are going to identify
ourselves on the contrary with people of our color, who have our lifestyle, you
know. (group interview, French)


Mukhi evokes biology and genetic connection as a way of relating to
Black America, and his identification with it is clearly stated. For all the
students I spoke to, this identification was certainly connected to their
inability to relate to dominant groups, the public spaces they occupied,
and their cultural forms and norms. Black popular culture emerged as
an alternative site not only for identification but also for language
learning.


“A’ait, Q7 in the House!”13


For the students I interviewed, rap was an influential site for language
learning. The fact that rap linguistic performance was more prevalent in
the boys’ narratives than in the girls’ raises the question of the role of
gender in the process of identification and learning.


On many occasions, the boys performed typical gangster rap language
and style, using language as well as movement, including name calling.
What follows are just two of the many occasions on which students
articulated their identification with Black America through the recita-
tion of rap linguistic styles.


Sam: One two, one two, mic check. A’ait [aayet], a’ait, a’ait.
Juma: This is the rapper, you know wha ’m meaning? You know wha ’m


saying?
Sam: Mic mic mic; mic check. A’ait you wonna test it? Ah, I’ve the


microphone you know; a’ait.
Sam: [laughs] I don’t rap man, c’mon give me a break. [laughs] Yo! A’ait


a’ait you know, we just about to finish de tape and all dat. Respect to


12 Host of a local rap music television program called Rap City, which airs mostly U.S. rap
lyrics.


13 A’ait = all right; Q7 = the clique to which the students belong; in the house = present.
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my main man [pointing to me]. So, you know, you know wha ’m
mean, ’m just represen’in Q7. One love to Q7 you know wha ’m
mean and all my friends back to Q7 . . . Stop the tapin’ boy!


Jamal: Kim Juma, live! Put the lights on. Wardap. [students talking in
Somali] Peace out, wardap, where de book. Jamal ’am outa here.


Shapir: Yo, this is Shapir. I am trying to say peace to all my Niggers, all my
bitches from a background that everybody in the house. So, yo, chill
out and this is how we gonna kick it. Bye and with that pie. All right,
peace yo.


Sam: A’ait, this is Sam represen’in AQA [. . .] where it’s born, represen’in
you know wha ’m mean? I wonna say whassup to all my Niggers, you
know, peace and one love. You know wha ’m mean, Q7 represen’in
for ever. Peace! [rap music]


Jamal: [as a DJ] Crank it man, coming up. [rap music] (group interview,
English)


Of interest in these excerpts is the use of BSE, particularly the
language of rap: “respect to my main man,” “represen’in Q7,” “peace
out, wardap,” “’am outa here,” “I am trying to say peace to all my Niggers,
all my bitches,” “so, yo, chill out and this is how we gonna kick it,” “I
wonna say whassup to all my Niggers,” “peace and one love.” On the
other hand, when Shapir offers “peace to all” his “Niggers,” all his
“bitches,” he is first reappropriating the word Nigger as an appellation
that is common in rap/hip-hop culture. That is, friends, especially young
people, commonly call a Black friend Nigger without its traditional racist
connotation. Second, however, Shapir is using the sexist language that
might exist in rap (Rose, 1991). These forms of sexism have been
challenged by female rappers like Queen Latifa and Salt-N-Pepa and
were critiqued by female and male students. For example, Samira
expressed her dismay at the sexist language found in some rap circles:


OK, hip-hop, yes I know that everyone likes hip-hop. They dress in a certain
way, no? The songs go well. But, they are really really, they have expressions
like fuck, bitches, etc. Sorry, but there is representation. (group interview,
French)


Here, Samira addresses the impact that these expressions might have on
the way society at large perceives the Black female body, which in turn
influences how it is represented both inside and outside, rap/hip-hop
culture. Hassan as well expressed his disapproval of this abusive lan-
guage: “Occasionally, rap has an inappropriate language for the life in
which we live, a world of violence and all that” (individual interview,
French).


In rap style, one starts a performance by “checking the mic”: “One
two, one two, mic check.” Then the rapper either recites an already
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composed lyric or otherwise “kicks a freestyle,” displaying the spontane-
ity that characterizes rap. The rapper begins the public performance by
introducing herself or himself with a true or made-up name (“Yo, this is
Shapir”) and thanking her or his “main man,” or best friend, who often
introduces the rapper to the public. Specific to gangster rap, one
represents not only oneself but a web of geophysical and metaphorical
spaces and collectivities that are demarcated by people and territorial
spaces: “represen’in Q7,” “a’ait, this is Sam represen’in AQA.” At the end
of the performance, when the recitation or freestyle is completed, again
one thanks the “main man” and “gives peace out” or “shad out” (shouts
out) to the people.


The boys were clearly influenced by rap lyrics, syntax, and morphol-
ogy (in their broader semiological sense), especially by gangster rap. In
learning ESL in general and BSE in particular through music, Jamal used
significant strategies, including listening, reading, and repeating: He was
listening to the tunes and lyrics while reading and following the written
text. Acting as a DJ, he then repeated not only the performer’s words and
expressions but also his accent.


Depending on their age, the girls, on the other hand, had an
ambivalent relationship with rap, although they used the same strategies
as Jamal in learning English through music. For example, during a
picnic organized by a group of males and females, the females listened to
music while following the written text and reciting it (complete with
accents) along with the singer. The girls’ choice of music (including
songs performed by Whitney Houston and Toni Braxton) differed in
that it was softer than that chosen by the boys and contained mostly
romantic themes.


For the most part, the older females (16–18 years old) tended to be
more eclectic than the younger ones in how they related to hip-hop and
rap. Their eclecticism was evident in how they dressed and in what
language they learned. Their dress was either elegant middle class,
partially hip-hop, or traditional, and their learned language was what
Philip (1991) calls plain Canadian English. The younger females (12–14
years old), on the other hand, like the boys, dressed in hip- hop style and
performed BSE.


In spite of their ambivalent relationship to rap and hip-hop, I detected
the following three features of BE in both the older and the younger
girls’ speech:


1. the absence of the auxiliary be (19 occasions, e.g., “they so cool” and
“I just laughing” as opposed to they are so cool and I am just laughing);


2. BE negative concord (4 occasions; e.g., “all he [the teacher] cares
about is his daughter you know. If somebody just dies or if I decide to
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shoot somebody you know, he is not doing nothing [italics added]”;
the expression would be considered incorrect in standard English
because of the double negative); and


3. the distributive be (4 occasions, e.g., “I be saying dis dat you know?”
or “He be like ‘Oh, elle va être bien’ [she’s going to be fine]”).


These BE markers are both expressions of the influence of Black talk on
the girls’ speech and performances of the girls’ identity location and
desire, which they apparently ally with Blackness. (For a description of
BE features, see Goldstein, 1987; Labov, 1972.)


Performing Acts of Desire


I have identified rap and hip-hop as influential sites in African
students’ processes of becoming Black, which in turn affected what and
how the students learned. Their narratives also show that the youths were
quite cognizant of their identification with Blackness and the impact of
race on their choices. In the following conversation, Mukhi reflected on
the impact of rap (as just one among many other Black popular cultural
forms) on his life and the lives of those around him:


Awad: But do you listen to rap, for example? I noticed that there are a
number of students who listen to rap eh? Is . . .


Sam: It is not just us who listen to rap, everybody listens to rap. It is new.
Awad: But do you think that that influences how you speak, how . . .
Mukhi: How we dress, how we speak, how we behave [italics added]. (group


interview, English)


The linguistic patterns and dress codes that Mukhi addresses are
accessed and learned by African youths through Black popular culture.
As I have noted, these patterns and codes do not require mastery and
fluency. Indeed, they are performative acts of desire and identification.
As Amani contended,


We have to wonder why we try to really follow the model of the Americans
who are Blacks. Because when you search for yourself, search for identification, you
search for someone who reflects you, with whom you have something in common [italics
added]. (group interview, French)


Hassan supported Amani as follows:


Hassan: Yes yes, African students are influenced by rap and hip-hop because
they want to, yes, they are influenced probably a bit more because it
is the desire to belong may be.


Awad: Belong to what?
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Hassan: To a group, belong to a society, to have a model/fashion [he used
the term un modèle]; you know, the desire to mark oneself, the desire
to make, how do I say it? To be part of a rap society, you see. It is like
getting into rock and roll or heavy metal. (individual interview, French)


Hence, one invests where one sees oneself mirrored. Such an investment
includes linguistic as well as cultural behavioral patterns. In an individual
interview, Hassan told me it would be unrealistic to expect to see
Blackness allied with rock and roll or heavy metal, as they are socially
constructed as White music. On the other hand, he argued emphatically
that African youths had every reason to invest in basketball—which is
constructed as a Black sport—but not hockey, for example.


CONCLUSION: IDENTITY, DISCIPLINE, AND PEDAGOGY


Analogously, the desire on the part of African youths, particularly the
boys, to invest (Peirce, 1997) in basketball is no different from their
desire to learn BESL. Learning is hence neither aimless nor neutral, nor
is it free of the politics of identity. As I have shown, an L2 learner can
have a marginalized linguistic norm as a target. But why would these
youths choose the margin as a target? What is their investment and
politics in doing so? And what role, if any, do race, gender (sexuality),
and differences in social class play in their choices? In other words, if
youths come to the classrooms as embodied subjectivities that are
embedded in history and memory (Dei, 1996), should we as teachers not
couple their word with their world (Freire, 1970/1993)?


Clearly, my perspective is an interdisciplinary one that may have raised
more questions than it has satisfactorily answered. However, my inten-
tion has been to ask new questions that link identity, pedagogy, politics,
investment, desire, and the process of ESL learning by borrowing from
cultural studies. I have discussed how a group of continental African
youths were becoming Black, which meant learning BESL. Becoming
Black, I have argued, was an identity signifier produced by and produc-
ing the very process of BESL. To become Black is to become an
ethnographer who translates and looks around in an effort to under-
stand what it means to be Black in Canada, for example. In becoming
Black, the African youths were interpellated by Black popular cultural
forms, rap and hip-hop, as sites of identification. Gender, however, was as
important as race in what was being chosen and translated, and by whom
and how it was chosen and translated.


Choosing the margin, I emphasize, is simultaneously an act of
investment, an expression of desire, and a deliberate counterhegemonic
undertaking. The choice of rap especially must be read as an act of
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resistance. Historically, rap has been formed as a voice for voicelessness
and performed as a prophetic language that addresses silence, the
silenced, and the state of being silenced. It explores the hopes and the
human, political, historical, and cultural experience of the Black Atlantic
(Gilroy, 1993). As Jamal argued,


Black Americans created rap to express themselves; how do I say it? Their
ideas, their problems, [and] if we could integrate ourselves into it, it is
because rappers speak about or they have the same problems we have.
(individual interview, French)


Such problems may include human degradation, police brutality, and
everyday racism (Anthias & Yuval-Davis, 1992; Essed, 1991).


If learning is an engagement of one’s identity, a fulfillment of personal
needs and desires (of being), and an investment in what is yet to come,
any proposed ESL pedagogy, research, or praxis that fails to culminate in
these will quite obviously not draw in the youths described in this article
and is therefore bound to be unsuccessful, if not plainly damaging.
Identity, as re- and preconfigured here, governs what ESL learners
acquire and how they acquire it. What is learned linguistically is not and
should not be dissociable from the political, the social, and the cultural.
Hence, to learn is to invest in something (e.g., BESL) that has a personal
or a particular significance to who one is or what one has become.
Because language is never neutral, learning it cannot and should not be
either. Thus we as teachers must, first, identify the different sites in which
our students invest their identities and desires and, second, develop
materials that engage our students’ raced, classed, gendered, sexualized,
and abled identities.


I therefore identify and propose rap and hip-hop (and Black popular
culture in general) as curriculum sites where learning takes place and
where identities are invested. In the language of antiracism education
(Dei, 1996; hooks, 1994), this proposition is, on the one hand, a call to
centralize and engage marginalized subjects, their voices, and their ways
of being and learning and, on the other, a revisit to this question: In the
case of African youths, whose language and identity are we as TESOL
professionals teaching and assuming in the classroom if we do not
engage rap and hip-hop? That is, whose knowledge is being valorized
and legitimated and thus assumed to be worthy of study, and whose
knowledge and identity are left in the corridors of our schools? To
identify rap and hip-hop as curriculum sites in this context is to
legitimize otherwise illegitimate forms of knowledge. As Bourdieu (1991)
shows, wittingly or unwittingly, schools sanction certain identities and
accept their linguistic norm by doing nothing more than assuming them
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to be the norm; we as teachers should remember that these identities are
raced, classed, sexualized, and gendered.


However, because rap and hip-hop are also historical and social
productions, they are as much sites of critique as they are sites of hope.
As noted, rap and hip-hop are not immune to, for example, sexism (and
homophobia; see also Rose, 1991). Therefore, they should not be readily
consumed but should be critically framed, studied, and engaged with. To
be able to do so, however, teachers need first to be in tune with popular
culture, for television, music, newspapers, and other media—not the
classroom—are increasingly the sources from which students learn
English. Second, teachers who are unfamiliar with popular culture
should engage the Freireian notion of dialecticism, in which their
students can become their teachers. In practical terms, this might mean
planning activities in which students explain to the teacher and to the
rest of the class what rap and hip-hop are and what they represent to the
students.


Rap and hip-hop are also sites of hope and possibility: the hope that
all learners (from dominant groups or others) can be introduced to and
be able to see multiple ways of speaking, being, and learning. In the case
of African students, in particular, rap and hip-hop are sites of identifica-
tion and investment. To introduce them in the classroom, to paraphrase
Freire (1970/1993), is to hope to link their world, identities, and desires
with their word. To put it more broadly, maybe the time has come to
close the split between minority students’ identities and the school
curriculum and between those identities and classroom pedagogies,
subjects, and materials.
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Sexual Identities in ESL: Queer Theory
and Classroom Inquiry
CYNTHIA NELSON
University of Technology, Sydney


Within ESL, interest has been growing in the pedagogical implications
of poststructuralist theories of identity and in the need for gay-friendly
teaching practices. However, research on identity has largely neglected
the domain of sexual identity, and efforts to develop gay-friendly
pedagogies have not yet engaged with poststructuralism. This article
introduces some of the key concepts of queer theory, which draws on
poststructuralism, and suggests implications for teaching. The central
argument is that a queer theoretical framework may be more useful
pedagogically than a lesbian and gay one because it shifts the focus
from inclusion to inquiry, that is, from including minority sexual
identities to examining how language and culture work with regard to
all sexual identities. This article then comments on an ESL class
discussion in the United States that focused on lesbian and gay
identities.


Speculations and Conclusions


Directions: For each situation below, think of 3 or 4 different possibilities to
explain what is occurring.


Example: Those boys are hitting each other!
They must be fighting.
Or, they could be playing around.
They might be pretending to hit each other.


. . .
 3. Those two women are walking arm in arm.


[“They could be loving “They can be very friendly.”
each other.” “They could be mother


“They could be lovers.” and daughter.”
“They could be lesbians.” “They could be sisters.”]1


1 From a worksheet with seven scenarios, including “When Judy comes to my house for
dinner, she never finishes her food” and “I told my student that her necklace was beautiful, and
she gave it to me!” Sentences in brackets are oral responses from the students.
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Within English language education, there has been a growing
interest in poststructuralist theories of identity and what they imply


for teaching and learning (see the special-topic issue of TESOL Quarterly
on language and identity, Vol. 31, No. 3, 1997; Peirce, 1995; see also
Pennycook, 1994; Rampton, 1994). Yet within professional publications
the domain of sexual identity has been largely overlooked. (In this article
the term sexual identity is used primarily to suggest parallels with other
work on identity in language education but also to avoid the debates of
causality implicit in the terms sexual preference [choice] and sexual
orientation [innateness].) Rare mentions include Littlejohn and Windeatt’s
(1989) call for teaching materials to be evaluated in terms of, among
other things, heterosexism and McNamara’s (1997) references to gay
and lesbian students and teachers, and to queer theory’s reappropriation
of the word queer.


At conferences and in newsletters, however, TESOL practitioners have
shown considerable interest in making learning environments and
teaching practices more gay friendly. The broad objective of gay-friendly
pedagogies is to make classroom work more relevant to more learners—
namely, those who
• identify themselves as lesbian, bisexual, or gay;
• interact with gay-identified people at work, at school, at home, or on


the street;
• encounter lesbian or gay issues simply by watching television or


reading a magazine (see Mittler & Blumenthal, 1994).
Educational organisations like TESOL have appointed task forces and
formed committees to provide leadership and generate scholarship on
how to make language education more effective and more equitable with
respect to people of every sexual identity (see Cummings & Nelson,
1993; Nelson, 1993b).


Some analysts (see, e.g., Brems & Strauss, 1995; Hirst, 1981; Nelson,
1993a) have argued that homophobia (a prejudice) and heterosexism
(systematic discrimination) can adversely affect learning and teaching
and therefore need to be addressed within the classroom, the educa-
tional institution, and the profession at large. In class and on campus,
any learner or teacher—not just those who identify themselves as
straight—should be free to decide how open they wish to be about their
own sexual identity without fear of incrimination (Destandau, Nelson, &
Snelbecker, 1995; Kappra, 1998/1999; Nelson, 1991, 1992a, 1992b;
Snelbecker, 1994). Practitioners in both ESL (Carscadden, Nelson, &
Ward, 1992; Jones & Jack, 1994) and EFL (Neff, 1992; Summerhawk,
1998) have offered practical suggestions for making curricula and
materials more gay inclusive. In some commercial teaching materials,
references to lesbian or gay issues are being integrated within discussions
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of families or social discrimination (see Clarke, Dobson, & Silberstein,
1996; Thewlis, 1997).


Despite these efforts, some colleagues are puzzled, even perturbed, by
the idea that lesbian or gay identities could have any relevance to
language learning. To them, gay-friendly teaching is at best of marginal
importance, of interest only to a small minority of learners and teachers
(gay ones), and at worst invasive, inserting a discourse of (homo)sex into
a field in which that discourse is neither relevant nor appropriate.2 These
colleagues do not always recognise that sexual identity is already an
integral part of ESL. “Husband, wife, wedding ring . . . anniversaries,
in-laws, boy/girl friend: all are the currency of everyday social inter-
course for the heterosexual” (Harris, 1990, p. 103), but are these
references to sexual identity perceived as such? References to gay
relationships, customs, or characters may be more likely to be seen as
signifying sexual identity (and even sexual behaviour, as gay-identified
people are often hypersexualised; see Hinson, 1996).3 Other colleagues
find the notion of gay-friendly teaching appealing but feel they lack the
requisite support, resources, or know-how to proceed (see Jones, 1993, as
cited in Snelbecker, 1994, p. 110), which is not surprising given the
current dearth of research on sexual identities in classroom practice.
This article is part of a larger research project that looks at how the topic
of lesbian or gay identities comes up in ESL classes, what choices or
challenges arise, and what strategies are helpful in dealing with them.
The aim is to suggest pedagogical implications.


If there is no practice without theory (Belsey, 1980), then it is
necessary to consider the theoretical underpinnings that inform class-
room practice. Thus far, calls for gay-friendly pedagogies have drawn on
a lesbian and gay identity framework, which aims to legitimate subordi-
nate sexual identities. Although a lesbian and gay framework has been
very useful politically in mobilising for civil rights, it may be less useful
pedagogically.4 This article proposes that queer theory, an emerging
body of work that draws on poststructuralist theories of identity, may be
of practical use in both explaining why gay-friendly teaching practices
are important and suggesting how such practices might be accom-
plished. Queer theory shifts the focus from gaining civil rights to
analysing discursive and cultural practices, from affirming minority
sexual identities to problematising all sexual identities. Pedagogies of
inclusion thus become pedagogies of inquiry (following Nelson, 1998).


2 These views have been the subject of debate in TESOL Matters (see Anderson et al., 1997).
3 For example, a casual reference to a man’s wife is unlikely to be associated with either


sexual identity or sexuality, but any mention of a man’s male partner is likely to be associated
with both.


4 This is not meant to imply that pedagogical practices are not political (or that doing
politics does not involve teaching).
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This article addresses the following questions:
1. How are sexual identities theorised according to queer theory?
2. What does queer theory imply for classroom practice?
3. What did this researcher find noteworthy while observing an ESL


class discussion in which the topic of lesbian and gay identities came
up?


4. How can classroom practice be analysed with queer theory in mind?


SEXUAL IDENTITIES IN QUEER THEORY


During the 1960s and 1970s, in the United States and elsewhere, a
lesbian and gay movement and cultural community developed that
countered the widespread invisibility and denigration of “homosexuals”
with messages of unity, pride, and equality. A major focus of this
movement, following other identity-based movements for civil rights, has
been establishing legislation that prohibits discrimination—in this case,
based on sexual identity. The theoretical basis unifying the lesbian and
gay movement has been the notion that lesbian identity, or gay identity,
is a stable attribute, a universal essence. (For a more detailed account of
this period and the theoretical complexities of essentialism [identity-as-
essence] and social constructionism [identity-as-social construct], see
Seidman, 1993, 1995.)


But with poststructuralism came “the troubling of identity” (Seidman,
1995, p. 117). Identities began to be theorised not as facts but as acts (Le
Page & Tabouret-Keller, 1985), not attributes but positionings (Hall,
1990), not essences but strategies (Spivak, 1990), not “museum pieces or
clinical specimens” but “works in progress” (Phelan, 1994, p. 41).
Lesbian and gay identity theory began to seem too fixed and narrow to
account for a diverse range of sexual identities (including bisexuality
and transgenderalism), relationship types, sexual practices and values,
multiple identities, and responses to AIDS. In the 1980s and 1990s the
theoretical and practical challenges to identity politics led to the
emergence of queer theory and activism (Seidman, 1995). The word
queer, once a term of derision, has been reappropriated and is now used,
somewhat paradoxically, in two different ways. Queer serves to protest, or
at least blur, clear-cut notions of sexual identity, but it also can be used as
shorthand for the somewhat lengthy phrase lesbian, gay, bisexual, and
transgenderal (Warner, 1993).
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Not Facts But Acts


According to queer theory, sexual identities are not facts but acts; that
is, they are not what people are but what they do (Butler, 1990), and
central to the “doing” of sexual identity is discourse (following Foucault,
1980/1990). Queer theory draws on the linguistic concept of performa-
tivity —that utterances act on the world rather than just describe it—in
arguing that sexual identity is performed rather than expressed (Butler,
1990, drawing on Austin, 1962). This concurs with linguistic work that
theorises social identities as “communicatively produced” (Gumperz &
Cook-Gumperz, 1982, p. 1), that is, not preexisting language but “in
large part established and maintained through language” (p. 7). It
follows that interacting socially and discursively involves producing and
interpreting sexual identities.


Culturally Significant


It is not just people who identify as lesbian or gay who are engaged in
producing and interpreting sexual identities. Whereas lesbian and gay
theory focuses primarily on lesbian and gay people, queer theory is
interested in how the “homo/heterosexual definition” shapes the lives of
people “across the spectrum of sexualities” (Sedgwick, 1990, p. 1). Queer
theory takes what Sedgwick calls a “universalizing view,” which sees the
defining binary of “homo/heterosexual” as potentially relevant to any-
one, in contrast to a “minoritizing view” (p. 1) that sees the binary as
relevant only to a fixed minority (gay people).


But, according to queer theory, the straight/gay defining binary does
more than shape sexual identities. It constitutes a category of knowledge
as significant as masculine/feminine or bourgeois/proletariat, at least
within the discourses and cultural practices of what Sedgwick (1990)
refers to (rather vaguely) as the West. So the straight/gay binary is broadly
relevant not only because it shapes dominant as well as subordinate
sexual identities but also because it shapes ways of thinking and living.
Furthermore, both the degree of importance associated with sexual
identities and the ways in which they are produced and interpreted are
not universal but vary according to the cultural context (see Livia & Hall,
1997).


Necessary but Problematic


Queer theorists thus see sexual identities as central rather than
peripheral to cultural practices and discourses. But they do not see
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sexual identities as straightforward or even desirable. Queer theorists
point out that even though producing sexual identities is necessary, it is
also, in some sense, “impossible” (Hall, 1996, p. 16).5 For one thing, it is
difficult to separate sexual identity from other acts of identity because
identities are not just multiple but mutually inflecting. In other words,
sexual identity is experienced (or accomplished) in “a particular class-,
race-, or gender-mediated way, and only so” (Seidman, 1993, pp. 136–
137); likewise, cultural identity, for example, is mediated by sexual
identity (see Mac an Ghaill, 1994, p. 165).


Furthermore, queer theorists caution, sexual identities can exclude as
well as include, limit as well as liberate (Fuss, 1991). Solidifying fluid
sexualities into fixed sexual identities that can then be taxonomised may
have more to do with social control than with empowerment. After all,
the purpose of the straight/gay binary is not merely to describe sexual
identities but to regulate them; in other words, the binary is not neutral
but normative (that is, heteronormative ; Warner, 1993).


So although a lesbian and gay approach calls for appreciating, or at
least tolerating, sexual identity diversity, a queer approach problematises
the very notion of sexual identities. Whereas a lesbian and gay approach
challenges prejudicial attitudes (homophobia) and discriminatory ac-
tions (heterosexism) on the grounds that they violate human rights, a
queer approach looks at how discursive acts and cultural practices
manage to make heterosexuality, and only heterosexuality, seem normal
or natural (heteronormativity).


USING QUEER THEORY FOR CLASSROOM INQUIRY


Thus far, efforts to integrate gay issues into ESL/EFL have been based
on a lesbian and gay identity framework. In terms of classroom practice,
the central focus has been developing what Britzman (1995) calls
“pedagogies of inclusion,” which aim to introduce “authentic images of
gays and lesbians” (p. 158) into curricula and materials. But inclusion,
however well intended, can be problematic for a number of reasons.
How is “a lesbian” to be represented in curricula or materials? Which
characters or characteristics will be included, which excluded? If these
representations come only from the target culture, are they sufficiently
inclusive? Will teachers, teacher educators, and material developers have
the knowledge to be able to include sexual minorities? Will students
consider such inclusions relevant to their own lives and to their needs as


5 Sexual identities have been called “necessary fictions” (Weeks, 1991, p. 155) and “necessary
errors” (Butler, 1991, p. 16).
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language learners? After inclusive references are made, what happens
next? Who decides?


Another potential difficulty with inclusion is that its underlying
purpose may be legitimation, or the inclusion of lesbian and gay
identities so that they can become more acceptable to the majority (see
Britzman, 1995; Misson, 1996). But the goal of legitimation may be
problematic. Ironically, to legitimate one must first delegitimate—in
other words, aiming for tolerance presupposes intolerance. Only two
possible positions are created—to be either tolerant or tolerated (Britz-
man, 1995). Thus an emphasis on including minorities can serve,
however unintentionally, to reinforce their minority status.


In contrast, pedagogies of inquiry based on queer theory shift the
focus from learning about (or learning to accept) lesbian, gay, and
bisexual people to analysing how language and culture work with regard
to all sexual identities. An inquiry approach, informed by queer theory,
might involve
• acknowledging that the domain of sexual identity may be important


to a range of people for a range of reasons;
• examining not only subordinate sexual identities but also the domi-


nant one(s);
• looking at divergent ways of producing and “reading” sexual identi-


ties in various cultural contexts and discourses;
• identifying prevailing, competing, and changing cultural norms that


pertain to sexual identities;
• exploring problematic and positive aspects of this identity domain;
• considering sexual identity in relation to other acts of identity and


vice versa.
For a number of reasons, queer theory may provide a more flexible,


open-ended framework for facilitating inquiry, particularly within the
intercultural context of ESL, than lesbian and gay identity theory does.
Even though advocating for marginalised identities could at times be
necessary in the classroom, as an approach to teaching it may be
somewhat limited. On a practical level, inquiry may be more doable than
inclusion because teachers are expected not to have all the answers but
rather to frame questions, facilitate investigations, and explore what is
not known. Queer-informed inquiry also has the advantage of allowing
for a range of sexual identities to be referred to or discussed throughout
curricula rather than only in relation to certain so-called gay topics. In
terms of engaging learners and teachers whose experiences and view-
points are diverse, a focus on analysis may be more effective than a focus
on advocacy. Furthermore, a queer approach recognises that sexual
identities are not universal but are done in different ways in different
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cultural contexts, and it calls for a close look at how identities are
produced through day-to-day interactions.


Instead of trying to make subordinate sexual identities seem natural
or normal (in fact, they do not seem so to many people), a queer
approach to pedagogy asks how linguistic and cultural practices manage
to naturalise certain sexual identities but not others. In other words, the
issue is not whether a particular sexual identity is natural but how it has
been made to seem natural (or unnatural) (in the tradition of Michel
Foucault, not what the truth is but how effects of truth are produced).
Instead of sidestepping or smoothing over the complexities that inevita-
bly accompany acts of identity, a queer approach makes these problem-
atic aspects the very site of learning. The point is not to abandon efforts
to include lesbian and gay characters or issues because of the difficulties
of representation, nor to choose between the constructive and the
constraining aspects of identity, but to make these tensions a central
focus of investigation.


The following sample questions for class discussion illustrate what the
theoretical discussion above might mean in practical terms. Questions
like these (presented here as proposals rather than prescriptions;
Littlejohn, 1992, p. 284) could be used in conjunction with specific,
problematic situations, or codes (see Auerbach & Wallerstein, 1987,
drawing on Paulo Freire).
• In this country, what do people do or say (or not do or say) if they


want to be seen as gay [lesbian] [straight]?
• How is this different in another country? How is it similar?
• Why do people sometimes want to be seen as straight [bisexual]


[lesbian]? Why do they sometimes not want to?
• Why do people sometimes want to be able to identify others as


straight [gay] [bisexual]? When is it important to know this about
someone? When is it not important at all?


• Is it easy to identify someone as gay [straight] [lesbian]? Why or why
not? Does it make a difference if the person is old or young, a man or
a woman, someone you know or someone you only observe? What
other things can make it easier or more difficult?


• Are there people who think their sexual identity is more [less]
important than another part of their identity? Explain.


• In this country [in this city] [on this campus], which sexual identities
seem natural or acceptable? Which do not? How can you tell?


• After people move to this country, do they change how they think
about sexual identities? If so, how? If not, why not?
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Lines of inquiry like these may be beneficial for a number of reasons.
They encourage learners and teachers to question what may appear
factual, and they allow for—and may even pedagogically exploit—
multiple perspectives and diverging knowledges (Candlin, 1989; Kumara-
vadivelu, 1994). Looking at how sexual identities are done or accom-
plished encourages participants to demystify potentially unfamiliar aspects
of the target language and culture, but without reductively constructing
the culture as homogeneous or unchanging. Also, considering more
than one cultural context helps specify rather than universalise what it
means to identify (or be identified) as bisexual, lesbian, or straight.


Most importantly, the questions outlined above serve to remind
learners and teachers that identities are, after all, not truths, facts, or
things but theoretical constructs that “arise at specific times, in specific
places, to do specific work” (Poynton, 1997, p. 17). Considering the
various purposes identities serve may help learners (and teachers)
negotiate them more strategically.


OBSERVING AN ESL CLASS


When the topic of lesbian or gay identities is raised in an ESL class,
what sorts of choices and challenges do teachers face as they attempt to
facilitate classroom inquiry? To address this question, I visited a grammar-
based class at a community college and a speaking/listening class and an
academic writing class at two different universities. Participating teachers
were selected on the bases of the following criteria: (a) They had at least
6 years’ teaching experience; (b) they were interested in sexual identities
in ESL and had previously worked with the topic of lesbian and gay
identities in the classroom; (c) they thought it likely that this topic would
come up in their current classes; and (d) they were currently teaching at
an intermediate or advanced level, which meant their students could be
interviewed in English. With the teachers’ and students’ permission, I
observed each of the three classes for 2 consecutive weeks, collected
worksheets and students’ written work, and conducted interviews with
the teachers and about half of the students. (I told the students I was
studying “identities in ESL” as I did not want to introduce the topic of
sexual identities.) I also facilitated one focus group at a TESOL conven-
tion and three focus groups with teachers at one of the universities where
I had observed a class. This article draws only on field notes and the
transcript from one class discussion (following Nelson in Candlin, Janks,
Nelson, Norton, & O’Loughlin, 1998).
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The Class


The teacher, Roxanne,6 whose L1 is (American) English, had 20 years’
experience teaching ESL and EFL. Her grammar-based ESL class met for
2 hours each day at a community college in the United States. The
college was located in a gay neighbourhood in a city where discrimina-
tion based on sexual identity is illegal in areas such as housing and
employment. At the time of this lesson, a flier advertising a local lesbian
and gay rights event was posted near the classroom. The 26 students were
immigrants and refugees from 13 countries in Africa, Central and South
America, and Asia; half were women, half men; and their ages ranged
from early 20s to early 70s. They had been living in the United States a
few months to a few years, and although many were currently working,
most intended further study.


The Discussion


One month into the course, Roxanne passed out a worksheet that she
had written for homework as part of a unit on modal verbs in English
(see the excerpt at the beginning of this article). The next day, the
students discussed their written answers in small groups. When Roxanne
reconvened the whole class and invited questions about the worksheet, a
lively discussion of Scenario 3—“Those two women are walking arm in
arm”—ensued. While observing this discussion I was struck by a height-
ened sense of unpredictability—at any given moment, the discussion
might deepen, become confronting, or be suddenly brought to a close—
and, paradoxically, by a sense of calm routine—as in other discussions in
this class, about half of the students spoke, but all seemed attentive, and
the atmosphere felt pleasant, studious, ordinary.


What follows is the transcript of 3 minutes from the 15-minute class
discussion of “Those two women are walking arm in arm” as well as my
thoughts while observing (in italics). This commentary involves
moment-to-moment speculations and judgments rather than careful
analysis and argumentation, an unusual choice that has its limitations.
The commentary was necessarily written retrospectively, and it raises
more questions than it answers, as many of the speculations cannot be
confirmed by observable evidence. Nonetheless, I hope to highlight
some of the challenging choices teachers (and learners) may face when
dealing with this topic and to do so in a way that may be meaningful to
a range of readers (see Bailey & Nunan, 1996) while acknowledging the


6 All names are pseudonyms.
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particularity of my own perspectives, interests, and limitations as re-
searcher (see Lather, 1991).


The focus of the class discussion is first on grammar, namely, whether
the continuous tense is appropriate in “They could be loving each
other.” When one student suggests, “They could be lesbians,” the
meaning, spelling, and pronunciation of lesbians are clarified.7 Then the
teacher shifts the discussion off grammar with such questions as “Is this
true in your country?” and “Do you remember when you discovered in
the United States it was different?”


Roxanne: How about two men, 30 years old, walking down [a nearby street],
they’re brothers. Holding hands, yes or no?8


This is the third time Roxanne has posed this question, though each time she has
rephrased it. She’s been trying to establish that in the United States, unlike other
countries, same-sex affection in public is likely to indicate a romantic or sexual
relationship. But there seems to be some confusion, or possibly dissent. Am I imagining
it, or is Roxanne slightly more rushed than usual? Perhaps a little uncomfortable with
silence?
Students: No, no, no.
Roxanne: How did you learn that?


Interesting that there’s no need to ask why brothers wouldn’t hold hands—that’s
presumed to be understood. I like her question for making it explicit that this cultural
norm or “rule” is not inherent but needs to be learned. It would be possible to answer this
question without saying too much about oneself, or one could be quite personal. It’s
interesting that she asks how they learned the norm but not what their opinion of it is.
Raul: Because.
Pablo: [barely discernible] I knew before I came.
Roxanne: A volleyball game? Whadju say?


Even the teacher, standing very near Pablo, apparently can’t hear him. Why is he
speaking so softly? Roxanne exaggerates her confusion by making a funny face. I
wonder if she is trying to inject a little humour into this moment. And, if so, why.
Pablo: Oh no.
Roxanne, Pablo, students: [laughter]


I doubt I am the only one who thinks Pablo is gay. Are others as eager as I am to hear
what he’s trying to say? Is their laughter meant in part to invite, in part to distract? Or
perhaps they’re just laughing at Roxanne’s funny comment and funny face.
Pablo: I said I knew before I came to America.
Roxanne: You knew before you came.


7 Participants later reported that this was the first time anything gay or lesbian had been
mentioned in this class.


8 The following transcription conventions are used:
- Self-correction, a false start or a syntactical shift
[ ] Explanatory information
(?) Indecipherable speech


Initial capitals in midsentence mark the beginning of reported speech. The absence of a
period or question mark at the end of a turn indicates that the speaker was cut off.
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A volleyball game! Quite funny, this mix-up, but nobody laughs. Have they still not
heard him? I am struck by Pablo’s bravery. To disclose to his classmates and his teacher
that he had prior knowledge about this affection thing, that it did not surprise him, this
makes me wonder whether knowing was important. I strain to hear more.
Pablo: But-
Student: Say it again the question.
Neuriden: What’s the question, please?


Oh no! Back to the question, for the fourth time now! It’s like little anchors being
dropped all around us, just as we are about to leave the shore. Yanked back once again.
What’s the difficulty with the question? Are people stirred up by this topic, maybe having
trouble concentrating? Is anyone shocked to be discussing this in a classroom? Or do
they find it so fascinating they want to make sure they aren’t missing anything?
Roxanne: The question. Two men are walking down the street, and they are


brothers. In [this city]. Do they hold hands?
Student: Yeah.
Many students: No. No. No.
Roxanne: How did you know that? How did you learn that?


She addresses this question to the whole class, but I want her to return to Pablo. Each
time he has spoken up, he has lost the floor almost immediately. Although many students
have something to say, nobody’s really answered Roxanne’s question. Would it be easier
to answer if it were less personal—“How do people learn that?”
Raul: Not anywhere else. I don’t know, I don’t think they do that. One


they- Once they hold hands, they don’t- they don’t hold hands.
Is he saying that brothers don’t hold hands in any country? That if they try it, they


quickly learn never to do it again? Has he changed his mind midsentence about what
he’s willing to say? Or is he simply struggling with the English?
Roxanne: [to Raul] But in your country [Mexico] is it possible?


Roxanne clearly expects a contrast between “your country” and this one.
Raul: Only when they’re kids.
Student: It’s possible. Hm-hm.
Roxanne: Some people yes, some people no.


Who said “It’s possible”? Who is nodding yes? Roxanne reads their faces and gives
us this report, but—like many of the students—I can see only the backs of heads, rows
of them. Roxanne’s voice is steady now, the slightly high-pitched edge is gone, and her
face is bright!
Neuriden: Yeah.
Student: This mean, this mean (?)
Raul: (?) They’re gay if they hold hands.


Raul says this very casually. No big deal.
Neuriden: We [he’s from Morocco] don’t interpret the- the- the contact by


sex. No. That’s another interpretation.
Roxanne: That’s another what?
Neuriden: We don’t interpret action by sex.
Roxanne: Oh! Interesting!


This is Roxanne’s most exuberant response to any comment yet.
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Neuriden: Just friendship
Roxanne: Yeah.
Neuriden: Or human
Roxanne: Yeah.
Neuriden: We don’t have interpretation.
Roxanne: Yeah. So you don’t attach some meaning about sex or love or


something.
I get a sense that Roxanne is jumping in too quickly, too readily, intervening too


much, but at the same time I see that her comments do help to move the discussion along.
And she does come across as friendly and genuinely interested.
Neuriden: No, no, no. Sex, no.


He manages to distinguish sex from love without seeming to criticise the teacher’s
paraphrase. Smoothly done.
Roxanne: [to Fabiola] And you’re saying No we don’t either, we don’t either.


It’s interesting whose murmured comments or gestures get acknowledged by the
teacher and whose don’t.
Mi-Young: You know it’s OK but we never thought like on the street people


you know same sex hold you know hold hand each other, we
never thought they are gay or they’re lesbian. In our country (?)
[Korea] people doesn’t, is not many people you know watch gay,
watch and find out gay or lesbian.


Mi-Young speaks earnestly, with a slightly exaggerated sharpness to the “g” of “gay,”
the “l” of “lesbian.” Does that extra stress mean she thinks these are bad things to be? I
wonder if she’s about to say something antigay.
Roxanne: Yeah.
Mi-Young: Most people, people like
Roxanne: You mean um not many people?


What was Mi-Young going to say about most people? Why did it get changed into
“not many people”? Is Roxanne concerned that unless she takes frequent turns, this
discussion might go in directions she can’t control?
Mi-Young: Really difficult. Very small.


Is it difficult to tell who is gay? Or difficult to be gay? What’s very small?
Roxanne: It’s a secret kind of? You mean?
Mi-Young: Yes.
Many students: (?)


A lot of energy, but I can’t hear anyone because they’re all talking at once.
Student: We don’t know.
Roxanne: You don’t know. It’s not easy to see.


Does Roxanne worry that students might think of her as a lesbian? Does her
willingness to have this discussion make that speculation more likely? If they did think
she was a lesbian, would the classroom dynamics change?
Raul: It’s not that open.


I’m surprised that Raul is talking again, and with such passion! Before today I’ve
never once heard him talk in front of the whole class. He would just sit in the front,
slouched, looking disinterested, ultra casual, Mr. Cool.
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Student: No.
Roxanne: It’s not open.
Raul: It’s like uh if were in my hometown [in Mexico] we see two people


walk, two mens, holding hands. Afraid they’re gonna get shot.
[little laugh]


Shot. The word shocks, but does not surprise. I doubt I’m the only one in the room
who has felt this very fear. But does he mean the men would be afraid or the spectator?
Why do some wish us dead anyway? Will discussions in classrooms make any
difference?
Students: [laughter]


People laugh. And then, following the pattern, look to the teacher for a response. She
has not joined the laughter. To me, this is her most challenging moment so far. If it were
me up there, I would feel very aware that my response—not just what I say but also what
I show—could have consequences for this discussion and future ones too. What would
Roxanne say if she were not being “the teacher,” with two dozen faces looking at hers?
For that matter, what might Pablo or Mi-Young or the silent Lien say if they were not
sitting in rows being “students”?
Roxanne: Really?!
Students: [laughter]
Roxanne: Wow.


Roxanne’s “wow” is slow and flat, the kind of thing people say when they hear bad
news. It signals through the laughter that this matter is serious. And sad. I am anxious
for her to say more. But as I watch I am struck by the profound concern she manages to
convey with her minimal words, her solid stance, her listening face.
Raul: Bad down there too.


I note the irony of my own judgments—if I had been asked to predict the student most
likely to say something negative about gay people, I would have chosen Raul, with his
masculinist Mr. Cool persona. But here he is saying that a place where gay men could
get shot is a bad place. What really surprises me is that Raul doesn’t appear to be the
slightest bit self- conscious about taking this stance in front of his (male) peers.
Roxanne: Wow!


Again, with even more feeling. She does not run from this moment or rush it away
with words. Somehow “wow” seems the right thing to say. I’m suddenly grateful that
she’s the one up there, all eyes on her, and I’m the one just watching.
Raul: Usually they’re like, they’re kinda open, but they’re not like- not


this open, you know. Like
Roxanne: Uh-hm.
Raul: So normal here to see couples holding
Roxanne: Yeah.
Raul: Same sex together.


I’m thrilled that Raul, sounding completely matter-of-fact, chooses the word
“normal” here! I’m so used to cringing when I hear students use “normal” as a synonym
for “straight.” It’s funny, but it’s Raul’s very ease with this topic that makes me think
he must be straight. Am I the only one wondering who might be queer and whether they
welcome this discussion, or fear it? It occurs to me that a good way to open this
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discussion might have been to ask whether anyone had seen same-sex affection here. It’s
kind of amazing that nobody has said anything homophobic. Is this in part because
Roxanne has asked them to speculate rather than debate? Clever.
[Raul’s mobile phone rings]
Roxanne: [to Raul] Is that your thing
Students: [laughter]
Roxanne: I keep hearing?
Students: [laughter]


It’s like a scene from a movie. Of all things, Raul’s phone, and of all moments, this
one! Roxanne is smiling. She seems relieved by the opportunity for distraction. Judging
by the vigorous laughter, so do others.
Fabiola: You know what’s so funny about this is you know we, uh we don’t


have in mind direct for this situation for sexually. I mean I can see
somebody holding hands and and just look at, don’t come
nothing to my mind.


As the laughter dies down Fabiola jumps in, animated and chatty.
Roxanne: Yeah.
Fabiola: You know. But of course if you would see something more than


that. And then maybe (?) my attention. Because in my country
[Brazil] I mean like for example be like long time here and when
get back, you know go back to my country again, I don’t know 1
year after that or something like. And I’m gonna see my friends!
I’m gonna HUG them and walking you know! [little laugh] And
like uh you think people- maybe if you would do this here people
Ah! Maybe they are gay!


Fabiola is the first to position herself not as someone who sees same-sex affection but
as someone who does it. She rather boldly implies that, depending on the cultural
context, she herself could be perceived as gay. And yet her choice of pronouns slightly
distances her from this insinuation—she doesn’t say “maybe if I would do this here
people Ah! Maybe she is gay!” Also, when she says “Maybe they are gay!” her tone
conveys surprise, but without implying that being perceived as gay is either good or bad.
I wonder if others are afraid to speak up because they don’t think they can manage these
kinds of nuances in English. Do they worry that the attitude they wish to convey will be
misread? Or maybe challenged?
Roxanne: Uh-hu.
Fabiola: You know? But it it’s kind of feeling, it’s different feeling
[Raul’s mobile phone rings again]
Roxanne: Yeah.


Same ring, but this time no laughter, no comment. Just a background sound that
goes unnoticed.
Fabiola: When you see someone you don’t see for a long time.
Roxanne: Uh-hu.


Roxanne’s feedback sounds weary. None of the encouraging body language and
exclamations given to Neuriden. I wonder if Roxanne is thinking about how to wrap up
this discussion.
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Fabiola: Or when you have a very good and close relationship with
someone. Even though you don’t have any sexual relationship
with that person.


Interesting that she uses the gender-neutral terms “someone” and “that person”—she
is still talking about women, isn’t she?
Roxanne: Hmm.
Fabiola: Sometimes you can get so close. And so you know
Roxanne: Uh-hu.
Fabiola: Hugging and grabbing.
Roxanne: Yeah.
Pablo: [quietly] In my country
Roxanne: Do you miss it?


Roxanne asks the class this question just as Pablo has started to speak—I doubt she’s
heard him. I like her question for its spontaneous warmth, its heart-to-heart directness.
It’s a reminder that homophobia hurts straight people too. But at the same time the
question troubles me. It is simply not addressed to those who may sometimes hold hands
in public with someone of the same sex. The assumption seems to be that the likelihood
of being perceived as queer would deter everyone in the room from same-sex affection here
in the United States. Although some students may indeed be thinking about what they
miss, what they have lost—easy affection with a friend—what about those who by
moving here might have gained the possibility of public affection—with a lover?
Pablo: In my country [Mexico] in every state is different.


Amazing bravery. To reveal how knowledgeable he is about how things are for gay
people in his country. To complicate the comparing-countries question by suggesting not
one but many Mexicos. What’s he going to say next?
Roxanne: Every state.


Once again Roxanne simply mirrors Pablo’s words, responding with more enthusi-
asm than the flat “Uh-hu” she offered Fabiola, but not as much as the “Oh!
Interesting!” she gave Neuriden.
Pablo: Yeah.
Fabiola: It’s so funny how this working because I used to walk like . . .


Fabiola takes the floor. Pablo doesn’t continue, and Roxanne doesn’t pursue his
point.


ANALYSING CLASSROOM PRACTICE


This lively discussion about the complexities of reading and produc-
ing sexual identities was prompted by a task written by the teacher. How
did the task encourage inquiry, and how does queer theory relate to this
class discussion?
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The Task


One of the challenges of working with the topic of lesbian or gay
identities, particularly the first time it is raised, is that teachers may be
unsure whether students are interested in or familiar with this topic or
how they position themselves with regard to sexual identity. Added to
this sense of uncertainty is the likelihood of divergent views and
experiences among the students. This task was developed in a way that
makes it accessible and potentially relevant to any student, as anybody—
whether straight, queer, or none of the above—could see same-sex
affection and speculate about what it might mean. In fact, this task was
intended for students who were very likely to have seen two women or
two men walking arm in arm, because in the immediate vicinity of the
classroom this was virtually a daily occurrence.


Furthermore, the task calls for not just one but three or four
interpretations of each scenario, which accomplishes several things.
Asking for multiple interpretations serves to underscore the uncertainty
often associated with reading sexual identities. This uncertainty demon-
strates why verbs sometimes need to be modalised, and it also allows
students to raise the possibility that the two women are lovers but does
not require that they do so, as there is no right answer. Because the
teacher had the students discuss their written answers in small groups,
the students were exposed to even more speculations (and the teacher
had the chance to circulate and find out how students were responding
to the task before deciding whether further work was needed).


Another teaching challenge is to find ways of working with lesbian or
gay identities, or indeed any identities that tend to be marginalised,
without further marginalising (or defending or valourising) them. This
task presents the scenario of seeing affection between women as both
ordinary and noteworthy—ordinary in that interpreting same-sex affec-
tion is placed within the realm of the everyday (along with, e.g., eating
and gift giving) and noteworthy in that asking for speculations implies a
degree of ambiguity, uncertainty, or potential misunderstanding, particu-
larly interculturally. The students are asked to speculate about what
public affection between women might indicate, not to debate whether
or in what circumstances women should have the right to walk arm in
arm. This task thus manages to frame the interpretive process as
potentially problematic rather than frame the behaviour that is being
interpreted as some sort of social problem.
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The Class Discussion and Queer Theory


During the class discussion, the students noted that the extent to
which gayness is marked or unmarked varies according to cultural
context and that what signifies gay in one country may not in another. As
a result, even seemingly nonsexual activities like walking down the street
can become dilemmas—and not only for those who identify as gay (these
dilemmas became the subject of discussion following the excerpt above).
Interestingly, the students’ comments are congruent with a queer theory
view of sexual identities as culturally readable acts or positionings that
are an inevitable, if complex, part of day-to-day interactions. These
comments also highlight how the cultural imperative to produce so-called
acceptable sexual identities (what queer theorists call heteronormativity)
shapes not just sexual behaviour but other aspects of social interaction,
such as relating to friends in public.


In this lesson, sexual identity was more than just the topic of
discussion. Even as the participants talked about lesbians or gay men,
they were positioning themselves and each other in terms of sexual
identity. Even as they discussed the social norms that regulate behaviour
with regard to same-sex affection, their discussion was being regulated by
those same sorts of social norms. In fact, following queer theory, even
when sexual identities are not being discussed, they are being read,
produced, and regulated during the social interactions of learning and
teaching. This opens up interesting questions for further research on
classroom practice.


CONCLUSION


This article has argued that within ESL, learners, teachers, teacher
educators, and material developers need to be able to refer to and
discuss not just straight but also lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgenderal, or
queer identities. The point, however, is not simply to include a range of
identities but to do so in a way that facilitates inquiry. To this end, a
queer theoretical framework may prove more useful than a lesbian and
gay framework because it theorises sexual identities as


• culturally contextualised, readable acts rather than inner essences
that are universal;


• positionings (relational) rather than possessions (individual);


• potentially relevant to anyone rather than just to gay people.


In short, the work of queer theorists may be well suited to support the
work of ESL learners and teachers, as these groups share an interest in
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analysing cultural and discursive practices. Whether the intention is to
critique these practices or to learn them (or a combination of the two),
the task is to investigate the workings of language and culture in order to
make them explicit.


I hope this article has evoked something of the rich potential that
studying sexual identities offers teaching theory and practice. Much
more work is needed.
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Doing-English-Lessons in the
Reproduction or Transformation of
Social Worlds?
ANGEL M. Y. LIN
City University of Hong Kong


This article tells a story of four classrooms situated in different socio-
economic backgrounds. Drawing on the theoretical notions of cultural
capital, habitus, symbolic violence, and creative, discursive agency as analytic
tools, the story focuses on the classroom dilemmas in which students
and teachers found themselves as well as the creative, discursive
strategies they used to cope with these dilemmas. The implications of
their strategies are discussed with reference to whether the students and
teachers were doing-English-lessons in the reproduction or in the
transformation of the students’ social worlds.


Statements about the global spread of English and its increasing
socioeconomic importance in the world have nearly become clichés


towards the end of the 20th century. In the Chicago streets in 1996, the
eye-catching slogan on colorful banners celebrating the 30th Annual
TESOL Convention was “Teaching English to the World.” Indeed,
English seems to have become a precious commodity increasingly
demanded by the world, and TESOL practitioners and researchers seem
to be striving with all their professionalism to meet the demand of the
world market. In TESOL-related journals and annual conventions,
practitioners and researchers share their findings about effective meth-
ods, approaches, and material designs.


Apart from the technical concern for efficiency in teaching and
learning, however, a far more diverse range of questions needs to be
addressed, including whether English is implicated in the reproduction
of social inequalities in different contexts in the world and, if so, how.
Pennycook (1994) points out both the globally dominant position of
English and the socioeconomic, cultural, and political embeddedness of
English in the world. Access to English (or lack of it) often affects the
social mobility and life chances of many children and adults who do not
speak English as their L1 or L2. In many places in the world, the
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classroom is a key site for the reproduction of social identities and
unequal relations of power (Martin-Jones & Heller, 1996). Many students
in the world are also likely to have an ambivalent, want-hate relationship
with English, and the classroom becomes a site for their struggles and
oppositional practices, which, however, often lead students to participate
in their own domination (e.g., in Sri Lanka; see Canagarajah, 1993).


This article illustrates concepts that help examine the social factors
reflected in the ESOL classroom. It is intended for TESOL practitioners
and researchers who want to listen to more of the lived stories of English
in the world and who share a similar concern with exploring ways of
doing TESOL that do not participate in the reproduction of students’
disadvantage. After defining some concepts that can help explain social
phenomena of reproduction, I sketch the larger social context of the
classrooms I studied. I then present examples of and discuss the
consequences of teachers’ and students’ different creative, discursive
strategies in response to the classroom dilemmas posed by the larger
social structures.


CULTURAL CAPITAL, SYMBOLIC VIOLENCE, AND
CREATIVE, DISCURSIVE AGENCY


Theoretical notions articulated by Bourdieu (1973, 1977, 1991;
Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977) and Collins (1993) can serve as analytical
tools for achieving a greater understanding of social phenomena of
reproduction and transformation.


Cultural Capital


Bourdieu’s (1973, 1977, 1991; Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977) concept of
cultural capital refers to language use, skills, and orientations, disposi-
tions, attitudes, and schemes of perception (also collectively called
habitus) that children are endowed with by virtue of socialization in their
families and communities. Bourdieu argues that, through their familial
socialization, children of the socioeconomic elite receive both more of
and the right kind of cultural capital for school success (i.e., their habitus
becomes their cultural capital).


A recurrent theme in Bourdieu’s work is that children from disadvan-
taged groups, with a habitus incompatible with that presupposed in
school, and children of the socioeconomic elite do not compete from
equal starting points; thus social stratification is reproduced. Education-
ists (e.g., Delpit, 1988; Luke, 1996) have used the notion of cultural
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capital to describe the disadvantaged position of ethnic and linguistic
minorities and to problematize the notion that state-run education in
modern societies is built on meritocracy and equal opportunity.


Symbolic Violence


Bourdieu’s (1984) idea of symbolic violence concerns how the disadvan-
taging effect of the schooling system is masked or legitimized in people’s
consciousness. School failure can be conveniently attributed to indi-
vidual cognitive deficit or lack of effort and not to the unequal initial
shares of the cultural capital both valued and legitimized in school:


The dominated classes allow [the struggle] to be imposed on them when they
accept the stakes offered by the dominant classes. It is an integrative struggle
and, by virtue of the initial handicaps, a reproductive struggle, since those
who enter this chase, in which they are beaten before they start . . . implicitly
recognize the legitimacy of the goals pursued by those whom they pursue, by
the mere fact of taking part. (p. 165)


Symbolic violence, according to Bourdieu, is the imposition of represen-
tations of the world and social meanings upon groups in such a way that
these representations are experienced as legitimate. This is achieved
through a process of misrecognition. For instance, the recent English-only
campaigns in the United States illustrate the political struggles required
to create and maintain a unified linguistic market in which only one
language is recognized as legitimate and appropriate for discourse in
official settings, and the symbolic representation English = American has
numerous consequences for schooling and jobs (Collins, 1993). In
another example of misrecognition, many Hong Kong parents insist on
fighting for places for their children in English-medium schools (often
despite the fact that their children speak and understand little English)
because they have steadfastly accepted the symbolic representation
English-medium schools = good schools, even in a largely Chinese society and
even after the return of Hong Kong to China in 1997 (for background
on the symbolic domination of English in Hong Kong, see Lin, 1996,
1997; also see Hong Kong: The Setting of the Story, below).


Creative, Discursive Agency


The notion of creative, discursive agency (Collins, 1993) has its roots in
the phenomenological tradition. It stresses the creative, emergent prac-
tices of social actors, who are not simply puppets of larger social forces
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and structures. Bourdieu has often been accused of being overly deter-
ministic and of being a theorist concerned more with reproduction than
with transformation (see, e.g., Canagarajah, 1993; Jenkins, 1992). Jay
Lemke (personal communication, November 24, 1998), however, points
out that Bourdieu’s thinking is not limited to reproduction; he limits
only the effectiveness of single agents in changing whole fields of
valuation. For instance, single agents cannot change the legitimate
prestige and value attached to English in Hong Kong unless the social
selection mechanism (e.g., the medium of the universities and the
professions, the language of the job market; see the next section)
undergoes systematic changes. Nevertheless, Bourdieu offers few analy-
ses of the creative, discursive agency of social actors who find themselves
caught in dilemmas. As Collins (1993) points out, “We need to allow for
dilemmas and intractable oppositions; for divided consciousness, not just
dominated minds; . . . for creative, discursive agency in conditions
prestructured, to be sure, but also fissured in unpredictable and dynamic
ways” (p. 134).


HONG KONG: THE SETTING OF THE STORY


Despite its international, cosmopolitan appearance, Hong Kong is
ethnically rather homogeneous. About 97% of its population is ethnic
Chinese, and Cantonese is the mother tongue of the majority. English
native speakers account for not more than 3% of the entire population.
They constituted the privileged class of the society until July 1, 1997,
when Hong Kong’s sovereignty was returned to China and Hong Kong
became a special administrative region of China. The English-conversant,
bilingual Chinese middle class has, however, remained the socioeco-
nomically dominant group in Hong Kong.


Although it is the mother tongue of only a minority, English has been
the language of educational and socioeconomic advancement, that is,
the dominant symbolic resource in the symbolic market (Bourdieu,
1991) in Hong Kong. Even in the postcolonial era, English has remained
a socioeconomically dominant language in Hong Kong society. For
instance, a 1998 survey (“English Is Important for Job Promotion,” 1998)
found that the majority of business corporations in Hong Kong pre-
ferred employees with a good command of English to employees with a
good command of Chinese. English also remains the medium of
instruction in most universities and professional training programmes.


In Hong Kong, the symbolic market is embodied and enacted in the
many key situations (e.g., educational and job settings) in which social
actors must have symbolic resources (e.g., certain types of linguistic
skills, cultural knowledge, specialized knowledge and skills) in order to
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gain access to valuable social, educational, and eventually material
resources (Bourdieu, 1991). For instance, a Hong Kong student must
have adequate English resources to enter and succeed in English-medium
professional training programmes and to earn qualifications for high-
income professions. The larger social context thus can pose dilemmas
for teachers and students locally, and teachers and students can exercise
their creative, discursive agency in dealing with their dilemmas.


A STORY OF FOUR CLASSROOMS


Taken from the database of my ethnographic and classroom discourse
study of eight classrooms in seven schools from a range of socioeconomic
backgrounds in Hong Kong, the following four classroom scenarios
convey the diversity of discursive practices that can be found across even
similarly constrained classrooms (e.g., Classrooms B, C, and D, described
below). These very different stories, however, reveal a preoccupation
with a recurrent question: To what extent are classroom participants
shaped by the larger social structures, such as sociocultural and familial
background, and to what extent are they free to transform their lot (and
habitus)?


In each scenario, I describe the class, using information from ques-
tionnaire surveys and interviews of the students, and an English reading
lesson. All four teachers were Hong Kong Chinese who shared their
students’ mother tongue.1


Classroom A


This Form 3 (Grade 9) class consisted of 33 students, aged 14–15, in a
prestigious girls’ school. The majority of the students’ families lived in
the expensive residential area in which the school was located. Their
parents were professionals, business executives, or university professors
whose level of education ranged from secondary, to university, to
postgraduate. The students spoke mostly Cantonese at home but some-
times also spoke English—for example, to their Filipino domestic
helpers—and they listened to TV news. They read a variety of extracur-
ricular material in both English and Chinese, including both serious and
light material, such as comics, Chinese newspapers, English newspapers,
English fashion magazines, English detective stories, science fiction,
popular youth magazines, Reader’s Digest (in both the English and the


1 All names are pseudonyms. Identifying details of the schools and teachers have been
changed or omitted.
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Chinese editions), and Chinese translations of foreign classics (e.g., Gone
With the Wind). The students were fluent in their responses to the
teacher’s questions and could elaborate on their answers with the
teacher’s prompting.


Teacher A’s English was the best among the eight teachers who
participated in my study. English seemed to be a tool she readily used in
her daily life, not just in academic contexts. She spoke to her students
naturally and comfortably in English about her daughter, her shopping
habits, Mother’s Day, and her feelings. She was interested in both
Chinese and English literature, and her leisure reading included English
magazines. Sometimes she would bring old magazines from home to the
class library and share them with her students.


The reading lesson described below ran smoothly, and the teacher
engaged students in high-level (e.g., beyond factual) questions about the
story they had read. All through the lesson both teacher and students
used English consistently, and, interestingly, the atmosphere in the
classroom was both relaxed and seriously on task.


The teacher in Classroom A began the reading lesson with the
following extended introduction:


T: Okay . . now . . have you brought back . . Flowers for Mrs. Harris? . . . Now
. . I’d like to discuss one thing with you . . for this lesson for this book.
Have you ever wondered WHY this book is called Flowers for Mrs. Harris .␣ .
and not A Dior Dress for Mrs. Harris? . . . Now the whole book we are talking
about HOW Mrs. Harris . . saved . . how she worked extra hard to save up
the money . . so that she could go to Paris to buy the dress. And after that
. . aa . . again she went through a lot of troubles in order to get the dress
back . . and at the end it was ruined. So all along we were talking about
a dress . . and Mrs. Harris .␣ . but why . . why Flowers for Mrs. Harris? . . . All
right now . . I want to spend . . aa . . the next 5 to 10 minutes or so . . and
try to discuss in groups, okay? Aam . . you can probably find some hints .␣ .
towards the end of this book, in the last chapter.2


2 Numbers preceding speaking turns are transcribing machine counter numbers. Transcrip-
tion conventions are as follows:


underlining Utterances in Cantonese
// Simultaneous utterances
= Speaking turn latched to a preceding one
[ ] Contextual information
( ), (??) Unintelligible items; items in doubt
::, ::: Lengthening of sounds
* Turns of particular interest
. . Short pause
. . . Longer pause
= = Utterance carried over to another line
(1) 1-second pause
(2) 2-second pause
UPPERCASE Accentuation
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The students swiftly formed groups and talked. The teacher walked
over to a group and started to engage the students in thinking more
deeply about the story by asking them some guiding questions, such as
“What did Mrs. Harris see in those flowers?” or “Besides the flowers, how
else can she feel that friends are very important?” After spending some
time with one group, she moved onto another group and did the same.


After about 15 minutes she asked the whole class more questions
about the story. The students readily answered them, and she built on
their answers to bring out the themes of the story: friendship, hard work,
and courage. She then talked about the class’s upcoming examination
and encouraged her students to emulate Mrs. Harris by working hard
and not losing heart when faced with difficulties. During most of the
lesson, the students seemed to be attentive to their teacher or on task.


Classroom B


This Form 2 (Grade 8) class consisted of 42 students—20 boys and 22
girls—aged 12–14 years. The school was located in a government-
subsidized public housing estate, and the students’ families largely lived
in the nearby public housing estates. Their parents were manual or
service workers whose level of education ranged from primary to
secondary school. The students spoke only Cantonese at home and
watched the news on TV. Most of the boys read comics, newspapers, and
popular youth magazines, and most of the girls read love stories, ghost
stories, newspapers, and popular youth magazines. Neither the boys nor
the girls read any extracurricular materials in English.


I informally interviewed a group of boys whom I observed to be the
most resistant to the teacher in the classroom. They were playful and
testing, as if they were checking whether I could understand their inside
jokes. When I asked them questions, such as whether they liked English
or their English lessons, they replied in the affirmative but in an
exaggerated and joking way. I sensed that they were trying to give me the
answers they thought I was after, so I repeated that I would like to hear
what they really thought and that I would not tell anything they said to
the school authorities. Then, apparently more willing to voice their
feelings, they said they found their English lessons boring and did not
understand much of what the teacher said, as she would speak only in
English. When asked why they did not tell the teacher this and request
that she explain the things they did not understand, the boys said the
teacher would only explain again in English, and they would still not
understand. They said they chatted and played in the classroom because
the lesson was very boring, but they were also afraid of being asked by the
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teacher to answer questions. They said they felt very yyu (without face)
standing up in class and not being able to answer the teacher’s questions.


The boys had a very cynical view of school life and their future. They
said they did not like learning English, but they knew that without
English they could not find a job in that society. They also stated that
they did not believe they would be able to get into the university.


Teacher B’s relationship with some of the boys appeared to be stressful
at times. For example, sometimes she chided the boys angrily for not
paying attention or for chatting with their neighbours. This atmosphere
was evident one day in a reading lesson I observed. The teacher started
by saying that the students were going to read chapter 30 of The
Adventures of Tom Sawyer in groups of four or five and that each group
would send a representative to retell the chapter to the whole class in 50–
60 words. Each group was to first write a summary that covered the main
points in that chapter. As the teacher gave these instructions, the class
was noisy, and some students said loudly in Cantonese that they did not
know what to do. The teacher repeated her instructions and walked
around to help students form groups and explain again what they were
expected to do. I observed many non-teacher-approved activities in the
classroom and heard a great deal of noise. Most of the students were off
task, chatting and joking in Cantonese. A girl at the back of the room was
writing the lyrics of a popular Cantonese love song on a piece of paper.
The teacher seemed exhausted as she circulated around the classroom
trying to get her students to do the task. All through the lesson the
teacher consistently spoke English whereas the students invariably spoke
Cantonese except when called on to retell the story. To retell their
chapter, they read mechanically from a series of sentences written on a
piece of paper while most of the other students continued to chat noisily.
After a student finished reading from the paper, the teacher would say,
“Very nice, their report includes all the points” or “Quite nice, they have
covered some of the points” and immediately call on another group’s
representative. The fact that she seemed to be running out of time and
had to get through all the retellings within the time allotted for the
lesson might explain the brevity of her feedback to the students.


Classroom C


This Form 2 (Grade 8) class consisted of 39 students (19 male and 20
female) aged 13–14 years. The school was located in a town close to an
industrial area. The socioeconomic backgrounds of the students and
their sociolinguistic and extracurricular literacy habits resembled those
of their counterparts in Classroom B. Their English fluency, as based on
what I observed in the classroom, seemed to be rather limited for their
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grade level. The textbook contained many words that they did not
understand or know how to pronounce.


When I informally interviewed a group of boys after class, they told me
that they found English boring and difficult but also said they knew it was
very important to learn English well. Boring was a word these boys used
frequently to describe their life and school. They found schoolwork
generally boring but still preferred to go to school because they could at
least see and play with friends there. They said it would be even more
boring to stay at home all day.


The reading lesson I observed had three stages. In the prereading
stage, the teacher asked some questions about the topic of the story
(“Heaven-Queen Festival”) using the initiation-response-feedback (IRF)
discourse format (Heap, 1985; Mehan, 1979; Sinclair & Coulthard,
1975). Then, in the reading stage, the teacher wrote 10 numbered
reading comprehension questions on the blackboard and gave the class
15 minutes to read silently and note the answers to the questions by
underlining relevant parts of the text. In the answer-checking stage, the
teacher elicited answers from the class using the IRF discourse format.
The teacher often had to repeat or elaborate on her English questions in
Cantonese to get responses from students; she then rephrased the
students’ Cantonese response in English.


In the following excerpt from the answer-checking stage, the students’
creativity is evident in an otherwise rather uninteresting IRF discourse.
The teacher had been asking factual reading comprehension questions
about “Heaven-Queen Festival,” which the students had just read. She
asked Question 9 (“What happened when she answered her mother?”)
in English. No response was forthcoming, so she elaborated on the
question in Cantonese in pursuit of a response from her students.


870 T: What happened? . . Leih Lohn-Mihng (2) when she an-
swered her mum (1) her mum called her name, and when
she answered her mum, what happened?


*872 Leih: Her old-man fell off to the (ground). [chuckling towards
the end of his sentence] =


872.5 Ss: = Haha! haha! haha! hahahaha! [Other students laugh
heartily.]


872.8 T: What?! (2) louder! [as students laugh]
*873.2 Chan: Her old-man fell off to the street! [chuckling] =


873.5 S1: = Hihihihik!! = [laughing]
873.8 S2: = (Is there) a street?


*874 T: Is there a street? [in an amused tone; some students laugh]
*874.5 Leih: fell into // the sea =
*874.8 T: // = WHERE did he fall into? [quite amusingly]


875 Leih: Sea that is.
875.2 T: Yes . . fell into the sea.
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875.5 S1: fell off to the street.
875.8 S2: Her old-man fell off to the street.
876 T: // Right? (1) Her father dropped into the SEA! = =
876 S3: //Hekhek! [laughing]
876.5 T: = = Right? (2) In that manner died . . . SHH! (1) Okay . .


finally . . SHH! Number 10 . . .


The need to base one’s answer on (or find the answer in) the text was a
recurrent concern for the teacher, voiced in the recurrent prompts and
follow-up questions, such as “Where can you find it?”, “Does the book
really say so?”, and “Look at Paragraph X, Line Y,” found in other parts of
the lesson transcript. However, an answer that comes from the book can
be boring to the students. The factual nature of the questions left little
room for these lively 13-year-olds to use their imaginations. In the lesson
excerpt above a student has exploited the response slot playfully by
illegitimately putting forward a contribution that turned the whole story
into a comic-strip type of story, which the students enjoyed reading
outside school. In their favourite comic strips, the characters did funny,
impossible things, and amusement and enjoyment came from superim-
posing impossible and unpredictable fantasy on the familiar, predictable,
mundane world. The boy who gave this funny answer (Turns 872 and
873.2) seems to be a skillful storyteller with a ready audience, which is
reflected in the hearty laughter of his fellow students.


Classroom D


This Form 1 (Grade 7) remedial class3 consisted of 30 students (20
boys and 10 girls) aged 12–13 years. The students’ families lived in the
nearby public housing estates. The socioeconomic backgrounds of the
students and their sociolinguistic and extracurricular literacy habits were
like those of their counterparts in Classrooms B and C.


The atmosphere in the classroom was very lively. Most students were
attentive to the teacher and focused on their lesson tasks most of the
time. They seemed to enjoy their English lessons and were both eager
and often able to answer the teacher’s questions.


When I asked the students in informal interviews after class whether
they liked English and their English lessons, they said that they did and
that they especially liked their English teacher. They liked to hear her tell
stories from their English reader, and they appreciated that she could
explain things clearly to them. For example, when explaining the
difference between little and few, the teacher helped the students


3 Extra government resources have been given to junior secondary schools in Hong Kong to
enable remedial classes to be smaller than the usual class size.
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remember the difference by saying that little had more letters than few
and so was used with uncountable nouns whereas few, which did not have
so many letters, was used with countable nouns. The students found this
mnemonic tip very helpful. They also spoke positively about their studies
and their future. They thought they would be able to learn English well
because they could see themselves doing better and better on their
English dictations, exercises, and tests. The teacher had kept a personal
progress chart for the students so that they knew how they were doing
over time, and she gave prizes to the best-performing students. The
students felt that they could succeed in school and would have a good
chance of furthering their studies (e.g., entering the university) in the
future.


Of the eight teachers in my study, Teacher D used the most Cantonese.
She explained vocabulary, gave directions, made the English texts come
alive, explained grammatical points, and interacted with students in
Cantonese most of the time. She believed that, because the students were
still in Form 1, they were not yet able to use English all the time, and
using Cantonese could help them become more interested in the lessons
and understand them better. She also found that her students had made
good progress over the academic year, as reflected, for instance, in their
increased motivation to learn English and their improved scores on
school tests and examinations.


Teacher D was the class’s form teacher (i.e., the teacher in charge of
the class’s overall performance). She spent most of her recess, lunch,
and after-school hours talking to individual students with various prob-
lems, for example, forgetting to bring books to school, being noisy in
other teachers’ lessons, or scoring poorly on dictations or tests. I sensed
that her good relationship with her students (as reflected in their eager
responses to her questions and their cooperative responses to her
directives) might have something to do with the amount of individual
attention she gave to each student in her class. Every day, she ate her
lunch with a student, thus maintaining both a classroom and a personal
relationship with her students. However, her school days were busy from
early morning until late afternoon. She seemed to be an energetic
teacher who did not mind doing extra work and spending extra time
with her students.


The following excerpt from the beginning of a reading lesson I
observed illustrates the atmosphere in her classroom. The teacher
announced that she was going to ask questions about the part of the
English storybook that the class had read in a previous lesson.


469 T: Okay, let me ask you about the story, and see if you can still
remember it! Last time we told the story to page 40, that is
the last—the lesson before the last lesson, and then in the
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last lesson we told the story from page 40 to page 42! Now
let me see if you can still remember the story . . . Sinbad was
sailing in a boat, remember? Those jewels, then he had
given away half of the jewels to . . and he had bought a boat,
and he had bought . . recruited many sailors, after that, he
also bought four boats, one sailing towards the East, one
towards the South, one towards the West, and one towards
the North. Sinbad himself took a boat, sailing back to
where? . . . sailing back to where? [A girl raises her hand; T
turns to her.] Yes,


478 Girl 1: [stands up and speaks] Brazil!
478.5 T: Go back to Brazil?! No :::,
478.8 Ss: [speaking in their seats] Baghdad!
479 T: No, not Brazil! [Many students raise their hands; T points to


a boy.]
479.5 Boy 1: [stands up and speaks] Baghdad!
479.8 T: Baghdad, how to spell . . Baghdad? English that is, in


English . . Baghdad. [Girl 1 raises her hand again; T turns to
her and gestures her to speak.] Yes,


481.5 Girl 1: [stands up and speaks] b-a-g-h . . . d-a-d [T writes on board
as the girl spells.]


483 T: Yes! How to read this word?
483.8 Ss: [speaking in their seats] Baghdad! Baghdad!
484 T: No, Baghdad, Baghdad, Baghdad that is. Okay, as they were


thinking of going back home, alas! on the way back, they
ran into a GROUP OF . . .


487 Ss: [in their seats] Monkeys! monkeys! monkeys!
488 T: Monkeys! Yes! [writes monkey on the blackboard] That


group of monkey-men, that group . . monkey-men that is,
monkey-men that is, they took them to an island, what is the
na::me of this island? Can you spell the word? [Another girl
raises her hand.] Yes,


492 Girl 2: [stands up]: Z-u-g . . .
492.5 T: Z-u-g . . .
492.8 Girl 2: [standing up] (d)
493 T: No, b, b for boy. [writes Zugb on the board] How to read it?


A very ugly place.
494.3 Ss: [in their seats] Zugb!
494.5 T: Z::ugb::
495 Ss: [in their seats] ZUGB!!
495.5 T:  Alas! Zugb!! An ugly place for the ugly men. An ugly place


for those ugly men to live in. Those monkeys brought them
there for what?


498 Boy 1: [speaking in his seat] (Dump him there)! [Another boy
raises his hand.]


498.3 T: Yes,
498.5 Boy 2: (Giant ??)
498.8 T: Right! How to say giant in English?
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499 Boy 3: [in his seat] Giant!
499.5 T: Giant in English is . . Leung-Mahn-Yih!
500 Leung-Mahn-Yi: [standing up] Giant.
500.5 T: Giant! Very good! Yes! [writes giant on board]


In the excerpt above, the teacher dramatized, with intonations and
gestures, the part of the story about Sinbad sailing in a boat. The teacher
then asked the students where Sinbad was sailing back to (end of Turn
469).


When the teacher gave negative feedback to a student who had
answered (Turn 478.5), other students immediately called out answers
from their seats (Turn 478.8). The teacher signaled to a boy, who stood
up and answered correctly (Turn 479.5: “Baghdad”). In this way, the
teacher maintained the practice of having a student-bids-and-teacher-
accepts presequence to a student response.


The teacher then repeated the correct answer and immediately
initiated another question in the feedback-cum-initiation slot (Turn
479.8). Interestingly, this question differed from the first one (end of
Turn 469: “Sinbad . . . . sailing back to where?”). Instead of following the
story line and asking about what happened to Sinbad next, the second
question required the students to spell the English version of the name
of a place, “Baghdad,” which had been offered by a student as a response
and acknowledged and repeated by the teacher (Turns 479.5 and 479.8).
The question required them to shift their focus from the content of the
story for a while to concentrate on the language in which this content
was couched. For the teacher, the place name in Cantonese was not an
acceptable final answer, and her follow-up question seems to have caused
the students to reformulate the answer into an ultimately acceptable
format—“in English” (follow-up initiation, Turn 479.8).


In Turns 481.5 and 483, the teacher ultimately elicited the L2
formulation of the answer (“Baghdad”), and she wrote it on the
blackboard. Only L2 answers were written on the blackboard. The
teacher’s act of writing the student’s response on the blackboard
appeared to confer on it the status of a final answer (Heyman, 1983).


Unlike Teacher C, who often performed her initiations in an L2
(question)–L1 (annotation of question) sequence, Teacher D often
initiated a question about the story in the L1. Teacher D seemed to use
two consecutive IRF formats in two ways. The first IRF format engaged
the students in telling the story with her (e.g., Turns 469–479.8). The
focus was on the content of the story, and the questions asked in the
initiation slots followed naturally from the story line. The second IRF
format (e.g., Turns 479.8–483) guided the students to reformulate in
English the Cantonese answer that had been acknowledged in the first
IRF format. The second IRF format could be repeated to guide the
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students to focus on the linguistic aspects of the final L2 answer. For
example, the second IRF format was repeated in Turns 483, 483.8, and
484 to get the students to say Baghdad in English.


DISCUSSION


By pairing a story-focus IRF format with an immediately following
language-focus IRF format, the teacher led the students to reformulate
their earlier L1 responses into English, the language that they were
supposed to be learning. Teacher D’s use of the IRF formats stands in
contrast to Teacher C’s. For instance, Teacher C always started with L2
texts or questions in the initiation slot of the IRF format and then used
the L2-L1 format in the same initiation slot to annotate the L2 text or
question. Students usually responded in the L1. Then the teacher herself
reformulated the students’ L1 response into the L2 and conferred
final-answer status on it. This kind of discourse practice allowed the
students to get away with offering L1 responses only. The students were
not required to reformulate their L1 responses in the L2, as the teacher
did it for them in the feedback slot of the IRF format. Teacher C’s
discourse structure in the reading lesson can be represented as follows:
• Teacher initiation (L2-L1)
• Student response (L1)
• Teacher feedback (L1-L2)


In contrast, Teacher D used two different IRF formats in the reading
lesson:
1. Story-focus IRF


• Teacher initiation (L1)
• Student response (L1)
• Teacher feedback (L1)


2. Language-focus IRF
• Teacher initiation (L1 or L2)
• Student response (L1 or L2)
• Teacher feedback (L2, or start No. 2 again until student response


is in L2)
3. Start No. 2 again to focus on another linguistic aspect of the L2


response elicited, or return to No. 1 to focus on the story again


This kind of discourse practice allowed the teacher to interlock
enjoyment of the story, via the use of the story-focus IRF, with a language
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learning focus, via the use of the language-focus IRF. Note that Teacher
D never started an initiation in the L2, in sharp contrast to the discourse
practices of Teacher C, who always started her initiations with L2 texts or
questions. By always starting in the L1, Teacher D began with what the
students could fully understand and were familiar with. On the other
hand, by using the language-focus IRF format immediately after the
story-focus IRF format, she pushed the students to move from what they
were familiar with (e.g., L1 expressions) to what they needed to become
more familiar with (e.g., the L2 counterparts of the L1 expressions).


THE REPRODUCTION OR TRANSFORMATION
OF HABITUS?


You want to know why I don’t pay attention in English lessons? You really want
to know? Okay, here’s the reason: NO INTEREST!! It’s so boring and difficult
and I can never master it. But the society wants you to learn English! If you’re
no good in English, you’re no good in finding a job! (in Cantonese;
14-year-old boy, Classroom B, informal interview)


As mentioned, Bourdieu (1973, 1977, 1991; Bourdieu & Passeron,
1977) defines habitus as the language use, skills, and orientations,
attitudes, dispositions, and schemes of perception that children are
endowed with by virtue of socialization in their families and communi-
ties. The four classroom scenarios represent situations with varying
degrees of compatibility between the habitus of the students and what
the school English lesson required of them.


Compatible Habitus: Classroom A


The middle-class students in Classroom A brought the right kind of
habitus (i.e., cultural capital) with them to the school lesson: They had
both the correct attitudes and interest and the correct linguistic skills
and confidence to participate in high-level discussions on the themes of
the story in English with one another and the teacher. Doing-English-
lessons in Classroom A reproduced and reinforced the students’ cultural
capital and both their subjective expectations and objective probabilities
of succeeding in school and the society. Neither the teacher nor the
students were subject to dilemmas caused by incompatibility of habitus;
hence the atmosphere of relaxed harmony in Teacher A’s classroom.
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Incompatible Habitus: Classrooms B and C


In Classrooms B and C, however, the students’ habitus was incompat-
ible with what the English lesson required of them. The 14-year-old
schoolboy quoted above expresses vividly what Bourdieu (1977) would
call a working-class child’s subjective expectations of objective probabilities :


Social class, understood as a system of objective determinations, must be
brought into relation not with the individual or with the “class” as a population,
. . . but with the class habitus, the system of dispositions (partially) common to
all products of the same structures. Though it is impossible for all members of
the same class (or even two of them) to have had the same experiences, in the
same order, it is certain that each member of the same class is more likely
than any member of another class to have been confronted with the situations
most frequent for the members of that class. The objective structures that
science apprehends in the form of statistical regularities (e.g. employment
rates, income curves, probabilities of access to secondary education, fre-
quency of holidays, etc.) inculcate, through the direct or indirect but always
convergent experiences that give a social environment its physiognomy, with its
“closed doors,” “dead ends,” and limited “prospects” [italics added], . . . in short, the
sense of reality or realities that is perhaps the best-concealed principle of their
efficacy. (pp. 85–86)


The students in Classroom B seemed to find themselves confronted
with a language in which they had neither interest, competence, nor
confidence but a language they recognized, though angrily, as a key to
success in their society. They appeared to conclude that they could never
master the language and that they would be excluded from any chance
of social success. Their behaviour in the classroom may have stemmed
from their contradictory feelings about their recognition of their own
inability to change and from angry protests of their fate: They engaged
in classroom practices oppositional to the curriculum and the teacher
(e.g., ignoring the lesson task or the teacher and talking to their peers in
their mother tongue most of the time), fully expecting that they would
never be able to master the foreign language. Their resistance seems to
resemble that of marginalized ethnic minorities in North American
inner-city schools (see, e.g., Solomon, 1992).


Teacher B also faced a dilemma: She had to teach English in English
only, as this was her school’s policy and, in general, a methodological
prescription dominant in English language teacher education in Hong
Kong; get her limited-English-proficient and apparently uncooperative
students to understand her instructions and explanations; and complete
the lesson task within the prescribed time limit. Exhausted and frus-
trated from running around the classroom to get her large class of 42
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students on task, she apparently failed to connect in any meaningful way
with them despite her painful efforts.


The picture is slightly different in Classroom C. In an informal
after-class interview, the students described their lesson and English itself
as “boring.” However, the teacher seemed to be (partly) successful in
getting her students to collaborate in extracting information from the
story text to answer the kind of reading comprehension questions
typically found on school tests and examinations in Hong Kong. For her,
the mother tongue was a tool to use in this process. She seemed to be
imparting examination skills, albeit in ways that students might have
found unengaging. She apparently connected to her students at some
level, such as sharing their jokes (she smiled and appeared to be amused
by the student’s funny answer), although she also seemed eager to
socialize students into the text-information extraction mind-set. In this
respect there was some incompatibility between the students’ habitus
and what the teacher required of them in the reading lesson. Using the
L1 as a bridging tool, the teacher seemed to be partly inducing and
partly coercing her students into a specific school mode of orientation to
text, with varying degrees of success across her students.


As a result of the teacher’s efforts, the students may have become
better versed in examination skills, although their basic habitus orienta-
tion towards English—finding it boring and irrelevant to their daily
life—remained unchanged. The teacher’s use of the L1 may reflect a
discursive strategy for dealing with her dilemma: how to get her students
to collaborate in a task they perceive as unengaging.


Transforming Habitus: Classroom D


The students in Classroom D came from a disadvantaged socioeco-
nomic background, as their counterparts in Classrooms B and C did.
Like their counterparts’ habitus, their habitus did not equip them with
the right kind of attitudes and interest or skills and confidence in
learning English. However, there were signs of their habitus being
transformed through the creative, discursive agency and efforts of their
teacher. For instance, she used the L1 strategically in the reading lesson
to intertwine an interesting story focus and a language learning focus.
She helped her students experience a sense of achievement and confi-
dence in learning English (e.g., by charting their progress so that they
could see their own improvement, by giving them mnemonic strategies
for learning vocabulary usage). At school, she spent most of her spare
time with her students to establish a personal relationship with each of
them. With all these extra personal, creative efforts, she succeeded in
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helping her students develop interest, skills, and confidence in learning
a language that was otherwise perceived as difficult, boring, and basically
irrelevant in the daily lives of these students, who came from a
Cantonese-dominant, working-class habitus.


IMPLICATIONS


Choosing a Method


TESOL practitioners working with students from backgrounds that do
not give them the right kind of cultural capital face the important task of
searching for the appropriate methodology to use. Rather than follow
the methods prescribed by their teacher education, TESOL practitioners
may benefit by developing their own appropriate methodology for their
students based on their own reflective action research (Holliday, 1994).
For instance, although the prescription to use only the target language
in teaching the target language is common, my observations of the four
classrooms described here show clearly that what matters is not whether
a teacher uses the L1 or the L2 but rather how a teacher uses either
language to connect with students and help them transform their
attitudes, dispositions, skills, and self-image—their habitus or social
world. For instance, unlike the self-defeating students in Classroom B,
the students in Classroom D were not pessimistic about their life
chances: “I want to further my studies”; “I feel confident about learning
English,” as they told me. Their school results confirmed their newfound
confidence and expectations. The question then is not one of whether to
use the L1 or not; it is one of searching for creative, discursive practices
that are appropriate to the students. In this respect, my observations
confirm Collins’s (1993): that individual creative, discursive agency can
make transformation of one’s social world possible despite the larger
constraining, reproducing social structures outlined by Bourdieu (1977).


Interrogating Symbolic Violence


Although creative, discursive agency offers some hope for transform-
ing habitus and life chances, TESOL practitioners cannot neglect the
need to continually interrogate power and fields of valuation in the
larger society (Luke, 1996; Pennycook, 1994). For instance, the students
in Classroom D might have found a bit of the cultural capital that they
needed for school and social success through their own and their
teacher’s extra creative efforts, yet they were still in a race with rules laid







REPRODUCTION OR TRANSFORMATION OF SOCIAL WORLDS? 411


down by the privileged classes (e.g., the students in Classroom A), who
were already way ahead of them. However, all parties—teachers, stu-
dents, curriculum designers, and parents—often take these rules for
granted and perceive them as legitimate, a case of symbolic violence
exercised on the students. Together with their students, TESOL practi-
tioners need to continue to encourage the interrogation of the role of
English in their society and in their life chances, that is, to develop a
critical social theory of practice (Luke, 1996). As Pennycook (1994)
points out, “In some senses, then, the English language classroom, along
with other sites of cultural production and political opposition, could
become a key site for the renewal of both local and global forms of
knowledge” (p. 326).


Understanding existing classroom practices and their sociocultural
and institutional situatedness is a first step towards exploring the
possibility of alternative creative, discursive practices that might contrib-
ute to the transformation of the students’ habitus. More stories await an
opportunity to be told. I hope that by telling these lived stories of
classroom participants, we as TESOL practitioners and researchers can
gain some insight into how we can reassess, reconceive, and ultimately
repractise our role as teachers of English in the world.
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Although historically much teaching of English has been done by
nonnative-English-speaking teachers (NNESTs), research on their con-
cerns as English educators has been neglected. This article takes as its
central focus the narrative of NNESTs in the context of critical praxis. It
discusses a graduate seminar offered for perhaps the first time in a
TESOL program for NNESTs. The article presents the process of
interrogating the nativeness paradigm among NNESTs themselves via
their own experiences and self-representation. It discusses the validity
of conceptual tools designed to overcome disempowering discourses
that may exist in TESOL programs and centers on the construction of
identity among NNESTs that neither prescribes a limited role for them
in the profession nor specifies definite boundaries to their capacities
therein. The study suggests that the process of empowerment of
NNESTs is neither linear nor simple but can nevertheless be generated
within and by teachers engaged in critical praxis. It also demonstrates
that many of the participants found a new relationship with their
contexts, analyzed the causes of their powerlessness, and generated a
new sense of agency as teachers and scholars in the field.


Pennycook (1998) puts forward a suggestive and historical argument
regarding the current state of the art in English language teaching


(ELT): “Some of the central ideologies of current English Language
Teaching have their origins in the cultural constructions of colonialism
[italics added]. The colonial construction of Self and the Other, of the
‘TE’ and ‘SOL’ of TESOL remain in many domains of ELT” (p. 22).
Pennycook draws out a number of important connections to understand
the threads of colonial experience and practice that have extended into
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the postcolonial period. Although he goes beyond the economic and
political analysis of colonialism, he focuses on colonialism as a “site of
cultural production” of “cultural forms” that “produced European
culture” and discourses (p. 16). Pennycook reveals the historical basis of
some of these cultural forms—the dichotomies that define and create
the image of the Other in the realm of language use. These images have
found their way into the discourses of postcolonialism—including in the
practice and theory of ELT.


The (re)production of cultural forms makes sense considering Penny-
cook’s (1998) insight that colonialism is not “only experienced by the
colonized” but it is “also a lived experience of the colonizers, one that
has very broad implications” (p. 35). Admittedly, the lived experiences
are quite different yet are important to consider in light of the argument
that colonialism “produced European culture” (p. 16) of a kind. These
differences constitute an important aspect of an understanding of how
certain cultural constructions of colonialism become stabilized and,
subsequently, reproduced in the discourses of postcolonialism as normal,
natural, and universal. If “a discourse” includes “ways of using language,
of thinking, and of acting” (Gee, 1998, p. 51), then it is equally
important to ask, What are some of the ways to meaningfully attempt to
overcome the disempowering discourses? This article takes up one
domain of ELT—the education of nonnative-English-speaking teachers
(NNESTs). It specifically addresses the dichotomy of native versus
nonnative English teachers by analyzing the experiences and self-
representations of international (so-called nonnative) graduate students
in an ESOL teacher preparation program. We ask two fundamental
questions:


1. Does the discourse of ESOL teacher preparation programs consti-
tute a colonial cultural form that disempowers its own students and
professionals?


2. If so, what are the means of overcoming the dichotomy?


What follows here is a research report on critical praxis aimed at
empowering nonnative-English-speaking participants as teachers in the
TESOL profession. We discuss the 10-week process of individual and
collective identity (re)construction and negotiation of critical issues for
international English professionals within the framework of critical
pedagogy. The goal of the article is twofold: (a) to present the complexi-
ties and ambiguities of the process of interrogating the construct of
nonnativeness among nonnative-English-speaking students and profes-
sionals through their own experiences within the context of a critical
pedagogy framework and (b) to show that the empowerment of NNESTs
is neither a linear nor a simple matter. The individual engaged in critical
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praxis can, however, generate that empowerment. While drawing impli-
cations for ESOL teacher preparation programs, we suggest that an
integral part of educating future professionals includes (a) articulation
of binary cultural representations via the experiences of the English
teachers and development and (b) validation of conceptual tools that
empower teachers within the boundaries of ESOL teacher preparation
programs so that the teachers become agents of change within the field.


THEORETICAL BACKGROUND


The NS Construct


A growing number of influential voices have questioned the notion
that native speakers (NSs) represent the ideal teacher of a language
(e.g., Ferguson, 1992; Kachru, 1996; Nayar, 1994, in press; Widdowson,
1994). Phillipson (1992) helped touch off the recent discussion of the
question of native-speaking versus nonnative-speaking English language
teachers by challenging the validity of what he called the native speaker
fallacy. He asserts that there is “no scientific validity” (p. 195) to support
this proposition. He attributes its perpetuation to sociopolitical motives:


The native speaker fallacy has served the interests of the Center, while
blinding both its representatives and their collaborators in the Periphery to
its ideological and structural consequences. It has diverted attention from the
flourishing of local pedagogical initiative that could build on local strengths
and linguistic realities. (p. 199)


According to Phillipson, the greater facility that NSs are supposed to
have (e.g., fluency, knowledge of idiomatic expressions, and cultural
understanding) can be taught to nonnative speakers (NNSs).


Davies (1991) concentrates on both linguistic and sociolinguistic
questions of the construct of the NS. He explicitly rejects the idea that
the “native speaker is uniquely and permanently different from a
nonnative speaker” (p. 45). He asserts that L2 learners can acquire native
linguistic competence of the language even if they are outside of the L1
environment. To Davies, from a sociolinguistic perspective, “the distinc-
tion native speaker–nonnative speaker, like all majority-minority rela-
tions, is at bottom one of confidence and identity” (pp. 166–167).
Significantly, he sees the NS boundary as one attributable as much to
NNSs as to NSs, although he acknowledges that determining the NS
construct is a difficult if not an impossible task for linguists.


Nayar (1994) provides a useful taxonomy and critical discussion of
what he calls “the defining features” (p. 3) of a NS. His list includes the
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following: (a) primacy in order of acquisition; (b) manner and environ-
ment of acquisition; (c) acculturation by growing up in the speech
community; (d) phonological, linguistic, and communicative compe-
tence; (e) dominance, frequency, and comfort of use; (f) ethnicity; (g)
nationality/domicile; (h) self-perception of linguistic identity; (i) other-
perception of linguistic membership and eligibility; and (j) mono-
lingualism. His critique of the NS construct concentrates on what he calls
“linguistic imprecision and the Eurocentric unsoundness of the term”
(p. 3). He concludes that monolingualism is the single feature that
“validates” the term as “the person has no other language to be native of”
(p. 3) and argues that “native” English speakers are defined “ethno-
politically under the mainly European credo” (Nayar, in press).


Pursuing a similar analysis, Kachru (1997) examines the construct
from a historical perspective, calling it a linguistic colonial construct—a
concept that divides language users according to the power relations of
a colonial world. Similarly, for Pennycook (1998), the construct stands as
a classic colonial cultural form that adheres to English discourses—built
out of the superior-inferior representations of the Self and the Other
and reproduced in Western postcolonial discourses.


 Elsewhere (Brutt-Griffler & Samimy, in press), we argue that the
native-nonnative dichotomy represents not a linguistic construct but a
socially constructed identity based on cultural assumptions of who
conforms to the preconceived notion of a NS. Crucial factors within the
set of characteristics that are socially held to represent those of the NS
include, above all, national origin and accent. As we will show, these
social variables that lead to the construction of identity of the Other are
critical in the ongoing process of reexamining the identity of Self and
Other and facing the limitations of the discourse available for alternative
representations. Indeed, the fixity of the identity attached to the NS
construct, despite its lack of definitional coherence, constituted a
significant site of a struggle toward overcoming the subject positions by
students in the seminar discussed in this article.


Despite the developing critique of the NS construct and the NS fallacy
in ELT, Nayar’s (1994) observation remains valid: “Generations of
applied linguistic mythmaking in the indubitable superiority and the
impregnable infallibility of the ‘native speaker’ has created stereotypes
that die hard” (p. 4).


Such analysis fundamentally results in two major approaches to
NNESTs: the dominance approach and the difference approach, each of
which takes nativeness as its focus in creating two opposite camps of
TESOL professionals. The dominance approach (e.g., Medgyes, 1994;
Quirk, 1995) describes the NNEST in juxtaposition to the native-English-
speaking teacher, basing itself either implicitly or explicitly on the
paradigm of deficit linguistics. For example, Quirk asserts “the need for
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native teacher support and the need for non-native teachers to be in
constant touch with the native language” (p. 26). The difference
approach to the NNEST attempts to highlight what it sees as the positive
elements that NNESTs bring to the profession by emphasizing, for
example, the value of being a good model of the learner of the language
and of being an empathetic teacher (cf. Braine, 1999). Accounts that
take such an approach often end with a call for pluralism and collabora-
tion in the profession.


 At root, however, both of these approaches rest on the assumptions
and ideology of the opposed identities of professionals in the field. One
assumption is that a language belongs to its NSs (for a critique, see
Smith, 1987; Widdowson, 1994). For Nayar (1994), a power dynamic
between NSs and NNSs “forms the crux of the ownership issue” (p. 4).
Nayar cogently argues that whether NSs own English or not, they have
laid claim to “the rights and responsibilities not only of controlling the
forms and norms of English globally but also of dominating the theory
and practice of its teaching and research” (p. 4). Other scholars have
shown that the idea of ownership of a language employs notions
appropriate to property relations rather than to linguistic interaction
and that national monopoly over a language contradicts the very idea of
an international language (Brutt-Griffler, 1998; Smith, 1987).


 The ramifications of the existence of the NS construct both in the
TESOL profession and in popular use become particularly prominent
when the construct finds its way into shaping the perceptions of
language learners. Mounting evidence testifies to some unfortunate
effects of the division of English teachers not based on linguistic and
pedagogical ability (cf. Braine, 1999). Medgyes (1994) suggests that
NNESTs may experience problems with professional self-esteem. Amin
(1997) has found that some language learners assume that there exists
an “intrinsic connection between race and language ability” among their
teachers; hence they show preference for “White teachers over non-White
teachers,” assuming that it is only the former who “can be native speakers
of English” (p. 580). Given such prevalent assumptions on the part of
both teachers and students of English, the perpetuation of a particular
inherited discourse needs to be addressed at various levels. We suggest
that a meaningful attempt to overcome potentially disempowering
discourses in teacher education that may exist in ESOL teacher prepara-
tion programs constitutes a step in this direction.


Critical Pedagogy in TESOL


The idea behind this study and the seminar that took shape out of it is
that the TESOL classroom can serve as a site for change in breaking
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down the dichotomous discourses of nativeness, promote the emergence
of counterdiscourses (cf. Pennycook, 1994), and lead to the construction
of a unifying identity for all English teachers and professionals. The
seminar intended to draw upon the cultural and intellectual resources of
the participants. As a group, we wanted to collectively explore our
development as English users and professionals. Through student-
centered dialogue, we aimed at a critical consciousness of Western
cultural assumptions and culture-bound premises within second lan-
guage acquisition (SLA) theory (Johnson, 1992; Sridhar, 1994) and L2
pedagogy (Pennycook, 1998; Sridhar, 1994).


 Given the context of a discourse of nativeness that is potentially
disempowering for NNESTs, we conceive that they need to develop an
identity of their own construction that neither prescribes a limited role
for them in the profession nor specifies definite boundaries to their
capacities therein. Within this process, language—and professional
discourse in particular—plays a crucial role, because language influences
consciousness and construction of identity (cf. Weedon, 1997). Decon-
structing discursive practices occupies a central role in this process, and
critical pedagogy therefore serves as an important tool.


We hold that the interconnection of Freire’s (1970, 1993) concep-
tualization of critical pedagogy and Weedon’s (1997) construction of
subjectivity is central to that project. Freire’s (1970) critical pedagogy
defines education as a place where learners can be empowered through
problem posing and a mutually created dialogue. In Weedon’s theory of
subjectivity, the subjectivity of individuals determines them as both sites
and subjects of “discursive struggle for their identity” (p. 93). Subjectivity
thus comes together with critical pedagogy in that the student as site and
subject undertakes a self-empowerment process. Freire (1993) has pos-
ited the importance of such an interconnectivity of critical pedagogy and
subjectivity in addressing the “need to recognize multiple constructions
of power and authority in a society riven by inequalities of power and
exclusionary divisions of privilege and how these are implicated in the
constitution of subjectivity” (p. xi).


Weedon’s (1997) conceptualization is important for our present
purposes because it emphasizes that subjectivity is socially produced, not
innate. In this conceptualization, subjectivity is fluid rather than fixed,
allowing the possibility of its remaking through its interaction with
critical pedagogy. This resonates with Freire’s (1993) conceptualization,
in which “there must be a growing recognition of new forms of
subjectivity and new strategies of emancipatory praxis” (p. xi).


Following Freire (1993) and Weedon (1997), we conceive critical
pedagogy in TESOL as the construction of a subjectivity that includes
both NSs and NNSs and that works toward the goal of eliminating the
colonial construct of nativeness in ELT. Defining a critical pedagogy for
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TESOL integrally involves recognizing the multicultural setting of ESOL
teacher preparation programs that serve international students.


CRITICAL PRAXIS: TOWARD A PEDAGOGY OF
EMPOWERMENT OF NNSs


In the winter of 1997, a pilot graduate seminar for NNESTs was
offered for, perhaps, the first time in an ESOL teacher preparation
program in North America. The 10-week seminar had two main objec-
tives: (a) to raise the teachers’ and students’ collective consciousness
concerning the status of NNSs in ELT practice through critical dialogic
and (b) to empower the NNSs as ELT professionals.


Seventeen graduate students and two postdoctoral students partici-
pated in the seminar. They were all pursuing either an MA or a PhD in
TESOL; they came from Korea, Japan, Turkey, Surinam, China, Togo,
Burkinafaso, and Russia. Many of them had more than 5 years of
teaching experience in EFL contexts.


The graduate seminar, offered as an elective, met once a week for 21/2


hours for 10 weeks. Throughout the seminar, the participants were asked
to keep a journal for critical reflection based on group discussion,
presentations, assigned readings, and their personal experiences. The
seminar was both audio- and videotaped with the participants’ consent.
In addition, the participants were interviewed in groups using a
semistructured format. The researchers also kept field notes during the
seminar and the interviews. Audiotapes from the seminar and the
interviews were transcribed and analyzed to identify emergent themes.


For the purpose of this study, we operationalized four central terms of
critical pedagogy. In using the word critical, we have based ourselves on
the term critical theories, which are positioned in relation to counter-
hegemonic social movements (Fraser, 1987, p. 31). Praxis is defined as
“the self-creative activity through which we make the world. . . . The
requirements of praxis are theory both relevant to the world and
nurtured by actions in it, and an action component in its own theorizing
process that grows out of practical political grounding” (Buker, in press,
as cited by Lather, 1991, pp. 11–12). The term empowerment here means
“analyzing ideas about the causes of powerlessness, recognizing systemic
oppressive forces, and acting both individually and collectively to change
the conditions of our lives” (Lather, 1991, p. 4). It further “involves
people coming into a sense of their own power, a new relationship with their own
contexts [italics added]” (Fox, 1988, p. 2). Finally, like Lather (1991) and
Spivak (1989), we position pedagogy as a site for critical praxis in which
“the transformation of consciousness . . . takes place in the intersection
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of three agencies—the teacher, the learner and the knowledge they
together produce” (Lusted, 1986, p. 3).


The format of the seminar incorporated the basic principles of
Freire’s critical pedagogy, discussed above. More specifically, following
nine values of the Freirean Pedagogy (Shor, 1992), we intended the
seminar to be


1. participatory, meaning that the teaching and learning process is both
interactive and cooperative;


2. situated, so that materials are located in students’ language, events,
and culture;


3. critical, in that the design of the class promotes both self-reflection
and social reflection;


4. democratic, with discourse produced by the students and teacher in
cooperation;


5. dialogic, meaning that the class consists of dialogue centered on
concerns posed by teacher and students;


6. desocializing, or constructed to dissuade students from passivity in the
classroom;


7. multicultural, in that it affirms the complexity of the multiple cultures
in society;


8. research oriented, combining teaching and learning with classroom
and community research by the teacher and the students into the
sociolinguistic and social pedagogical context;


9. activist, aiming to lead to practical results when possible.


Because we aimed to define the students as the site and subjects of the
discursive struggle for identity, we needed instruments designed toward
this end. First, to bring out the collective component of the critical
project, we employed a classroom dialogic, in which the goal was to
pursue the shared process of (re)constructing identities as NNSs. Sec-
ond, we designed a written dialogic between NNSs over issues relating to
their identity as professionals to encourage students to take part in the
deconstruction of socially imposed identities. Finally, to promote per-
sonal history as a site of struggle over identity, we made use of the
professional autobiography.


Students’ Voices: Classroom Dialogic


The two students who had little or no experience teaching English in
their countries were unaware of the issues related to native versus
nonnative professionals. These students also believed that such questions
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did not play a significant role in their countries. As NNSs, however, they
said that the title and the description of the seminar had led them to sign
up. Furthermore, they stated that for future practice they wanted to be
aware of some of the issues related to the native-nonnative division in
ELT so that they could be better prepared when they encountered such
questions in the future.


For 17 students, on the other hand, the “problem” of being a NNEST
was all too familiar. Indeed, some students signed up for the seminar
looking for the answer to problems they had had as NNSs. A student
from a West African country, for example, remarked that at times in his
20 years of secondary- and college-level English teaching he had become
“totally discouraged and disheartened as an English teacher” (John, CD,
January 9).1 Another West African student, who had taught there for a
similar length of time, was curious to discover “how other NNS profes-
sionals feel about” the professional issues facing them (Daniel, CD,
January 9). In explaining why they were taking the course, the students
sounded two consistent themes of interest: (a) how their linguistic and
cultural knowledge compared to that of NSs and (b) whose norm or
standard of English they should follow in their professional endeavors.


 From the beginning, the students embraced the opportunity for
dialogue. A Russian student noted,


This is an extremely important course for me; I was waiting for this kind of
class for two and a half years. It is very difficult to find an opportunity to
engage in a prolonged dialogue about the issues that mean a lot profession-
ally with people from many parts of the globe. The richness of the [TESOL]
program comes from the fact that we are so multicultural, but the resources
that we bring to the program are not adequately tapped into. I am so very
excited about sharing my autobiography as an English learner and a teacher in Russia
with you; in the past, nobody was ever interested in my experience in Russia [italics
added]. (Natalia, CD, January 9)


One of us noted in field notes that “her comment today made me
reflect on what we do in our TESOL program. I wonder if there is a tacit
assumption on our part that we have all the answers and expect our
students to accept them. Are we trying to domesticate our EFL students
with our ESL ideology and practice rather than empower them?”
(January 9). Empowerment requires, as this student observed, a recogni-
tion and affirmation of the place of what Weedon (1997) calls the lived
reality of the NNS professional. Not only must this affirmation form part
of the practical side of TESOL education, but it must take its place in


1 Each quotation is identified by a pseudonym for the participant, the source (class
discussion [CD], letter dialogic [LD], or professional autobiography [PA]), and the date (in
1997).
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theory building. As Weedon has convincingly argued, theory “should not
deny subjective experience, because the ways in which people make
sense of their lives is a necessary starting point for understanding how
power relations structure society” (p. 8). The subjective experiences of
the nonnative students, therefore, constituted the necessary starting
point of the course. Student introductions served more than the usual
purpose of a convenient icebreaker. They formed an essential part of the
process of mutual empowerment, or the classroom dialogic, by situating
the students at the core of the critical dialogic unfolding in the
classroom.


Questioning Medgyes’ Assumptions: Letter Dialogic


A second critical pedagogical tool employed was the written (letter)
dialogic with a NNS scholar-professional. As Kramsch and Lam (1999)
have argued, the written self is crucial to the construction of an L2
identity. Drawing on Peirce’s (1995) research on ESL immigrant women
in Canada, they argue that the “written text constructs, narrows down,
clarifies, focuses the truth of the event in quite a different manner than
it was lived at the time” (pp. 59–60). That is, the written text provides a
sense of reflection, a space to represent “lived experience in the public
form,” and develops a “social persona” (pp. 60–61) that enables the L2
writer to assert herself. This written self-representation, they argue, is
“associated with the highly self-conscious, rhetorical use of the foreign
language by a non-native who, by appropriating for herself a language
she views as foreign, actualizes on paper a social reality that was only
potentially there” (p. 61). We sought to harness the power of the written
text for the purpose of building a “social persona” not built on the
identity of an Other in a foreign or second language.


Students were asked to write a written dialogic to Medgyes’ (1994) The
Non-Native Teacher using a letter format. The author of the book, an EFL
professional who is a NNS of English, discusses topics such as “the dark
side of being a nonnative,” “the bright side of being a nonnative,” and
“who’s worth more: the native or the nonnative” (Samimy, 1997, p. 816).
In the “dark side of being a nonnative,” Medgyes focuses on the NNSs’
linguistic deficit, in particular in the areas of vocabulary, oral fluency, and
pronunciation. The author asserts that nonnative-speaking professionals
are well aware of their linguistic disadvantage and that, although hard
work and dedication might help them narrow the gap between them-
selves and NSs, “to achieve native-like proficiency is wishful thinking” (p.
33). In the “bright side of being a non-native,” the author tries to
counterbalance the “dark side” by highlighting the qualities of nonnative
professionals that are perhaps better than those of NSs, such as being a
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good model for the learners, being culturally informed, and being
empathetic to learners’ needs.


The students recognized the significant contribution that the book
had made. One student wrote, “Before I read it, I thought I am not
qualified to teach students at any level, even though I will graduate with
an MA degree in TESOL” (Monica, LD, February 6). However, they had
reservations about the perceived author’s overemphasis on the linguistic
deficit of the NNS by neglecting other equally significant factors related
to the ELT profession.


A student from Japan, for example, wrote, “I am more interested in
‘who can do what’ rather than ‘who is better’” (Leo, LD, February 6). We
might interpret this statement as a step toward empowerment. One of
the critical aspects of empowerment is what Lather (1991) refers to as
“coming into a sense of [one’s] own power” (p. 4). Another student
began the task of constructing an alternative vision—one of a unified
professional identity—in suggesting to Medgyes that


your constant comparison of native versus non-native speaker teacher in the
long run may do more harm than good in the sense that the latter may focus
more on what separates them from their native speaker counterparts rather
than what binds them together. (Tom, LD, February 6)


One student asserted pointedly the often-echoed group sentiment: “By
directing the attention of the nonnative professional into the native like
proficiency, the whole profession has been very much distressed because
we ended up complaining about our inability to have native like
proficiency” (Carl, LD, February 6).


Although articulating the perceived problems in the classroom con-
text and in the written dialogic was an important step for many students
in taking a more critical approach, for many this articulation began to
transform into a deeper understanding of the contexts in which English
is taught and of their search for alternatives. As one student reflected,


In EFL settings like in Korea, most English teachers in public schools are
non-native speakers of English. Though it seems obvious that they have some
advantages over native speakers, many of the parents and students wish to
have native speakers. Many of them may know that a native speaker is not an
ideal teacher. But they just feel and think that way and, therefore, want native
speakers as their teachers? . . . How can I convince them that I may be a better
teacher than a native speaker? (Steve, LD, February 6)


Such a quest for a solution represents a significant stage toward what
Simon (1987) calls “empowerment as a pedagogy of possibility.” Simon
comments that “a curriculum and its supporting pedagogy are a version
of our own dreams for ourselves, our children, and our communities” (p.
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370). It might also be interpreted in terms of what Lather (1991) refers
to as finding a “new relationship with [one’s] own contexts” (p. 4)
during the process of empowerment.


The written dialogic with a NNS colleague served to stimulate this
process of self-discovery and empowerment. Some students came to the
realization that the key to empowerment lay within themselves. One of
the students from West Africa remarked, “As a non-native teacher myself,
I feel that general guilt of silence that many of my colleagues probably
feel in exactly the same way” (Mike, LD, February 6). His West African
colleague contextualized this observation more generally:


Since the colonial times when the inner circle and the outer circle schools
took the same end-of-year exams (at least in Britain’s and France’s colonies),
the outer circle (former colonies) haven’t stopped looking up to the inner
circle and emulating their curricula and standards. ( John, PA, March 13)


Although this observation may appear to be a lingering example of a
colonial cultural relationship, the articulation thereof constitutes an
important aspect of critical praxis in ELT. One of the keys to change is
the development of an alternative vision, for, as Simon (1987) notes,
“Education always presupposes a vision of the future” (p. 371).


Overall, participants increasingly recognized the multidimensionality
of the ELT professional; significantly, they linked the notion of success in
the profession to the dynamics and demands of a particular sociocultural
and linguistic context, allowing for sociocultural and individual flexibil-
ity and pluralism in the profession.


The Professional Autobiography: Tracing Evolving Identities


The professional autobiography allowed the students to reflect upon
their lived experiences, thereby empowering them through the building
of textual identity (Kramsch & Lam, 1999) and the development of a
professional voice in an L2. A Korean student’s essay exemplified this
process:


While trying to sort through the different experiences I have had for this
paper, I realized that there is a complex relationship between what I have
experienced and my reflection of these experiences . . . . My view of myself as
a nonnative professional has not been . . . stable or settled . . . . The term
“identity” permits sufficient conceptual elasticity to capture [these] compli-
cated aspects of the issue. (Daniel, PA, March 13)


This student’s analysis of himself as a professional echoes Peirce’s (1995)
discussion of social identity, which stresses that it is “multiple, a site of
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struggle, and changing over time” (p. 14). Thus, the professional auto-
biography, by asking the students to reflect over the course of their entire
professional career and growth as English speakers, is part of the process
of constructing an identity for themselves as TESOL professionals.


The social construct of nonnativeness assigns to the L2 speaker the
identity of a permanent learner, meaning that the self-construction of
identity requires deconstructing the social values imposing the former
conception. Several students grappled with this problem in relation to
the EFL context. One wrote,


One of the first things that I would like to convince Korean teachers of
English of is the belief that they are not necessarily inferior (or superior)
teachers of EFL. I want learners of English to have a sense of ownership and
empowerment over their English learning; I do not want them to feel as if
they are second-class people, vis-à-vis the so-called NS of English. . . . As
Kachru (1992) argues, it’s time the perceptions regarding ownership of
English reflect usage in reality. I want “NNSs” to claim their rightful
ownership to English. (Steve, PA, March 13)


Students reflected on and analyzed the complex issues that faced
them in their professional lives. Perhaps more important, they thought
critically about not only their experiences but also the context of their
professional lives. In the following passage, a student problematizes easy
classification, deconstructs the academic discourse of NS-NNS, and finds
a basis for a counterdiscourse:


The NS-NNS dichotomy debate . . . is a purposeless waste of resources. For
instance, the debate of who makes a better teacher, a NNS or a NS, is an
academic question. Not only is the distinction difficult, if not impossible, to
operationalize, one group of users is not categorically superior to the other
when it comes to teaching English.


The majority of teachers of English in the world, and certainly in Korea,
will continue to be NNSs. Thus, the question, “How can NNS teachers
become more like NS teachers?” misses the point. The guiding question in
EFL teacher development in Korea must acknowledge the real status of the
teacher pool. Thus, the question must be more practical, and, in a deeper
sense, more philosophical, which can be stated as: “How can the present and
future teachers be helped to become all they can be as Korean people who teach
English to other Korean people?” (Carl, PA, March 13)


It would be simplifying matters, however, to say that every student came
to such conclusions or that the process of overcoming the disempowering
discourses was linear. A significant minority continued to express adher-
ence to a belief in the superiority of the NS. One student wrote in his
autobiography,







426 TESOL QUARTERLY


I may let my son learn grammar and/or reading from non-native teachers.
However, I myself, frankly speaking, would not hire a non-native English
teacher to teach conversational English to my son. Many people would argue
against the idea, but I will not change my mind . . . . I simply cannot accept
that non-native English teachers in general have a high level of proficiency
enough to teach speaking to other non-natives. I don’t believe that I, another
non-native teacher, can successfully teach conversational English. (Paul, PA,
March 13)


For other students, however, the seemingly overwhelming nature of the
obstacles facing them began to lessen over the course of the term. For
instance, early in the quarter a Japanese student professed great pessi-
mism: “How do students perceive their non-native speaking teachers and
native speaking teachers? Do they treat them both equally? No! Their
attitudes toward non-native teachers further my helplessness. Thus my
suffering as a language teacher will continue forever” (Andrew, CD,
January 30). But by the end of the course, he was more encouraged,
noting that he now felt that with study and time, “the issue of native vs.
nonnative will become a very, very minor problem to me, though it does
not disappear completely” (Andrew, PA, March 13). If one of the aspects
of empowerment involves “analyzing ideas about the causes of powerless-
ness” (Lather, 1991, p. 4), then for this student, as for many others, the
10-week critical praxis provided a space to voice some of the disem-
powering attitudes coming from the learners.


Becoming Researchers and Agents of Change


One interesting theme that emerged from the course is the roles that
the participants believed they could play as professionals in TESOL. At
that point in their careers, generally, the participants did not perceive
themselves as active, contributing members in the field. But they also
expressed a strong desire to take matters into their own hands and to
become themselves, as one student put it, agents of change:


As far as I am concerned, I intend to capitalize on the experience I have
gained to contribute more in research relating to language teaching and
learning . . . . It is high time non-native teachers began getting more involved
in linguistic research and publications. Non-native speaking teachers should
let their voice be heard. Our contribution is indispensable. ( John, PA,
March␣ 13)


One of his colleagues was more specific about his intentions:


It is crucial to make EFL autonomous, by encouraging local research with
teachers (action research), collaborating with other researchers to establish
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an EFL knowledge base. My ultimate ambition is to have EFL research gain
authority at the international level. I might start by establishing an EFL
network at the West-African level. (Daniel, PA, March 13)


When the participants were asked about their contributions to ELT,
many of them talked about their role as teacher educators upon their
return to their home countries. Some of their future agendas included
(a) insisting on the distinction between teaching in the ESL and EFL
contexts so that textbooks and teaching methodology are situated in
local contextual conditions (cf. Widdowson, 1996); (b) empowering EFL
teachers so that they develop critical awareness toward received wisdom
(Nayar, 1997; Pennycook, 1990) and challenge the appropriateness of
imported materials according to their settings and their students’ needs;
and (c) creating opportunities for in-service teachers to work with
English users from various English-speaking countries, such as India,
Singapore, and the Philippines, to promote the notion of English as an
international language.


The semistructured interviews held toward the end of the course
provided additional support for findings of increases in the participants’
critical awareness of the issues related to NNS professionals and in their
recognition of their unique contributions to the field. The question of
whether NSs or NNSs are better language teachers was often voiced as
irrelevant, if not counterproductive. A more relevant question, accord-
ing to the participants, is how qualified they are as EFL/ESL teachers or
what kind of expertise they can offer. Rampton (1990) suggests that “the
notion of experts shifts the emphasis from ‘who you are’ to ‘what you
know’” (p. 99). This construct of expertise, then, diminishes the mar-
ginalization of NNS professionals and challenges the notion that the
ideal teacher of English is a NS (cf. Phillipson, 1992). On the whole,
although the construct of NS was psychologically real in the participants’
consciousness, its essence and significance in ELT was left open for
further discussion.


In addition, course evaluations revealed


1. an increased level of awareness among students about themselves
and other international professionals, including geopolitical issues
in EFL contexts (e.g., Asian countries vs. West African countries);


2. a new sense of group identity;
3. an emphasis on means of contributing to other international profes-


sionals’ careers.


Students’ comments reflected some of the disempowering practice
that goes on in ESOL teacher education. Rather than empowering
NNESTs as ELT professionals, many aspects of current TESOL practice
may unconsciously reinforce Western cultural hegemony (Norton, 1997)
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in teacher education classrooms, unwittingly silencing multicultural
voices and domesticating them into an ESL ethos.


An example might be the naming practices that separate NNS English
professionals from their NS counterparts. As Weedon (1997) contends,
language is “the place where actual and possible forms of social organiza-
tion and their likely social and political consequences are defined and
contested. Yet it is also the place where our sense of ourselves, our
subjectivity, is constructed” (p. 21). In the effort to combat this dichoto-
mizing and disempowering discursive practice, we put forward the
construct international English professional to replace the NS-NNS dichotomy.


IMPLICATIONS FOR ESOL TEACHER EDUCATION


The seminar also charted new directions for research that investigates
some of the issues related to the development of English as an interna-
tional language and the emerging concerns within the area of ESOL
teacher education that programs with a significant international student
presence might address:
1. the reexamination of NNS professionals’ experiences through their


self-representation, exploring how their goals and values contribute
to the shaping of the international professional;


2. the adoption of discursive practices and paradigms in TESOL that
place NNS professionals at the center rather than at the periphery by
discarding the native-nonnative dichotomy as the main construct
through which they are conceived;


3. the exploration of the diversity of the international English profes-
sionals’ experience from ESL and EFL contexts, so that the ESOL
teacher preparation program’s goals are balanced between the two;


4. the drawing of implications for SLA and teacher education in
different international contexts.


The consensus of the participants in the study was that differences
between ESL and EFL are neither well articulated nor reflected in
TESOL theory and practice. As such, a finding of the present study is
that, because EFL posits different challenges for English teachers,
further research is needed to articulate the differences between EFL and
ESL contexts in the eyes of international EFL professionals. This insight
highlights the importance of examining the role of international English
professionals in both the ESL and the EFL contexts.
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CONCLUSION


Drawing on Pennycook’s (1998) analysis of English and the discourses
of colonialism as well as on the data in the present study, we find that the
construct of nativeness in ELT has a lived reality in postcolonialism. As
we have shown, it is a site of struggle for many nonnative-English-speaking
professionals. It indeed might be a product of a colonial European
culture that still resonates in the practice and theory of ELT. Although
many prominent scholars have pointed out its problematic nature, the
construct of nativeness has remained at the center of much recent
analysis.


The present study aimed at a reexamination of the question of
NNESTs at the theoretical level and provided a practical approach to the
empowerment of the NNEST. Toward this end, we drew on the principles
of Freire’s (1993) critical pedagogy and Weedon’s (1997) theory of
subjectivity. The underlying argument of our critical praxis was that if
critical pedagogy is to lead to change and empowerment, we can no
longer promote only the existing approaches to the study of the
question. In particular, we argue that it is critical to address this side of
ELT education within an ESOL teacher preparation program and
develop new conceptual tools. As such, the issues involved in nativeness
must first be articulated through the experiences and self-representation
of both NNESTs and native-English-speaking teachers to challenge the
professional boundaries and their ideological basis. As the present study
has shown, it is critical to raise consciousness about the role of interna-
tional teachers of English in the field and validate the tools for their
empowerment. Empowerment, as Lather (1991) argues, constitutes
“people coming into a sense of their own power, a new relationship with
their own contexts” (p. 2). Although achieving such empowerment
remains complex, this study demonstrated that many of the students
found a new relationship with their contexts, analyzed the causes of their
powerlessness, and generated a new sense of agency. We conclude that
new critical approaches that reexamine such basic constructs need to
become part of ESOL teacher education and research within a TESOL
curriculum.


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS


We thank Alastair Pennycook and the anonymous reviewers for their insightful and
constructive comments during the process of revision. We also acknowledge the
graduate students at the Ohio State University who participated in the seminar and
whose enthusiasm and interest in the topic inspired us to write this article.







430 TESOL QUARTERLY


THE AUTHORS


Janina Brutt-Griffler is a visiting assistant professor in the Graduate Literacy/TESL
Program in the College of Education at the University of Cincinnati. She is the
author of The Development of English as an International Language: Historical, Sociocul-
tural, and Linguistic Dimensions (Multilingual Matters, in press) and The Decolonization
of English (Multilingual Matters, in press).


Keiko K. Samimy is an associate professor in foreign and second language education
at the Ohio State University. Her research interests include world Englishes, issues
related to nonnative English-teaching professionals, and affective variables in second
language acquisition. She has published in Modern Language Journal, Language
Learning, Foreign Language Annals, and TESOL Quarterly.


REFERENCES


Amin, N. (1997). Race and the identity of the nonnative ESL teacher. TESOL
Quarterly, 31, 580–583.


Braine, G. (Ed.). (1999). Non-native educators in English language teaching. Mahwah, NJ:
Erlbaum.


Brutt-Griffler, J. (1998). The development of English as an international language: A theory
of world language. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, The Ohio State University,
Columbus.


Brutt-Griffler, J., & Samimy, K. K. (in press). The sociolinguistics of English as an
international language: Transcending the nativeness paradigm. World Englishes.


Davies, A. (1991). The native speaker in applied linguistics. Edinburgh, Scotland:
Edinburgh University Press.


Ferguson, C. (1992). Foreword. In B. B. Kachru (Ed.), The other tongue (pp. vii–xi).
Urbana: University of Illinois Press.


Fox, M. (1988). Plain talk: On empowerment talk. The Ladder, 27(2). Washington,
DC: Push Literacy Action Now.


Fraser, N. (1987). What’s critical about critical theory? The case of Habermas and
gender. In S. Benhabib & D. Cornell (Eds.), Feminism as critique (pp. 31–56).
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.


Freire, P. (1970). Pedagogy of the oppressed. New York: Continuum.
Freire, P. (1993). Introduction. In P. McLaren & P. Leonard (Eds.), Paulo Freire: A


critical encounter (pp. 8–35). New York: Routledge.
Gee, J. P. (1998). What is literacy? In V. Zamel & R. Spack (Eds.), Negotiating academic


literacies: Teaching and learning across languages and cultures (pp. 51–61). Mahwah,
NJ: Erlbaum.


Johnson, D. M. (1992). Approaches to research in second language learning. New York:
Longman.


Kachru, B. B. (Ed.). (1992). The other tongue. Urbana: University of Illinois Press.
Kachru, B. B. (1996). The paradigms of marginality. World Englishes, 15, 241–255.
Kachru, B. B. (1997). English as an Asian language. In M. L. S. Bautista (Ed.), English


is an Asian language: The Philippine context (pp. 1–23). Manila, Philippines:
Macquarie Library.


Kramsch, C., & Lam, E. (1999). Textual identities: The importance of being non-
native. In G. Braine (Ed.), Non-native educators in English language teaching (pp. 57–
71). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.


Lather, P. (1991). Getting smart: Feminist research and pedagogy with/in the postmodern.
London: Routledge.







REVISITING THE COLONIAL IN THE POSTCOLONIAL 431


Lusted, D. (1986). Why pedagogy? Screen, 27(5), 2–14.
Medgyes, P. (1994). The non-native teacher. London: Macmillan.
Nayar, P. B. (1994). Whose English is it? TESL-EJ, 1(1), F-1. Retrieved April 28, 1999,


from the World Wide Web: http://www-writing.berkeley.edu/TESL-EJ/ej01
/f.1.html.


Nayar, P. B. (1997). ESL/EFL dichotomy today: Language politics or pragmatics?
TESOL Quarterly, 31, 9–37.


Nayar, P. B. (in press). Variants and varieties of English: Dialectology or linguistic
politics? In H. Lindovist, S. Klintborg, M. Levin, & M. Estling (Eds.), The major
varieties of English. Vaxjo, Sweden: Alta Wexionensis.


Norton, B. (1997). Language, identity, and the ownership of English. TESOL
Quarterly, 31, 409–429.


Peirce, B. N. (1995). Social identity, investment, and language learning. TESOL
Quarterly, 29, 9–31.


Pennycook, A. (1990). Towards a critical applied linguistics for the 1990’s. Issues in
Applied Linguistics, 1, 8–28.


Pennycook, A. (1994). The cultural politics of English as an international language.
London: Longman.


Pennycook, A. (1998). English and the discourses of colonialism. London: Routledge.
Phillipson, R. (1992). Linguistic imperialism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Quirk, R. (1995). Grammatical and lexical variance in English. London: Longman.
Rampton, M. B. H. (1990). Displacing the “native speaker”: Expertise, affiliation, and


inheritance. ELT Journal, 44, 97–101.
Samimy, K. (1997). [Review of the book The non-native teacher]. TESOL Quarterly, 31,


815–817.
Shor, I. (1992). Empowering education: Critical teaching for social change. Chicago:


University of Chicago Press.
Simon, R. I. (1987). Empowerment as a pedagogy of possibility. Language Arts, 64,


370–382.
Smith, L. (Ed.). (1987). Discourse across cultures: Strategies in World Englishes. New York:


Prentice Hall.
Spivak, G. (1989). Who claims alterity? In B. Kruger & P. Mariani (Eds.), Remaking


history (pp. 269–292). Seattle, WA: Bay Press.
Sridhar, S. N. (1994). A reality check for SLA theories. TESOL Quarterly, 28, 800–805.
Weedon, C. (1997). Feminist practice and poststructuralist theory. Oxford: Blackwell.
Widdowson, H. G. (1994). The ownership of English. TESOL Quarterly, 28, 377–381.
Widdowson, H. G. (1996). Authenticity and autonomy in ELT. ELT Journal, 50, 67–


68.











433TESOL QUARTERLY  Vol. 33, No. 3, Autumn 1999


Critical Pedagogy in ELT: Images of
Brazilian Teachers of English
MARIA INÊS PAGLIARINI COX and
ANA ANTÔNIA DE ASSIS-PETERSON
Federal University of Mato Grosso


Recently, some scholars inside the English language teaching (ELT)
community have started to question the absence of a critical view in the
teaching and role of English internationally. More specifically, they have
attempted to encourage ESL/EFL teachers to address such sociopolitical
issues as the alleged neutrality of English as an international language.
They argue for a critical pedagogy that would encourage pedagogical
practices aiming to empower teachers and learners, and consequently
to change the nature of schooling and transform society. Considering
that critical pedagogy has its roots in the work of Brazilian educator
Paulo Freire, we investigated what 40 Brazilian English teachers knew
about and thought of critical pedagogy in ELT. Our findings showed
that they were unaware of it. Attached to the strong appeal of a
dominant integrative discourse, the English teachers saw themselves as
agents of good in that they prepared students to be successful in the
world. In view of the fact that Brazil’s new National Curriculum
Parameter is based on critical pedagogical assumptions, we wonder how
such a pedagogy might operate in this particular context.


In recent years, some language scholars (Auerbach, 1991; Judd, 1987;
Peirce, 1989; Pennycook, 1994, 1995; Phillipson, 1992) have tried to


intensify the discussion of the political and sociocultural implications
that permeate English language teaching (ELT). Their major concern is
with the dominant discourse in ELT that considers the expansion and
internationalization of English as natural, neutral, and beneficial
(Pennycook, 1994).


According to Phillipson (1992) and Pennycook (1994), the absence of
a critical view toward the teaching and role of English internationally
seems to be a result of English teachers’ submission to applied linguis-
tics, which has emphasized principally formal and methodological issues.
Based on discourse analysis, these authors argue for a critical applied
linguistics and pedagogy in which languages are intimately linked to
socioeconomic powers. From this viewpoint, teachers should address the
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question, What does it mean to learn English in light of current global
power relationships? English teachers should be aware of the political
dimension in ELT and mistrust underlying ideologies that construct the
global nature of English as neutral. They should critically evaluate the
implications of their practice in the production and reproduction of
social inequalities (Pennycook, 1994).


In Brazil, as in other countries, a few scholars inside the ELT
community have begun to engage themselves in an academic debate
about the putative neutrality of ELT and the need to consider the social
and political implications of ELT in Brazil (see Moita Lopes, 1996; Souza,
1992). This movement toward critical pedagogy has started inside
academia. Despite the effort to launch a national discussion about it (the
theme of the last National Meeting of University Professors of English in
1997 was “Social and Political Implications for ELT in Brazil”), debates
have been very few and very weak. Nevertheless, a government commit-
tee (composed of university professors who supported critical pedagogy)
established the new National Curriculum Parameters (NCP; Secretaria
de Educação Fundamental, 1998) based on critical pedagogy. According
to the new NCP, the learning of English can be meaningful only if it
contributes to the critical mind: “A aprendizagem de inglês, tendo em
vista o seu papel hegemônico nas trocas internacionais . . . , pode
colaborar na formulação de contra-discursos em relação às desigualdades
entre países e entre grupos sociais” (The learning of English, consider-
ing its hegemonic role in international exchanges . . . , can contribute to
the formulation of counter-discourses in relation to inequalities between
countries and social groups) (p. 40).


Obviously, the conception underlying the new NCP is based on critical
pedagogy. The fact that this educational reform was hatched in academia
and delivered as a ready-made package to elementary and secondary
teachers raises the research question, What do English teachers know
about and think of critical pedagogy?


This study is organized into five sections. Initially, referring to Paulo
Freire’s work, we report on how the movement of critical pedagogy has
developed in the field of L1 and L2 teaching in Brazil. Secondly, we
describe our research methodology. After reporting the teachers’ re-
sponses, we interpret the findings based upon discourse analysis. We
conclude with a few reflective comments in an attempt to intensify the
discussion of critical pedagogy by introducing important aspects of ELT
that have been neglected in Brazil.







CRITICAL PEDAGOGY IN ELT 435


CRITICAL PEDAGOGY IN
LANGUAGE TEACHING IN BRAZIL


Birth and Rebirth


Evoking the Brazilian trajectory of critical pedagogy in the field of
language, we cannot help remembering that Brazil is the land of Freire,
a seminal thinker of critical pedagogy. Freire embodied the organic
intellectual that Gramsci (1971) wrote about. Having endured the vio-
lence of the ruling oligarchies that exploit people’s ignorance, he saw in
education one path to liberation. In the early 1960s, he became involved
in the Folk Culture Movement of Recife as the coordinator for the
Project for Adult Literacy, directly confronting the endemic illiteracy of
the region’s residents. Teaching this population the basic skills of
reading and writing was an imperative for Freire. He dismissed the
hypothesis of teaching by rote; instead, he thought of literacy as a process
in which people, historically situated, are central and viewed as agents.


For Freire (1982, 1984), critical pedagogy had a deep existential
meaning. As the educator of the oppressed, he relentlessly reaffirmed
that education is a political act that, if not viewed as such, begins to
surreptitiously legitimize and reproduce the politics of the dominant
classes, perpetuating social inequalities. For his ideas and practices,
Freire was imprisoned and later exiled with other intellectuals consid-
ered insurgents by the dictatorial regime installed by the military coup of
1964. The path of critical pedagogy in Brazil was obstructed. As Brandão
(1981) synthesizes, “em tempo de baioneta a carta que se cale” (in time
of bayonets the spelling book should be silenced) (p. 19).


The return of the exiled counterhegemonic intellectuals, made pos-
sible by the Law of Amnesty of 1979, invigorated the Brazilian universi-
ties. Never had the word critical been spoken so much (critical conscious-
ness, critical attitude, critical education, critical teacher, critical student,
critical reading, critical analysis). Similarly, never had the word ideology
been applied so widely (bourgeois ideology, capitalist ideology, domi-
nant ideology, ideological apparatus of state, counterideology). The
politicized intellectuals acted as if they were agents of consciousness,
uncovering relations of power where they had not usually been per-
ceived. They told the truth to those who did not see it and to those who
could not say it.


In its rebirth, critical pedagogy turned into a movement that pre-
served very little from its original popular roots. The movement was
located mainly in the prestigious universities that embraced Freire on his
return. It was dominated not by organic intellectuals like Freire but by
critical intellectuals (Giroux, 1992, p. 34), who crossed Brazil resowing
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the seeds of critical pedagogy. The movement radiated from the center
to the periphery, through the enlightened word of the intellectuals, and
was passed on in meetings, conferences, congresses, and diverse
publications.


In the early 1980s, with the resurgence of critical pedagogy, professors
of Portuguese, linguists, scholars, and discourse analysts also started to
pay attention to history, power, ideology, politics, social class, critical
consciousness, and empowerment. Looking through these lenses uncov-
ered many hidden facets of the linguistic phenomenon. The ideological
character of the allegedly neutral Portuguese (L1) being taught in
school became evident. Language started to be seen as a contradictory
and unequal set of linguistic varieties whose value was defined not by
intrinsic but by extrinsic characteristics, that is, by the social, political,
economic, and cultural position of the speaker. The acknowledgment
that the Portuguese taught in schools was the standard variety, raised to
the category of “the language” by a process of universalization of the
ideology, radically altered the discourse about its teaching. A knowledge
of the standard variety is still seen as important but is not viewed as an
unconditional necessity. The learning of Portuguese is necessary as a
fighting strategy in which the weapons of the dominators are used
against them. It is the artfulness of the oppressed in action.


The rebirth of critical pedagogy in Brazil coincided with the flourish-
ing of discourse analysis, which, against the grain of orthodox linguistics,
refuses to divorce language from social-historical-ideological conditions
of production. According to Pêcheux and Fuchs (1975), discourse
analysis embraces (a) historic materialism as a theory of social forma-
tions and its transformations (i.e., a theory of ideologies); (b) linguistics
as a theory of mechanisms of syntax and processes of enunciation; and
(c) a theory of discourse as a theory of historical determination of
semantic processes. Without difficulty, discourse analysis, especially as
practiced by the French School, fit in well with critical pedagogy in the
teaching of the mother tongue, in which the focus changed from
grammar toward the text. The interpretation and composition of texts
thus earned a place in the teaching of the mother tongue. Either as
readers or as writers, students were idealized as historical agents of the
transformation of society.


English Teaching and Critical Pedagogy


In its second phase, critical pedagogy mainly fertilized the imagina-
tion of academics involved with the mother tongue. Teachers of English
stayed on the sidelines of the movement and were labeled by their
colleagues (teachers of literature, Portuguese, and history) as alienated,
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acritical, apolitical, reactionary, right-wing stooges of U.S. imperialism.
Among politicized intellectuals, English teachers were suspected of
having sold their souls to the devil.


English teachers at all levels were touched neither by critical pedagogy
nor by the social-historical-ideological vision of language posited by
French discourse analysis. Instead, they were influenced by the discourse
analysis of the Anglo-Saxon school, whose focus was on daily conversa-
tion and culture. Drawing upon the notion of communicative competence
(Hymes, 1972), in the late 1970s English teachers who were advocates of
communicative language teaching broke with the practice of having
students recite decontextualized and memorized dialogues without
social meaning. They started to argue for the teaching of a functional L2
ability that included not only grammatical rules but also the pragmatic
competence necessary for the interpretation, expression, and negotia-
tion of meaning in the immediate context of speech.


After reigning almost absolutely for two decades, the communicative
approach started to be criticized by some scholars in Brazil, following a
worldwide tendency in the field of ELT. Feeling a certain discomfort,
professors on various continents began to mistrust the good intentions
underlying communicative language teaching, which guides learners to
negotiate intentional meanings through conversational strategies (see,
e.g., Kramsch, 1991). They became disillusioned with a vision of teaching
as centered on the development of oral ability and with a vision of
learning English as acquiring linguistic and communicative competence
without a political, ideological dimension.1


Moita Lopes (1996), for example, questions the pacifying and harmo-
nious character of teaching English as a way to know and interact with
another culture. He believes that teaching based on integrative motiva-
tion (the desire to identify with another culture) and emphasizing oral
skills should be reviewed in Brazil. Moita Lopes argues that the teaching
of reading based on instrumental motivation is more appropriate for
Brazilian learners, who generally do not have the opportunity to talk to
native speakers but find it necessary to read English.


Similarly, other Brazilian English teachers have insisted on changing
the focus in ELT from conversation to reading through a teaching
methodology centered on written texts, mimicking the change in L1
teaching. In L1 teaching, however, the need to teach reading was
anchored on a political rationale, whereas in ELT it has been mainly
anchored on a pragmatic rationale. Instrumental reading is seen as a


1 In Brazil, this discomfort led university English professors to approach the field of L1
teaching, in which critical conceptions of pedagogy had been present since the late 1970s.
Though these discussions were enthusiastic in academia, they did not effectively reach the
language classroom (see Coracini, 1995).
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form of escape from the effects of assimilation and acculturation
inherent in communicative language teaching and integrative motiva-
tion. If the expansion of English in the world is considered not the mere
expansion of a language but also the expansion of a set of discourses in
which ideas of development, democracy, capitalism, neoliberalism, and
modernization circulate (Pennycook, 1994, 1995), the instrumental
reading orientation of English teaching is only a Trojan horse. After all,
nothing conforms more to these discourses than the pragmatism of
learning to read in English in order to access information, technology,
and so on. The discourse in favor of the instrumental orientation
provides a release from subjugation by a located and tangible culture
and leads to another subjugation by an intangible and scattered plot of
discourses that have promoted the Westernization of the world for more
than two millennia. The source of Westernization has changed from
Greece, to Rome, to Spain, to England, and finally to the United States.
According to Pennycook (1995), the spread of English and the spread of
these discourses feed upon each other.


When we look at the history and present conjunction of English and many
discourses of global power, it seems certain that those discourses have been
facilitative of the spread of English and that the spread of English has
facilitated the spread of those discourses. It is in this sense that the world is in
English. The potential meanings that can be articulated in English are
interlinked with the discourses of development, democracy, capitalism,
modernization, and so on. (pp. 52–53)


In these discourses English is subliminally represented as a universal
language, a lingua franca, and a tool of communication between non-
English cultures. According to Pennycook (1994), the spread of English
is considered to be natural, neutral, and beneficial: natural because it is
the inevitable result of global forces; neutral because it assumes that
English has been stripped of its original cultural contexts and has been
transformed into a transparent, universal medium of communication;
and beneficial because it is a condition for cooperation and equality (p.
9). He demystifies this apolitical representation of the neutrality of
English as a worldwide language.


If English today is a language through which the forces of neocolonial-
ism operate, then counterdiscourses need to be articulated in English.
Pennycook (1994) is optimistic regarding this possibility; to him people
are not passive consumers of hegemonic cultural forms. He believes that
a critical pedagogy sensitive to students’ voices may encourage them to
produce a counterdiscourse. He adds that English teachers cannot re-
duce their teaching to social-psychological notions of motivation, meth-
odology, or linguistic questions. Language is embedded in socioeco-
nomic and political struggles that cannot be left out of the classroom. To
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treat English as a neutral language of global communication is conve-
nient, but if we want “to teach ethically our teaching practices and
philosophies need to oppose such a view” (p. 301). Those who teach
English must
1. doubt and be critical of the dominant discourse that represents the


internationalization of English as good and as a passport to the first
world;


2. consider the relationship of their work to the spread of the language,
critically evaluating the implications of their practice in the produc-
tion and reproduction of social inequalities;


3. question whether they are contributing to the perpetuation of
domination.


According to Pennycook (1995, p. 55), the English teacher should be
aware of the implications of the spread of English for the reproduction
and production of global inequalities as well as be a political agent
engaged in a project of critical pedagogy that helps the student to
articulate in English counterdiscourses to the dominant discourse of the
West.


Critical pedagogy as postulated by Pennycook is little known or
followed in Brazil. Few professors of English discuss it in their research.
Although the conception of ELT formulated by critical pedagogy circu-
lates primarily in academia, government agencies appropriated it in the
educational reform of 1997. Taking into account the historical alienation
of teachers of English in Brazil and the fact that the new NCP has
established that teachers of English should do critical pedagogy in the
classroom, we set up this study to investigate their knowledge of critical
pedagogy.


METHOD


To find out what English teachers know about and think of critical
pedagogy, we collected empirical data by means of two types of instru-
ments. First, an interview in Portuguese (audio recorded and later
transcribed; see the Appendix) inquired about their teaching approach,
their view of critical pedagogy, and the way they saw themselves politically
as English teachers. The small number of questions did not impede the
subjects from introducing their own topics. If the topics were relevant to
the study, we encouraged elaboration. Second, subjects commented on
and related two written passages in English (see the Appendix), one
about integrative motivation (Baker, 1993, p. 90, based on Gardner &
Lambert’s 1972 theories of integrative and instrumental motivations)
and the other about political motivation (Pennycook, 1994, p. 311).
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The English teachers who participated in the study worked in Cuiabá
or in neighboring towns in the state of Mato Grosso, situated in
midwestern Brazil. The group included 6 university professors, 12
teachers at private foreign language schools, and 22 teachers at elemen-
tary and secondary schools, for a total of 40 teachers (7 males, 33
females). Many people who teach English there are not effectively
English teachers. Elsewhere (Cox & Assis-Peterson, in press) we identify
two groups of English teachers in elementary and secondary schools:
those who are “real” English teachers (a minority) and those who are
temporarily teaching English (a majority). The latter group consists of
teachers who have a degree in other disciplines and teach English simply
as a way to complete their weekly schedule. Our sample excluded these
seasonal teachers. We selected only teachers who had a degree in English
and worked effectively in the field. Therefore, although this sample was
small, we believe it is representative of English teachers in Brazil.


We analyzed the data based on some of the French School’s principles
of discourse analysis. With Foucault (1986), we conceive “discourse as a
set of statements supported in a same discursive formation” (p. 135).
Discursive formation refers to all systems of rules that regard the unity of a
set of statements as socially and historically circumscribed. A discourse or
a discursive formation never exists independently but is inherently an
interdiscourse, in the sense that it articulates different discursive forma-
tions in relation to different ideological formations. Political and ideo-
logical positions do not emerge directly from individuals but from a
complex of ideological and discursive formations that maintain relations
of antagonism, alliance, and domination among themselves.


From these assumptions, we organized our data based on the prin-
ciple of paraphrase, because in the interior of a discourse formation,
synonymy is possible (i.e., statements that are different at the signifying
level can be similar at the signified level). We constructed families of
statements so that we could examine the profile of ideological forma-
tions that materialized in the discursive practice of teachers. By analyzing
the data, we intended to uncover (a) the place of critical pedagogy and
its effects of meaning in the discourse of Brazilian English teachers in the
current historical and social context and (b) the relations of power
among discursive formations at play in the discursive field of ELT today.


FINDINGS


Interview 1


When asked what kind of approach they used in their classrooms,
most teachers (30) reported that they used a communicative approach,
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with a focus mainly on culturally situated, daily conversation; 5 said they
used an essentially linguistic approach, with a focus on the reading and
writing skills, that is, on grammar-translation; and the other 5 pointed to
a critical discursive approach, with a focus on the underlying ideological
aspects of ELT.


Although most of the teachers said that they did not do critical
pedagogy, we asked them whether they had at least heard of it. The
majority (35) said that they had not. They were unaware of debates about
the topic in different parts of the world (“Nunca ouvi falar sobre isso” [I
have never heard of it; P38, I1, May 27, p. 88]); “Eu não sei o que que é
pedagogia crítica” [I don’t know what critical pedagogy is; P5, I1, March
11, p. 10]).2 Some had heard of critical pedagogy (“Já ouvi falar mas não
li nada sobre isso” [I’ve heard of it but I haven’t read about it; P10, I1,
March 28, p. 22]; “Já vi como titulo mas não conheço a essência” [I saw
it as a headline but I do not know the essence; P11, I1, March 30, p. 24),
but they had not been affected by it.


Among the five who mentioned that they used a critical discourse
approach, only two seemed to interpret it in the sense that we describe in
this article. They acknowledged the political dimension of ELT; Brazil’s
economical, political, and cultural dependence on the United States; the
global nature of the language; and the need to mistrust the underlying
ideologies: “Quando falamos sobre pedagogia crítica na sala de aula,
devemos falar sobre o que está por trás do inglês, qual é a ideologia, a
subordinação aos países ricos . . . , mostrar esta realidade” (When we talk
about critical pedagogy in the classroom, we should talk about what
underlies English, which is the ideology, the subordination to the rich
countries . . . , to show this reality; P2, I1, March 5, p. 4). The other three
interpreted critical pedagogy as teaching that involves constant evalua-
tion and reflection. To be critical, in this sense, is to oppose the
mechanical. Critical teachers are aware of what they do; they control the
teaching and learning process to the extent that it can be changed
whenever necessary. The critical teacher is, above all, self-critical, as can
been seen in the excerpt below:


Hoje a minha aula não foi boa, meus alunos não se saíram bem, mas o que eu
fiz? . . . ela faz você refletir sobre a sua própria ação e modificar o seu método,
é tentar entender melhor o que está acontecendo. (Critical pedagogy means
to think about, today my class was not good, my student did not do well, but
what did I do? . . . it makes you reflect on your own action and modify your
methods, it is to try to understand better what is happening.) (P13, I1, April
5, p. 29)


2 Excerpts from interviews are identified by the participant (P1, P2, etc.), the interview (I1 or
I2), the date (in 1998), and the transcript page.
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After we explained critical pedagogy to them, the teachers tended to
interpret it as a kind of contextualized teaching that takes into account
the culture of the learner and the culture of the target language and that
considers differences among cultures in a relative manner (i.e., cultures
are different, but they are not inferior or superior).


Eu acho que é muito importante quando você está aprendendo uma outra
língua trabalhar com a cultura, mas você tem que respeitar as diferenças; você
não vai dizer para o aluno que os Estados Unidos é melhor do que o Brasil; o
ponto é dizer aos alunos que há coisas diferentes na vida cotidiana, é uma
questão de analisar e perceber as diferenças sem julgar se uma cultura é pior
ou melhor do que a outra. (I think it is very important when you are learning
another language to work with culture, but you have to respect the differ-
ences; you are not going to say to the student that the United States is better
than Brazil; the point is to tell the students that there are different things in
the daily life; it is a matter of analyzing and perceiving the differences without
judging whether one is worse or better than the other.) (P6, I1, May 5, p. 60)


The teachers understood culture as habits, customs, and behavior
without value judgments, that is, without considering the relations of
force that exist when cultures interact. They viewed language and culture
as a body of conscious knowledge to be transmitted by explicit instruc-
tion. The English teachers did not automatically consider themselves as
teaching a culture. The culture of the target language was primarily an
object to be contemplated and to be introduced to students through the
argument that cultures are different but equal.


When asked how they perceived themselves politically as English
teachers, the participants reported that they did not see themselves as
colonized or colonizers. Analysis of the data showed that they saw
themselves as altruistic agents of good, in that they prepared students to
be successful in the international world. If the international world uses
English, students must be prepared to communicate in that language, as
one subject said: “Há três tipos de analfabetos: o que não saber ler nem
escrever, o que não sabe informática, e o que não sabe inglês” (There are
three kinds of illiterate people: the one who does not know how to read
or write, the one who does not know how to use the computer, and the
one who does not know English; P27, I1, May 5, p. 60). In the present
world, they see the mission of English teachers as equally important as
the mission of the literacy teacher.


In relation to the images others might have had of them, the
participants said that to be an English teacher was a symbol of status and
prestige. The English teachers felt they were respected, valued, and
admired, and they were proud of the profession they had chosen. They
said others saw them in a positive light:
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O professor de inglês tem mais status do que o de matemática, de história,
sinto isso quando converso com outros professores, eles dizem: “Ah, você é
professor de inglês, que legal!”, as pessoas associam o fato de você conhecer
uma língua com status. (The English teacher has more social status than a
math teacher, a history teacher, I feel this when I talk to other teachers. They
say, “Ah, you’re an English teacher, cool!” People associate the fact that you
know another language with status.) (P11, I1, March 30, p. 24)


Eu me sinto valorizada, respeitada; a profissão tem prestígio, respeitabilidade;
meus alunos têm uma imagem bonita, positiva, eles me respeitam. (I feel I am
respected, valued; the profession has prestige, respectability; my students
have a beautiful, positive image; they respect me.) (P12, I1, April 2, p. 26)


However, some participants were aware that, at universities, a negative
image of English teachers as naive agents of evil persisted. They said that
professors (especially of literature and Portuguese) viewed them with
suspicion and stigmatized them with labels such as alienated, not politi-
cized, colonized, submissive to imperialism, and fools.


Uma vez, um professor de literatura de universidade disse, “Você é muito
inteligente, você não deveria tá fazendo inglês, por que você não faz
literatura? Literatura dá mais visão de mundo, inglês é muito mecanicista,
muito imperialista.” Disse em tom de brincadeira, mas acho que por trás da
ironia existia uma convicção. (Once a literature professor told me, “You are
very smart, you shouldn’t be taking English, why don’t you do literature?
Literature provides you with a better view of the world, English is very
mechanical, very imperialistic.” He said that as if it was a joke, but I think that
under the irony there was a conviction.) (P13, I1, April 5, p. 30)


When asked how they reacted to these stigmas, the participants claimed
to be unaffected. They exempted themselves from the discourses of the
politicized professors by means of expressions like “Não me incomoda de
forma alguma” (I don’t mind at all; P10, I1, March 28, p. 22), “Não me
importo que dizem que eu vendi a alma para o diabo” (I don’t care
whether they say I sold my soul to the devil; P14, I1, April 7, p. 31). They
shrugged off the labels without getting into the heart of the debate,
perhaps aware of the threat this debate might represent to their absolute
devotion to English, expressed unanimously through such affective
language as “tá no sangue” (it is in the blood; P14, I1, April 7, p. 31), “eu
amo” (I love it; P10, I1, March 28, p. 22), “é paixão” (it’s passion; P20, I1,
April 17, p. 42), “Eu me envolvo” (I got involved; P38, I1, May 27, p. 88).


These answers to the third interview question contradicted our
expectations. As professors, we expected that most teachers would feel
the stigma of being seen as alienated, colonized, or agents of U.S. power.







444 TESOL QUARTERLY


Interview 2: Reactions to Written Passages


Our second instrument was designed to probe the issue of conflict
between identification and dissociation, approximation and estrange-
ment, attraction and repulsion, and love and hate in relation to L2
culture and the way teachers deal with it in classrooms. As we did not
observe the participants in the classroom, we encouraged the teachers to
relate their memories. They revealed that conflict emerged frequently in
the classroom when students questioned why English was an obligatory
subject: “Por que falantes de português se vêem obrigados a aprender
inglês, e falantes de inglês não se vêem obrigados a aprender português?”
(Why do we have to learn English if they do not have to worry about
learning Portuguese?; P7, I2, March 17, p. 14), “Por que tenho que
aprender inglês se não vou viajar para o estrangeiro?” (Why do I have to
learn English if I am not going to travel abroad?; P11, I2, March 30, p.
25); “Por que inglês e não uma otra língua?” (Why English and not
another language?; P3, I2, March 8, p. 6). We asked the teachers what
they usually said on these occasions. Many teachers reconstructed such
episodes by recalling dialogues they had had with students:


Student: Why do we have to learn English if there they do not have to worry
about learning Portuguese?


Teacher: Our neighbor, Argentina, when a student completes the eighth
grade, he is speaking English, French, and another foreign
language. We are worried about learning Spanish, [but] the
Argentine who is our neighbor is not worried about learning
Portuguese . . . . We have to study a language so that we can
compete as equals. (P7, I2, March 17, p. 15)


The student’s question calls for a discussion of the relationships of
international forces, but the teacher seems to sidestep the question.
First, she argues that in Argentina (a competing neighbor) students
learn foreign languages. Then she evokes the ghost of Spanish, which
haunts the space of other foreign languages in Brazil, where English
reigned absolutely until the advent of Mercosul.3 Finally, she seeks to
persuade the student indirectly not to be misled by Spanish, crowning
her argument with a pragmatic reason for choosing English over another
language (“We have to study a language so that we can compete as
equals”). The political dimension of the unequal game of forces that
permeates the relations between Portuguese and English and between
Portuguese and Spanish does not emerge. Why do speakers of Portu-
guese feel obliged to learn English whereas speakers of English do not


3 A free trade agreement among Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, and Uruguay.
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feel obliged to learn Portuguese? Why do speakers of Portuguese worry
more about learning Spanish whereas speakers of Spanish worry less
about learning Portuguese? These questions of imminent political
nature were silenced by arguments of pragmatic order.


In another example, a teacher again uses the pragmatic function of
English as an international language (e.g., one needs English to travel to
the United States, play video games, read manuals) as a trump card that
could be used to oppose potential resistance by students:


Student: Why do I have to learn English if I am not travelling to the United
States?


Teacher: Look, you do not need to learn English only to travel to the
United States. Don’t you play video games? The manuals are all in
English, don’t you need to read to find out how to play?


Student: But I already know that.
Teacher: OK, that is good step. Now we are going to improve, you are going


to learn more.
Student: Oh, OK. (P37, I2, May 22, p. 85)


The teacher answers the student’s question by saying that English has
come to them and that they do not need to go to it. However, the student
rejects her argument that he might need English to play video games.
The teacher then tries another strategy to silence him (to value what he
already knows). The student’s last reply shows that he either is persuaded
by the teacher or has retreated. At least an apparent solution is achieved.


Although one teacher confessed to avoiding these discussions (“I
always attempt to change that kind of discussion not because of disbeliev-
ing its importance but because I want them to use the target language in
the classroom, and for this I have to monitor the dialogues”; P4, I2,
March 10, p. 8), another mentioned that teachers usually attempted to
avoid such topics, sensing that they might generate a rejection of
English, with inevitable repercussions for themselves and their institutions:


There are teachers who are familiar with the social, economic, and political
aspects of the language, but they fear that this kind of analysis may create or
stimulate an aversion to the target language on the part of some students, and
this is not interesting for teachers and institutions. Besides this, critical
students are a problem for many teachers. (P8, I2, May 22, p. 85)


Notes of student dissension that inevitably arise in the English classroom
were quickly muffled by teachers. After all, nobody wants to see the
object of a life’s work held up for scrutiny and found wanting.
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DISCURSIVE FORMATIONS AT PLAY:
INTEGRATION OR EMPOWERMENT?


Analyzing the data, we noticed a struggle between two discourses in
the field of ELT: integrative discourse (ID), linked to an ideological
formation of neoliberalism, and empowering discourse (ED), linked to a
more socialist, ethical ideological formation. The struggle is marked by
unequal power relations between a hegemonic discourse and an emerg-
ing counterdiscourse.


Those who speak through ID shield themselves behind the putative
neutrality of English as the planetary language. They believe that
learning English is a way to gain access to global relationships, interna-
tional commerce, tourism, technology, and science. For them, English as
an international language is an innocent language. Teaching English is
an act without political consequences, as English is viewed as “God-given,
civilizing, noble, a vehicle of the entire development of human tradition,
well adapted for change and development, not ethnic or ideological, the
world’s first truly global language, of universal interest” (Phillipson,
1992, p. 276). As a global language, English gives access to the available
material and intangible goods.


Those who speak through ED question the putative neutrality of
English. They ask themselves whom English, as an international lan-
guage, can serve in the world. They face ethical dilemmas, as Judd
(1983) points out:


Does the teaching of English serve to entrench the power of an elite,
privileged group of people who may have little interest in the welfare of the
majority of the people in the country? Do teachers of English participate in a
process that “nurtures illusion”? (as cited by Peirce, 1989, p. 402)


In ED, the apparent neutrality of English is seen as a manifestation of the
ideological process of conversion from the particular into the universal.
For those who speak through ED, English as an international language is
not an innocent language, and English is an essentially political act.


We believe these findings relate to Pêcheux’s (1988) comments on
how individuals relate to a dominant ideological discursive formation.
Individuals can either be good subjects or bad subjects. The discourse of
good subjects is characterized by the overlapping of the subject of
enunciation and the subject of the dominant ideology (the universal
subject) in the form of acquiescence. The discourse of bad subjects is
characterized by the detachment between the subject of enunciation and
the subject of the dominant ideology (the universal subject) in the form
of insurrection (pp. 213–218).


In relation to ID and in Pêcheux’s (1988) terms, almost all our
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participants assume the form of good subjects. As subjects of enuncia-
tion, they reflect the universal subject of the dominant neoliberal
ideology and discourse. A few assume their condition of bad subjects. As
insurgent subjects, they counteridentify themselves with ID that is
imposed by interdiscourse in the form of evidence of meaning. The
insurgent subject, aware of the blindfold effects peculiar to the dominant
ideology, produces a counterdiscourse.


The only two participants who talked about critical pedagogy as bad
subjects were professors who were familiar with academic research
literature and events. These results prompted some questions: Why is the
process of identifying with ID still so prevalent among English teachers
in elementary and secondary schools, private language institutes, and
even universities? Why do only a few English teachers distance them-
selves from ID?


In support of the supremacy of ID, an entire industry of material and
intangible resources sponsored by pounds and dollars controls ELT in
the world. Regarding ELT, Brazil (certainly along with other developing
countries) has been dependent on the United States and England.
According to Phillipson (1992), “publicity from organizations involved
in the teaching of English or of applied linguistics necessarily specifies
what physical and intellectual resources they have available. Because of
the purpose of such documentation, it declares, faithfully one presumes,
what English has” (p. 277). This argument was present in the discourse
of three of the professors we interviewed. They pointed out the historical
submission to imported British and U.S. textbooks and methodologies.
One even narrated in detail how she was captured by the British and U.S.
cultures, first as a learner and later as a teacher, through textbooks. As a
result, when she first traveled to England, she realized that everything
was familiar to her.


Usually, one adopts imported books from England or the United States,
which, in turn, are informed by U.S. and British cultures. It is as if they were
selling their culture, it is as if for one to know a language, you should know
the culture so that you can communicate appropriately. I agree because when
I was there I didn’t have a problem, by knowing the culture I was able to act
properly, I was not an outsider, I learned everything in textbooks. When I
visited the United States and England, I felt I was home. (P35, I2, May 9,
p.␣ 80)


Interestingly, she reported an incident that occurred while she was
attending a course in England with teachers from Italy, Argentina, Chile,
Uruguay, and Brazil. According to her, on the last day of class the
teachers were supposed to discuss the role of culture in ELT. However,
the subject matter was rejected by the Italian teachers, who ostensibly
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accused the South American teachers of being submissive, alienated, and
passive consumers of British culture:


It was obvious that the Italians were very upset with the South Americans.
They said that we accepted everything without questioning, it was as if we
were like little clowns clapping at everything done by British people. The
teacher was shocked by the Italians’ attitude and sided with us. (P35, I2, May
9, p. 80)


The anecdote suggests center-periphery relations. Whereas the South
Americans seemed to be more submissive to the center, the Italians
seemed to be more critical by distancing themselves from the center.


TAKING INVENTORY: WHAT DO BRAZILIAN TEACHERS
OF ENGLISH KNOW OF CRITICAL PEDAGOGY?


We can now answer our research question briefly: Brazilian teachers of
English are unaware of critical pedagogy. We believe that in Brazil critical
pedagogy is still a matter of interest only to a few academics, including
ourselves. Ironically, in the land of Freire, the voice of critical pedagogy
is heard in the field of ELT only as a foreign voice that radiates from the
center to the periphery. The professors concerned with critical pedagogy
are generally ex-teachers of English who have abandoned teaching
English in order to talk about the teaching of English. Repeating the
same mistake, falling back into the mainstream Western practice, they
have set themselves up as the center of critical pedagogy to enlighten
those who still faithfully bear the shield of communicative language
teaching and are at the periphery of the debate over critical pedagogy.


This study revealed that critical pedagogy has not resounded among
those who actually teach English, not even among our colleagues at the
Federal University of Mato Grosso. Considering that our university is the
only one in the state of Mato Grosso that graduates English teachers
(most of the participants in our study were once our students), we as
teacher educators need to intensify the debate in our own workplace so
that we can displace and dismantle the supremacy of ID. We need to do
critical pedagogy and stop talking about it. After all, as teacher educa-
tors, we believe in the multiplying effect of our practices. Our actions
should embrace the principles we expect our student teachers to use in
their work. Either we, Brazilian professors, incarnate critical pedagogy as
an effective practice that deeply transforms our way of viewing the world,
the way we perceive ourselves, our role as English teachers, and our role
in society, ethically leading us in the direction of those excluded from
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full participation in society, or critical pedagogy is doomed to be just
another fad in the ELT market.


To do critical pedagogy in the ELT field means that the act of teaching
English is an essentially political act. We need to uncover the myth of the
neutrality of English as an international language. This myth denies the
political nature of ELT and takes for granted that ELT is merely a
practice for global communication, hiding power relations that guaran-
tee the hegemony of English in the concert of languages in the capitalist
world.


Freire (1982, 1984) spoke relentlessly about the empowering effects of
literacy on people who are outside the world of writing. Obviously, he
understood literacy as the reading-writing of the authentic word and
world and not as a mere parroting of words dictated by the elite. Just as
literacy can empower those who are illiterate, learning English can
empower those who are excluded from the English-speaking world. To
achieve this empowerment, we as Brazilian teacher educators, together
with our student teachers, need to deconstruct the ready-made packets
of principles, methods, techniques, and materials in ELT that are
imposed by the center and passively consumed by the periphery. We
need to stop emphasizing only linguistic and technical competence. We
spend most of our classroom time trying to make students repeat
another’s words fluently, trying to erase the traces of their identities
shown in their accents. If we want to change the route of ELT in Brazil
and form empowered teachers, responsible for their practice and able to
construct their own methodologies and materials, we need to question
the supremacy of linguistic and technical competence to the detriment
of political competence. We need to question the principles, the meth-
ods, and the curriculum that have dominated undergraduate courses for
English teachers, and we need to do so with them while we are teaching
them.


In light of our findings, we wonder what will happen to the NCP,
which was hatched by intellectuals. How will elementary and secondary
teachers implement it? How can teachers empower learners to write and
speak back to the dominant ideology if they are still under the spell of
ID? The unfolding of this story is somewhat predictable. The history of
education in Brazil contains many examples of progressive reforms that
failed because they were imposed authoritatively without consideration
of the teachers’ profile. We wonder whom the NCP will serve. After all,
the wise word of the experts on the NCP is already being sold in short
training courses. Will the NCP serve to empower minority students, as it
was intended to do? Will it serve to empower the periphery to talk back
to the center?
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APPENDIX


Instruments
Interview 1
1. Que tipo de abordagem de ensino você usa para ensinar inglês? [What kind of approach do
you use for English language teaching?]
2. Você já ouviu falar de pedagogia crítica? Como você a vê? [Have you heard of critical
pedagogy in ELT? How do you see it?]
3. Politicamente, como você se vê enquanto professor de inglês? Como acha que os outros vêem
você? [Politically, how do you see yourself as an English teacher? How do you think others see
you?]


Interview 2
Read the passages below and comment upon them.


Passage 1
The model for L2 learning proposed by Gardner and Lambert (apud Baker, 1993) identifies


two kinds of learners:
“Group 1: A wish to identify with or join another language group


Learners sometimes want to affiliate with a different language community. Such learners
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wish to join in with the minority or majority language’s cultural activities, find their roots or
form friendships. This is termed integrative motivation.
Group 2: Learning a language for useful purposes


The second reason is utilitarian in nature. Learners may acquire a second language to find
a job, further career prospects, pass exams . . . . This is termed instrumental motivation.”
(Gardner & Lambert, 1972, as cited in Baker, 1993, p. 90)


Passage 2
“In broad terms, then, one might say that a critical pedagogy of English in the world is an
attempt to enable students to write (speak, read, listen) back. The notion of voice, therefore, is
not one that implies any language use, the empty babble of communicative language class, but
rather must be tied to a vision of the creation and transformation of possibilities (cf. Simon,
1987). The voices that we are seeking to help students to find and to create are insurgent voices,
that speak in opposition to the local and global discourses that limit and produce the
possibilities that frame our students’ lives.” (Pennycook, 1994, p. 311)
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Critical Classroom Discourse Analysis
B. KUMARAVADIVELU
San José State University


My primary purpose in this article is to conceptualize a framework for
conducting critical classroom discourse analysis (CCDA). I begin with a
critique of the scope and method of current models of classroom
interaction analysis and classroom discourse analysis, arguing that they
offer only a limited and limiting perspective on classroom discourse. I
then contend that the concepts of discourse enunciated in Foucauldian
poststructuralism and Saidian postcolonialism can be employed to
develop a critical framework for understanding what actually transpires
in the L2 classroom. Drawing insights from these two discourse tradi-
tions, I attempt to construct a conceptual framework for CCDA and
present basic principles and procedures that might make CCDA pos-
sible. I conclude the article with suggestions for further exploration
that CCDA might open up.


Afew years ago, I was teaching in the MATESOL program of a
university in the southeastern part of the United States. In addition


to courses in TESOL, the program at that time was offering classes for
advanced international students aimed at improving their reading and
writing skills. It was part of my administrative responsibility, as director of
the program, to periodically review the teaching effectiveness of the
instructors teaching those classes. One day, at about the midpoint in a
semester, I observed a class taught by Debbie (a pseudonym). The class
consisted of 20 students mostly from the Middle East and Southeast Asia.
Debbie had put together a course pack of readings under the theme
“American Heroes.” It consisted of selected texts about outstanding U.S.
politicians, scientists, artists, and the like. The readings, I thought, were
well chosen and well organized. On the day of my observation, Debbie
chose to use a text called “Mission to the Moon.” She started with
prereading questions that elicited no more than monosyllabic responses
from her students. She explained the heroic contribution made by the
Apollo 11 astronauts to advance the frontiers of knowledge. She then
asked several comprehension questions, to which her students, again
reluctantly, answered in monosyllables. She continued in the same vein
and ended the class after giving a writing assignment. As prearranged,
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she left the classroom to enable me to talk to the students to get their
perspective of classroom events.


As I was observing that class, it was fairly apparent to me that (a) this
was a teacher-fronted class, (b) the students had not read the text, and
(c) they were not able to participate in class discussions in spite of their
advanced level of proficiency in English. Given what I thought was a
dismal lack of preparation and participation on the part of the students,
I was wondering what Debbie could have done differently to make the
class more productive. It was therefore with sympathy and support for
her that I started talking to the students. I had barely finished introduc-
ing myself when several of them vociferously started complaining about
Debbie. It was as if their silence in class was just a matter of the proverbial
calm before the storm. They said that she was not at all helping them
improve their reading and writing skills. “She is all the time talking about
American culture and American heroes and nothing else,” they com-
plained bitterly. It soon became clear to me that the tension arose not
because of the content of the text but partly because of Debbie’s method
of teaching and partly because of the students’ perception of her
ethnocentricity. They felt that their identities were not being recognized
and that their voices were not being respected. Their unwillingness to
prepare for the class and to participate in class discussions appeared to
me to be a form of passive resistance.


It is reasonable to assume that this episode or a variation of it may be
playing out in many ESL classrooms. It emphasizes how “classrooms are
decontextualised from the learners’ point of view when the learners’
feelings, their beliefs about what is important, their reasoning and their
experience are not part of the assumed context of the teacher’s
communication” (Young, 1992, p. 59). It reminds us as TESOL profes-
sionals that classroom is the crucible where the prime elements of
education—ideas and ideologies, policies and plans, materials and
methods, teachers and the taught—all mix together to produce exclusive
and at times explosive environments that might help or hinder the
creation and utilization of learning opportunities. What actually hap-
pens there largely determines the degree to which desired learning
outcomes are realized. The task of systematically observing, analyzing,
and understanding classroom aims and events therefore becomes central
to any serious educational enterprise.


The importance of such a task has long been recognized in general
education as well as in L2 education. In this article, limiting my focus to
L2 education, I examine two widely used approaches to classroom
observation, generally characterized as the interaction approach and the
discourse approach, and then argue that there is an imperative need to
develop a third: a critical approach. I also touch upon appropriate
analytical tools that might be fruitfully employed in critical classroom
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discourse analysis (CCDA) and suggest new directions for further
exploration that the approach might open up. To achieve my goals, I
derive insights from the concepts of discourse associated with two major
schools of thought in cultural studies: Foucauldian poststructuralism and
Saidian postcolonialism. For reasons of brevity and clarity, I formulate
my discussion under the rubric of classroom interaction analysis, class-
room discourse analysis, critical perspectives on discourse, and CCDA.


CLASSROOM INTERACTION ANALYSIS


Classroom interaction analysis involves the use of an observation
scheme consisting of a finite set of preselected and predetermined
categories for describing certain verbal behaviors of teachers and stu-
dents as they interact in the classroom. Although seldom explicitly
articulated, the theoretical foundation governing classroom interaction
analysis can be traced to behavioristic psychology, which emphasizes the
objective analysis of observable behavior. Accordingly, the categories
included in an observation scheme reflect the designer’s assumptions
about what observable teacher behavior is necessary in order to build a
classroom behavior profile of the teacher. These principles are clearly
reflected in the oldest and the best known scheme in the field of general
education: the Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories, proposed by
Flanders in 1970. The Flanders model spawned a series of category
schemes in L2 education. According to one count (Chaudron, 1988, p.
18), nearly 25 observation schemes with wide variations in categories,
procedures, and descriptions appeared during the late 1970s and early
1980s. These schemes by and large followed the Flanders model of
observing, describing, and assigning numerical values to teacher talk and
student talk using preselected and predetermined categories and coding
procedures.


The use of interaction schemes undoubtedly resulted in a much better
understanding of classroom aims and events, particularly in terms of
teacher talk and student talk. Nevertheless, interaction schemes all share
four crucial limitations: (a) They focus exclusively on the product of
verbal behaviors of teachers and learners and give little or no consider-
ation to classroom processes or to learning outcomes; (b) they depend
on quantitative measurements, thereby losing the essence of communi-
cative intent that cannot be reduced to numerical codification; (c) they
are unidirectional, that is, the information flow is generally from the
observer to the teacher, the observer being a supervisor in the case of
practicing teachers or a teacher educator in the case of teacher trainees;
and (d) they are unidimensional, that is, the basis of observation is
largely confined to one single perspective, that of the observer, thus
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emphasizing the observer’s perception of observable teacher behavior.
(For detailed critiques, see Allwright, 1988; Chaudron, 1988; Long, 1980;
van Lier, 1988.)


An important development in classroom interaction analysis occurred
when Allen, Fröhlich, and Spada (1984) proposed what they called the
Communicative Orientation of Language Teaching (COLT) observation
scheme. The primary objectives of the scheme are to capture differences
in the communicative orientation of classroom instruction (i.e., form-
focused vs. meaning-focused) and to examine their effects on learning
outcomes. Designed in two parts, the scheme contains 73 categories
representing binary distinctions (e.g., student-centered vs. teacher-
centered participation, reaction to form vs. message, and genuine vs.
pseudo requests). It is different from most other interaction schemes in
two significant ways: It is directly linked to communicative methods of
language teaching, and it is designed for real-time coding as well as for
analysis of recordings of classes.


A decade after the COLT observation scheme was proposed, a user-
friendly manual of coding conventions was published (Spada & Fröhlich,
1995). The final chapter of the manual contains a compilation of 11
studies in which different researchers used COLT in different classroom
settings. These studies show that a significant achievement of COLT,
compared with its predecessors, has been its capacity to help its users
differentiate between more and less communicatively oriented instruc-
tion, thus enabling them to better connect instructional input with
potential learning outcomes. However, COLT shares some of the limita-
tions that characterized other interaction schemes, a point reiterated by
the authors of the studies included in the manual. For instance, Allen (in
Allen, Fröhlich, & Spada, 1984) finds it necessary to recommend that
“the quantitative procedures based on COLT be supplemented by a
more detailed qualitative analysis, with a view to obtaining additional
information about the way meaning is co-constructed in the classroom”
(p. 143). Spada and Fröhlich (1995) also say that “if one is interested in
undertaking a detailed discourse analysis of the conversational interac-
tions between teachers and students, another method of coding and
analyzing classroom data would be more appropriate” (p. 10). Thus,
COLT remains basically Flandersian in the sense that the basis of
observation is largely confined to observable, codifiable, and countable
behavior of learners and teachers.


As the above discussion shows, the interaction approach to classroom
observation can produce only a fragmented picture of classroom reality.
The inherent drawbacks of such an approach inevitably led to the
emergence of alternative analytical schemes that can be grouped under
the rubric of classroom discourse analysis.
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CLASSROOM DISCOURSE ANALYSIS


One of the earliest L2 classroom observation studies that embraced a
discourse analytical approach is Allwright’s (1980) study on patterns of
participation. Mehan’s (1979) ethnomethodological work in general
education convinced Allwright (1988) that “whatever happened in the
classroom was indeed a co-production, and therefore that it no longer
made sense to look at classroom interaction as if it was only the teacher’s
behaviour that mattered” (p. 171). He was thus motivated by the desire
to make sense of classroom discourse in general rather than to narrowly
study teacher effectiveness. Accordingly, he posited a three-way analysis
in his observational scheme: (a) a turn-taking analysis, which relates to
several aspects of turn-getting and turn-giving practices; (b) a topic
analysis, which relates to the use of language as instances of linguistic
samples mostly meant for student imitation and of communicative
expressions about the target language itself; and (c) a task analysis,
which relates to the managerial as well as the cognitive aspects of
classroom tasks.


The significance of Allwright’s (1980) observational scheme lies in the
fact that it departed from the earlier Flandersian tradition in three
important ways: (a) It made no a priori distinction between teachers’ and
learners’ roles but instead allowed patterns of participation to emerge
from the data (cf. Fanselow, 1977), (b) it consisted of high-inference
categories that are subject to interpretational variations, and (c) it
treated classroom participants as individuals rather than as a collective
mass by attempting to describe and account for their individual behavior.
And, although it involved some numerical measurements, the frame-
work was essentially ethnographic, entailing qualitative interpretations of
data.


Allwright’s (1980) emphasis on ethnography finds a strong echo in
the work of van Lier (1988), who very effectively uses ethnographic
means to understand classroom aims and events. Highlighting the need
to contextualize the actions and contributions of participants in the
classroom, van Lier “takes the educational environment (with the
classroom at its centre) as the crucial data resource and thus strongly
emphasizes the social context in which language development takes
place” (p. 24). Accordingly, in studying turn taking, for instance, he
looks not only at the distribution of turns but also at the available options
for turn taking and the extent to which different participants took these
up. He also offers a useful classification of activity types and how they
might influence patterns of participation.


The interpretive nature of classroom discourse analysis advocated by
Allwright (1980) and van Lier (1988) also entails an analysis of multiple
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perspectives—the teacher’s, the learner’s, and the observer’s (research-
er’s)—on classroom discourse. In studies that ethnographically analyzed
transcripts of video recordings of classroom performance along with pre-
and postobservation interviews with participants (Kumaravadivelu, 1991,
1993, in press), I have attempted to show the usefulness of classroom
discourse analysis that takes multiple perspectives into serious consider-
ation. In the 1991 study, I argue that, to be relevant, any classroom
discourse analysis must be based on an analysis of the potential mismatch
between intention and interpretation—between the teacher’s intention
and the learner’s interpretation, on the one hand, and between the
teacher’s and learner’s intention and the observer’s interpretation, on
the other. Accordingly, I have identified 10 potential sources of mis-
match between intention and interpretation. In the 1993 study, I
demonstrate how classroom discourse analysis can facilitate an under-
standing of the degree to which classroom participants are able or
unable to create and utilize learning opportunities in class. Finally, in my
forthcoming study, I provide guidelines for helping practicing teachers
explore their own classrooms so that they can self-observe, self-analyze,
and self-evaluate learning and teaching acts and thus, ultimately, develop
the capacity to theorize from practice and practice what they theorize.


The Context of Discourse and the Discourse of Context


A common thread that runs through the discourse analytical studies
discussed above is the way they treated the concepts of discourse and
context—both borrowed from the field of mainstream discourse analysis.
Standard textbooks on discourse and discourse analysis, particularly
those meant for language teachers (e.g., Cook, 1989; McCarthy, 1991;
McCarthy & Carter, 1994), use the term discourse to refer to connected
texts as opposed to isolated sentences. Discourse analysis thus becomes a
study of larger linguistic units, such as conversational exchanges or
written texts. To the extent it relates to language as communication, it
relates to the relationship between language structure and the immedi-
ate social context in which it is used. Thus, to use a distinction made by
Widdowson (1979), discourse analysts are mainly concerned with textual
cohesion, which operates in the surface-level lexis and grammar, and
discourse coherence, which operates between underlying speech acts.


The emphasis on social context has helped classroom discourse
analysts look at the classroom event as a social event and the classroom as
a minisociety with its own rules and regulations, routines, and rituals.
Their focus is the experience of teachers and learners within this
minisociety. Such experience, as Breen (1985) writes, “is two-dimensional:
individual-subjective experience and collective-intersubjective experi-
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ence. The subjective experience of teacher and learners in a classroom is
woven with personal purposes, attitudes, and preferred ways of doing
things. The intersubjective experience derives from and maintains
teacher- and learner-shared definitions, conventions, and procedure
which enable a working together in a crowd” (p. 140). Classroom
discourse that embodies such a two-dimensional experience “is a central
part of this social context, in other words the verbal interaction shapes
the context and is shaped by it” (van Lier, 1988, p. 47). Such a view of
social context allowed classroom discourse analysts to study the routines
of turn taking, turn sequencing, activity types, and elicitation techniques.
Thus, the interpretation of any category involving “repeats,” “elicits,”
“responses,” and so on was seen to rely on “the contingent relationships
between the current and the preceding or upcoming discourse”
(Chaudron, 1988, p. 39).


PERSPECTIVES ON DISCOURSE


The concept of discourse and the practice of discourse analysis as
delineated by classroom discourse analysts marked a notable departure
from the behavioristic approach associated with the earlier interaction
approach. Thus, within the confines of their stated research agenda,
classroom discourse analysts were able to achieve what they set out to
achieve, that is, the explication of contingent relationships reflected in
the textual cohesion and discourse coherence created by discourse
participants during the course of their classroom interaction. But, as I
show below, their discourse perspective is far more limited and limiting
than other discourse perspectives, particularly those associated with
contemporary cultural studies: Foucauldian poststructuralism and Saidian
postcolonialism. I therefore take a detour to peep into these discourse
traditions before returning to my critique of classroom discourse analy-
sis. For the sake of continuity and coherence, I discuss the two critical
traditions first and then highlight their educational applications.


Discourse and Poststructuralism


For Foucault (1972), the French thinker, discourse is not merely the
suprasentential aspect of language; rather, language itself is one aspect of
discourse. In accordance with that view, he offers a three-dimensional
definition of discourse, “treating it sometimes as the general domain of
all statements, sometimes as an individualizable group of statements, and
sometimes as a regulated practice that accounts for a number of
statements” (p. 80). The first definition relates to all actual utterances or
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texts. The second relates to specific formations or fields, as in the discourse
of racism or the discourse of feminism. The third relates to sociopolitical
structures that create the conditions governing particular utterances or
texts. Discourse thus designates the entire conceptual territory on which
knowledge is produced and reproduced. It includes not only what is
actually thought and articulated but also determines what can be said or
heard and what silenced, what is acceptable and what tabooed. Discourse
in this sense is a whole field or domain within which language is used in
particular ways. This field or domain is produced in and through social
practices, institutions, and actions.


In characterizing language as one, and only one, of the multitude of
organisms that constitute discourse, Foucault (e.g., 1970) significantly
extends the notion of linguistic text. A text means what it means not
because of any inherent objective linguistic features but because it is
generated by discursive formations, each with its particular ideologies
and particular ways of controlling power. No text is innocent, and every
text reflects a fragment of the world. In other words, texts are political
because all discursive formations are political. Analyzing text or dis-
course therefore means analyzing discursive formations that are essen-
tially political in character and ideological in content.


Foucault (1970, 1972) further argues that every individual and every
utterance is embedded in and controlled by discursive fields of power/
knowledge. Power manifests not in a top-down flow from the upper to
the lower strata of social hierarchy but extends itself in capillary fashion,
becoming a part of daily action, speech, and life. Power/knowledge is
expressed in terms of regimes of truth, which are sets of rules, statements,
and understandings that define what is true or real at any given time.
Thus, as Mills (1997) succinctly points out, “power, knowledge and
truth—this configuration is essentially what constitutes discourse” (p.
17). This configuration is made up of what Foucault (1970, 1972) calls
discursive practices, which are used in certain typical patterns to form
discursive formations. Discursive formations make it difficult for individu-
als to think outside of them; hence they are also exercises in power and
control. A discursive change, whether social, political, or cultural, can
therefore be effected only when an entire community, not just an
individual, changes its ways of thinking and knowing, speaking and
doing.


Although Foucault does entertain the possibility of systemic social or
discursive change through subversion and resistance in his later works
(e.g., The History of Sexuality: The Use of Pleasure, 1984), much of his
analysis tends to focus mainly on the workings of power. A somewhat
different focus on the relationship between dominance and resistance
comes from another French sociologist, de Certeau (1984), who draws
attention to the subversions embedded in the practices of everyday life.
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For him, the powerful institutions of society are able to demand
particular behaviors, thoughts, and responses from individuals. He
discusses the coercive power of these institutions as a calculus of force-
relationships or a strategy. Individuals, he argues, do not always comply with
the dictates of dominant institutions. Instead, for a variety of reasons,
ranging from incompetence to unwillingness to outright resistance, they
reject the demands placed on them institutionally and operate according
to their own desires, in a way that presents itself to them as personally
empowering. This oppositional response he calls a tactic (pp. xviii–xx). A
tactic


is an art of the weak. . . . clever tricks of the “weak” within the order
established by the “strong,” an art of putting one over on the adversary on his
own turf. . . . The space of a tactic is the space of the other. Thus it must play
on and with a terrain imposed on it and organized by the law of a foreign
power. (pp. 31–40)


The weak know intuitively how to manipulate the strong, so much so that
under certain adverse circumstances the tactics of the weak can take the
form of systematic and sustained subversion. Tactics, de Certeau ex-
plains, can be as common as stealing stationery from one’s workplace,
refusing to cooperate with authority, or spreading disinformation. They
“characterize the subtle, stubborn, resistant activity of groups which,
since they lack their own space, have to get along in a network of already
established forces and representations” (p. 18).


Because subtle, stubborn forms of subversion are part and parcel of
the practice of everyday life, de Certeau (1984) emphasizes the impor-
tance of investigating them along with subtle forms of dominance. And
one site of such investigation is the linguistic text. Like Foucault’s (1972)
discourse, de Certeau’s text extends beyond language. “Today, the text is
society itself. It takes urbanistic, industrial, commercial, or televised
forms” that produce a system “that distinguishes and privileges authors,
educators, revolutionaries, in a word, ‘producers’ in contrast with those
who do not produce” (pp. 166–167). But, unlike Foucault, who con-
ceived discourse largely as power/knowledge, de Certeau, as Threadgold
(1997) points out, “made clear the need to think about both the way
disciplinary knowledges work to conceal the positions and interests of
those who enunciate them and the way conceiving knowledge as dis-
course excludes an account of the power of enunciation to subvert or
change it” (p. 71).


A similar view about discourse as power/knowledge has been ex-
pressed by yet another French theorist, Bourdieu (1990). He argues that
individuals strive to respond to dominance and resistance by seeking to
maximize their capital. Capital, for him, is a form of power. Contrary to
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common belief, capital is not only economic but is also social and
cultural. A fourth kind of capital, symbolic capital, constrains the
realization of the other three. These four fields of capital interact and
interweave in myriad ways involving both communities and individuals.
For instance, as Luke (1996) explains, economic capital in the form of
material goods and resources can be transformed into cultural capital in
the form of academic knowledge or cultural thought, and into social
capital in the form of access to organizational facilities or political parties
(pp. 326–330).


The three fields of capital—economic, social, and cultural—are
recognized as capital if and only if they are granted legitimacy, that is,
symbolic capital, by the society at large. In other words, realization of
one’s economic, cultural, and social capital is contingent upon societal,
institutional authorization and approval. As Bourdieu (1990) puts it,
“The kinds of capital, like trumps in a game of cards, are powers that
define the chances of profit in a given field.” That is to say, the position
of a particular individual in the society is “defined by the position (s)he
occupies in the different fields, that is, in the distribution of the powers
that are active in each of them” (p. 230). Society itself is structured by the
differential distribution of capital. Such structuring is done by the state
as well as by established social structures, including educational institu-
tions that regulate the availability, value, and use of capital and its
conversion across fields. These forces are constantly engaged in capital
formation and distribution, thereby helping produce and reproduce
hierarchies of knowledge that legitimize inequalities between social
groups. Bourdieu, Passeron, and Martin (1994) call such legitimization
la violence symbolique (symbolic violence).


Symbolic violence, according to Bourdieu (1991), manifests itself in
discourse, particularly in academic discourse. He asserts that “there is a
whole dimension of authorized language, its rhetoric, syntax, vocabulary,
and even pronunciation which exists purely to underline the authority”
of those who perpetuate symbolic violence (p. 76). He relates particular
texts and events to larger macrosocial structures by specifically connect-
ing the relations among various discourse formations with the relations
among the social positions of their authors.


As the above discussion reveals, Foucauldian poststructuralist dis-
course and its variations display an acute preoccupation with notions of
power/knowledge and of dominance and resistance. In spite of such a
preoccupation, strangely enough, neither Foucault nor de Certeau and
Bourdieu actually paid any attention to the European colonial expansion
or to its effect on the power/knowledge systems of the modern Euro-
pean state (Bhatnagar, 1986; Spivak, 1988). Their theories are consid-
ered Eurocentric in their focus and of limited use in understanding
colonial discourse. However, their construction of the discourse of
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power/knowledge and of dominance/resistance is so influential that it
provided a point of departure for postcolonial discourse analysis.


Discourse and Postcolonialism


Cultural theorist Said’s (1978) Orientalism was the first account to offer
a comprehensive theoretical framework for postcolonial discourse analy-
sis. In reading a number of literary, historical, sociological, and anthro-
pological texts produced by the colonial West, Said found that the
colonized people were dehumanized, stereotyped, and treated not as
communities of individuals but as an indistinguishable mass about whom
one could amass knowledge. The number of stereotypical observations
made repeatedly about colonized countries and cultures is so great that
these statements cannot be attributed simply to the individual authors’
beliefs but can only be products of widespread belief systems structured
by discursive frameworks and legitimized by the power relations found in
colonialism.


Said (1978) used the term Orientalism to refer to the discursive field
constituted by Western representations of the Other. Orientalism is a
systematically constructed discourse by which the West “was able to
manage—and even produce—the Orient politically, sociologically, mili-
tarily, ideologically, scientifically, and imaginatively” (p. 3). It forms an
interrelated web of ideas, images, and texts from the scholarly to the
popular that are produced by artists, writers, missionaries, travelers,
politicians, militarists, and administrators and that shape and structure
Western understanding and management of colonized cultures and
peoples. Said showed that the discourse of Orientalism is built on a
binary opposition between the West and the East, us and them, that
produces an essentialized and static Other. He thus moved away from a
narrow understanding of colonial authority to show how it functioned by
producing a discourse or a structure of thinking about the Other. He
explained that ideas, images, or texts that are accorded the authority of
academics, institutions, and government create not only interested
knowledge but also the very reality they seek to describe. Said’s analysis
of Orientalism is founded on Foucault’s (1972) notion that knowledge
and power are inseparably tied together, that is, that knowledge is
constructed according to a discursive field that creates a representation
of the object of knowledge, its constitution, and its limits.


Although Said’s (1978) seminal thoughts on Orientalism inform
much of contemporary literary and cultural studies, he has been crit-
icized for adopting a Foucauldian model that not only focuses on the
working of power but tends to grant almost total hegemony to dominant
systems of representation. As many scholars (e.g., Ahmed, 1992;
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Breckenridge & van der Veer, 1993; Loomba, 1998) have pointed out,
Said’s view of the colonizer and the colonized as locked in a rigid
dichotomy of domination and subordination does not account for the
diversity of historical contexts, for the heterogeneity of colonized subjec-
tivity, or for the agency of colonized peoples. It is generally true that
colonized people gradually internalize the violently disseminated idea of
the superiority of the colonizing culture and therefore seek to imitate
the norms of the colonizer. But is this colonial mimicry merely a pure act
of subordination?


Raising and responding to that question, and taking a psychoanalytic
approach to colonialism, Bhabha (1984, 1985) suggests that colonial
mimicry, instead of always being an expression of subjugation (which it
frequently is), may at times actually operate as a mode of subversion.
Bhabha points out a fundamental contradiction inscribed in colonial
ideology: On the one hand, it seeks to assert the unbridgeable gap
between the superior West and the inferior East while, on the other
hand, continuously attempting to bridge the gap (through religious
conversion or secular education) by remaking the Other in the image of
the Self. Bhabha also sees this contradiction, Mills (1997) observes, “as a
form of complex desire on the part of the colonizer, rather than simply
as an act of oppression and appropriation. The colonizer here is just as
much at the mercy of these forms of representation as the colonized, and
is simply caught in the play of desire and fantasy which the colonial
context produces” (p. 125).


The play of desire and fantasy, according to Bhabha (1985), renders
colonial discourse “hybrid” or “ambivalent.” Hybridity “is the sign of the
productivity of colonial power, its shifting forces and fixities; it is the
name for the strategic reversal of the process of domination” (p. 154).
Colonial authority is never able to produce a perfect copy of the original
but can produce only something that is transmuted. Consequently, the
notion of hybridity opens up spaces for the colonized to subvert the
master-discourse, thereby unsettling the traditional representation of
colonial power as unlimited and nonnegotiable. Hybridity makes it
possible for colonized peoples to challenge the colonizers in their own
language. Thus, English education in Africa and Asia became a double-
edged sword because the colonized did not simply accept the superiority
of English institutions but also used English education to undermine
that superiority, foster nationalism, and demand equality and freedom
(Loomba, 1998, pp. 89–90).


Bhabha’s (1984, 1985) representations of resistance contrast with the
views of another postcolonial critic, Spivak, who is wary of too easy a
recovery of the voice or agency of colonized people. In an extremely
influential essay titled “Can the Subaltern Speak?” (1985a), Spivak
argues that epistemic violence of colonialism was so pervasive and so
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devastating that it rewrote all intellectual, cultural, and legal systems,
making it impossible to discover the authentic subaltern consciousness.
She correctly points out that even the voices of resistance that Bhabha
and others refer to are the voices mostly of the Western-educated,
indigenous elite and not of those on the margins of colonial circuitry:
men and women among the illiterate peasantry, the tribals, the lowest
strata of the urban population, and the like.


Articulating the relationship between poststructuralism, postcolonial-
ism, and feminism and pointing to the wide acceptance of such totaliz-
ing, monolithic constructs such as Third World or Third-World woman,
Spivak (1988) suggests that the colonial construction of knowledge has
become the only reality that now constitutes both the colonizer and the
colonized and the only currency that is usable both in the West and in
the East. From this view, even nationalism is a derivative discourse that,
despite its reversal of colonial terms, remains trapped within those very
terms and hence has only succeeded in replacing colonialism with
neocolonialism. Claiming that the same colonial construction of knowl-
edge informs feminism, Spivak (1985b) challenges “the colour-blindness”
of Euro-American feminist theories and movements, asserting that “it is
particularly unfortunate” that Western feminism “reproduces the axioms
of imperialism” (p. 243) by romanticizing the emergence of the articu-
late Western female subject and her individuality without marking how
the expansion of imperialism makes such a feminist project possible. In
highlighting the problematic aspect of Western feminism, Spivak echoes
the arguments of yet another postcolonial critic, Mohanty (1984), who
demonstrates the ways in which Western feminist scholarship constitutes
women of the Third World as a homogeneous group, which it then uses
as a category of analysis on the basis of certain sociological and anthro-
pological universals without considering larger social, political, and
economic power structures that operate between the West and the
non-West.


Although Spivak (1985a) sympathizes with attempts to recover the
subaltern voice, she sees difficulties and contradictions in constructing a
speaking position for the subaltern. By accentuating the limitations of
subaltern representation, however, she does not call upon postcolonial
intellectuals to abstain from representation altogether. Rather, she urges
them to vigilantly unlearn their privilege and ethically mark their own
theoretical positions in order to avoid imperialistic gestures that seek to
represent those who cannot represent themselves or to speak for those
who cannot speak for themselves. Her focus on the possibility of
alternative voices being recoverable within discourses has been instru-
mental in forcing many postcolonial critics to rethink their own relation
to colonial texts (Mills, 1997, p. 120).
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Educational Applications of Poststructuralism


The Foucauldian concept of discourse has enormously influenced
thought and action in several academic circles, three of which bear
direct relevance to applied linguistics and TESOL: critical linguistics,
critical pedagogy, and feminist pedagogy.


Adhering to the Foucauldian tenet that no discourse is innocent,
critical linguists (also called critical discourse analysts) argue that “all
representation is mediated, moulded by the value-systems that are
ingrained in the medium (language in this case) used for representa-
tion; it challenges common sense by pointing out that something could
have been represented in some other way, with a very different signifi-
cance” (Fowler, 1996, p. 4). Saying that the ideology and power that
constitute dominant discourses are hidden from ordinary people, critical
linguists seek to make these discourses visible by engaging in a type of
critical discourse analysis that “is more issue-oriented than theory-oriented”
(van Dijk, 1997, p. 22). In that sense, they seek to actualize Foucault’s
thoughts through a close linguistic analysis of texts within a particular
sociopolitical context. By doing so, they hope to shed light on the way
power relations work within the society. They thus move from the local to
the global, displaying “how discourse cumulatively contributes to the
reproduction of macro structures” (Fairclough, 1995, p. 42).


As can be expected, critical linguists pointedly emphasize the role of
critical language awareness in developing sociopolitical consciousness.
Fairclough (1995), in particular, believes that critical language awareness
“can lead to reflexive analysis of practices of domination implicit in the
transmission and learning of academic discourse, and the engagement
of learners in the struggle to contest and change such practices” (p. 222).
He further points out that language learners can learn to contest
practices of domination only if the relationship between language and
power is made explicit to them—a position shared by critical pedagogists
as well.


Combining Foucault’s sociological theories and Brazilian educator
Paulo Freire’s educational philosophy, critical pedagogists work under
the assumption that academic institutions are not simply instructional
sites; they are, in fact, “cultural arenas where heterogeneous ideological,
discursive, and social forms collide in an unremitting struggle for
dominance” (McLaren, 1995, p. 30). Classroom reality is socially con-
structed, politically motivated, and historically determined. Therefore,
critical pedagogy has to empower classroom participants “to critically
appropriate forms of knowledge outside of their immediate experience,
to envisage versions of a world which is ‘not yet’ in order to alter the
grounds on which life is lived” (Simon, 1988, p. 2). Such a pedagogy
would take seriously the sociopolitical, historical conditions that create
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the cultural forms and interested knowledge that give meaning to the
lives of teachers and learners. “In one sense, this points to the need to
develop theories, forms of knowledge, and social practices that work with
the experiences that people bring to the pedagogical setting” (Giroux,
1988, p. 134).


Asserting along Foucauldian lines that discourse empowers and
disempowers, privileges and marginalizes, critical pedagogists call for an
“empowering education” that relates “personal growth to public life by
developing strong skills, academic knowledge, habits of inquiry, and
critical curiosity about society, power, inequality, and change” (Shor,
1992, p. 15) and helps students explore the subject matter in its
sociopolitical, historical contexts with critical themes integrated into
student language and experience. They consider contemporary lan-
guage education “as somewhat bizarre in that it legitimates and limits
language issues as technical and developmental” and believe that lan-
guage education must be “viewed as a form of learning that not only
instructs students into ways of ‘naming’ the world but also introduces
them to particular social relations” (Giroux & Simon, 1988, p. 131).
Similar thoughts are beginning to inform the debate about power and
inequality in ESL education as well (see Tollefson, 1995).


Arguing that reading the world is not confined to reading race and
class but involves reading gender as well, feminist pedagogists such as
Lather (1991), Luke (1992), and Ellsworth (1992) attempt to “deconstruct
the master narratives of patriarchy and thereby move gender onto the
critical agenda even if, in many discourses, it remains institutionally
contained at the margins” (Luke, 1992, p. 45). They agree with critical
pedagogists that the classroom is one of the powerful ideological sites
within which counterhegemonic discourses and practices can be orga-
nized. They contend, however, that discourse analysis should be con-
cerned with the deconstruction of the political, social, psychological, and
historical formations of gendered discourse because all discourse pro-
duction is gendered. An appropriately gendered classroom must go
beyond employing surface-level pedagogic strategies, such as giving
female students equal opportunity to speak in the classroom or giving
females equal representation in imagery and language in curricular text.
Considering these strategies as a mere add-on tactic of incorporation,
they seek critical classroom discourse that legitimizes female voices as
well.


Educational Applications of Postcolonialism


Postcolonial theorists offer a refreshingly challenging perspective on
education in general and on English language education in particular.
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They tell us that education was “a massive canon in the artillery of
empire,” effecting, in Gramsci’s (1971) phrase, “a domination by con-
sent” (p. 28). They also tell us that language


is a fundamental site of struggle for post-colonial discourse because the
colonial process itself begins in language. The control over language by the
imperial centre—whether achieved by displacing native languages, by install-
ing itself as a “standard” against other variants which are constituted as
“impurities,” or by planting the language of empire in a new place—remains
the most potent instrument of cultural control. (Ashcroft, Griffiths, & Tiffin,
1995, p. 283)


Perhaps no language is as much implicated in colonialism as English
is. Several postcolonial commentators have pointed out that the same
ideological climate informed both the growth of English and the growth
of Empire. In her pioneering study Masks of Conquest, Viswanathan
(1989) argues that in colonial India, the English literary text functioned
as a mask that camouflaged the conquering activities of the colonizing
authority. She wonders at the historical “irony that English literature
appeared as a subject in the curriculum of the colonies long before it was
institutionalized in the home country” (p. 3) of England. Noting that
“the superiority of English rested on a racialized and gendered equation
between language and nation” (p. 20), Krishnaswamy’s (1998) Effeminism:
The Economy of Colonial Desire shows how colonialists relied “heavily upon
a vocabulary of effeminacy to describe and codify Eastern languages and
literatures while defining European languages and literatures, especially
English, as hard, energetic, rational, and masculine” (p. 20).


Connecting this line of thinking specifically to English language
teaching (ELT), Pennycook (1998), in English and the Discourses of
Colonialism, offers an in-depth analysis of what he calls “the continuity of
cultural constructs of colonialism” (p. 19) and demonstrates how ELT is
deeply interwoven with the discourses of colonialism. ELT, he argues,


is a product of colonialism not just because it is colonialism that produced the
initial conditions for the global spread of English but because it was
colonialism that produced many of the ways of thinking and behaving that
are still part of Western cultures. European/Western culture not only pro-
duced colonialism but was also produced by it; ELT not only rode on the back
of colonialism to the distant corners of the Empire but was also in turn
produced by that voyage. (p. 19)


Based on his analysis, Pennycook calls for concerted efforts to decolonize
English language education by finding alternative representations and
alternative possibilities in English classes.
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CLASSROOM DISCOURSE ANALYSIS REVISITED


If, simplifying the poststructural and postcolonial perspectives pre-
sented above, discourse can be seen as a three-dimensional construct
consisting of a (socio)linguistic dimension, a sociocultural dimension,
and a sociopolitical dimension, then classroom discourse analysts may be
considered to be involved with the first, interested in the second, and
indifferent to the third. By treating discourse as no more than a form of
contextualized language use at the suprasentential level, classroom
discourse analysts have treated it mostly as a (socio)linguistic phenom-
enon and have studied the grammatical and lexical elements of textual
cohesion and discourse coherence that make contextualized language
use possible. Although such a (socio)linguistic focus, as noted earlier,
marks an advancement over the behavioristic approach associated with
the classroom interaction approach, it nevertheless offers only a limited
view of discourse. If one is serious about understanding what discourse is
all about, it would be inadequate, as van Dijk (1997) has suggested,


to merely analyze its internal structures, the actions being accomplished, or
the cognitive operations involved in language use. We need to account for the
fact that discourse as social action is being engaged in within a framework of
understanding, communication and interaction which is in turn part of
broader sociocultural structures and processes. (p. 21)


Sociocultural aspects of classroom discourse are an area in which
extensive research has been conducted. But its focus has been mostly
confined to two strands of inquiry. The first focuses on cultural aspects of
speech act performance. Typically, such studies (see Kasper & Blum-Kulka,
1993) seek to identify the basic linguistic structure of, say, politeness
formulas in English as contrasted with politeness formulas in the
learners’ L1 or their interlanguage. The objectives of such studies are, of
course, to predict areas of cultural adjustments for the L2 learner and to
suggest strategies of pedagogic intervention for the L2 teacher. These
studies have no doubt helped language professionals understand how
pragmatic aspects of learners’ interlanguage performance relate to the
way certain speech acts are realized across languages and cultures. The
second strand of inquiry focuses on ethnic variation in classroom inter-
action. Typically, such studies (e.g., Sato, 1981; Schinke-Llano, 1983)
investigate the relationship between ethnicity and the distribution of
turns, talk, and topic initiation in the L2 classroom. These studies have
been found to be of limited value because of their preoccupation with
ethnicity to the exclusion of other variables that may have contributed to
interactional variations, variables such as the nature of the tasks given to
learners, the teachers’ pedagogic orientations, their personal attributes,
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their teaching techniques, and their classroom management, not to
mention all the affective factors that shape the interactive behavior of
learners themselves (Kumaravadivelu, 1990; Malcolm, 1987).


Furthermore, a true and meaningful understanding of the sociocul-
tural aspects of classroom discourse can be achieved not by realizing the
surface-level features of communicative performance or conversational
style but only by recognizing the complex and competing world of
discourses that exist in the classroom. Recent studies on the role of
culture in L2 learning and teaching (e.g., Kramsch, 1993) emphasize the
need to go beyond an amorphous collection of facts and figures about
cultures and cultural artifacts in order to understand how culturally
shared meanings are co-constructed in the classroom. As Kramsch points
out, the L2 classroom is a site of struggle where learners create their own
personal meanings at the boundaries between the native speaker’s
meanings and their own everyday life: “From the clash between the
familiar meanings of the native culture and the unexpected meanings of
the target culture, meanings that were taken for granted are suddenly
questioned, challenged, problematized” (p. 238). Understanding the
learner’s struggle to create meaning involves an understanding of how
sociocultural meanings are linked in complicated ways to social identi-
ties—issues that have been neglected until recently (see the special-topic
issue of TESOL Quarterly on language and identity, Vol. 31, No. 3,
Autumn 1997).


Even a cursory glance at the professional literature in TESOL shows
that classroom discourse analysts have shied away from any serious
engagement with the ideological forces acting upon classroom dis-
course, even as they frequently emphasize the significant role these
forces play in shaping and reshaping that discourse. Thus, for instance,
in a widely acclaimed book, van Lier (1988) rightly argues that classroom
research must “expose complex relationships between individual partici-
pants, the classroom, and the societal forces that influence it” (p. 82) but
goes on to focus entirely on classroom-based issues such as initiative,
topic and participation structure, and repair. More recently, van Lier
(1996, 1997) has called for an ecological approach to classroom observa-
tion that embraces “not only the context of classroom learning but, more
fundamentally, the very definitions of language, of development, and of
mind” (1997, p. 783). Yet another example is McCarthy and Carter
(1994), who, in a book that offers discourse perspectives for language
teaching, tell their readers that a discourse-based view of language
“involves considering the higher-order operations of language at the
interface of cultural and ideological meanings and returning to the
lower-order forms of language which are often crucial to the patterning
of such meanings” (p. 38). Yet they refrain from telling their readers how
to explore and exploit the higher order operations of language for
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instructional and analytical purposes; instead, they merely recommend a
list of books on critical linguistics for interested readers to pursue
(p.␣ 171).


The neglect of the broader sociocultural and sociopolitical dimen-
sions of classroom discourse analysis has been made possible by its scope
and method. Its scope has been confined mostly to treating the class-
room as a self-contained minisociety insulated and isolated from the
outside world rather than as an integral part of the larger society where
the reproduction of many forms of domination and resistance based on
such factors as class, gender, race, ethnicity, nationality, religion, lan-
guage, and sexual orientation is almost a daily occurrence. Likewise, the
preferred method of classroom discourse analysts—microethnography—
has enabled them to study crucial classroom issues such as input and
interaction, form and function, topics and tasks, questions and correc-
tions, and the way they all relate to each other. Perhaps a combination of
micro- and macroethnographic analyses, on the other hand, would have
compelled them to cross the borders of the classroom to study broader
social, cultural, political, and historical structures that have a bearing on
classroom issues in order to see, as anthropologist Bateson (1979) would
say, “the patterns that connect” (p. 16).


It is perhaps worth reiterating that classroom discourse analysts, as
microethnographers focusing on micro issues of the classroom, did
indeed advance the understanding of classroom aims and activities. My
critique, then, is not about the gap between what was sought to be
achieved and what was actually achieved but between what was actually
achieved and what could have been achieved if only other perspectives of
discourse (such as poststructural and postcolonial) had been taken into
account. It is instructive in this context to note that although most
classroom discourse analysts in TESOL have adopted an exclusively
microethnographic approach, other educational ethnographers, such as
Cazden (1988), Erickson (1991), and Hymes (1996), have persistently
questioned the wisdom of separating the particular from the general, the
part from the whole.


CRITICAL CLASSROOM DISCOURSE ANALYSIS


The poststructural and postcolonial discourse perspectives outlined
above offer immense possibilities for formulating the nature, scope, and
method of CCDA. Although neither of the two perspectives is unprob-
lematic and although each by itself may not be fully sensitive to
classroom L2 learning and teaching, collectively they have developed a
rich body of knowledge and skills that help conceptualize and conduct
CCDA in meaningful ways.
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Conceptualizing CCDA


The critique of classroom discourse analysis presented in the previous
section also contains some of the fundamental characteristics of CCDA.
To recapitulate, CCDA is based on the following premises and principles:


• Classroom discourse, like all other discourses, is socially constructed,
politically motivated, and historically determined; that is, social,
political, and historical conditions develop and distribute the cul-
tural capital that shapes and reshapes the lives of teachers and
learners.


• The racialized, stratified, and gendered experiences that discourse
participants bring to the classroom setting are motivated and molded
not just by the learning and teaching episodes they encounter in the
classroom but also by the broader linguistic, social, economic,
political, and historical milieu in which they all grow up.


• The L2 classroom is not a secluded, self-contained minisociety; it is
rather a constituent of the larger society in which many forms of
domination and inequality are produced and reproduced for the
benefit of vested interests; therefore, an analysis of classroom dis-
course must necessarily include an analysis of the discursive practices
and discursive formations that support the structure of dominant
discourses.


• The L2 classroom also manifests, at surface and deep levels, many
forms of resistance, articulated or unarticulated; therefore, an analy-
sis of classroom discourse must necessarily include an analysis of
various forms of resistance and how they affect the business of
learning and teaching.


• Language teachers can ill afford to ignore the sociocultural reality
that influences identity formation in and outside the classroom, nor
can they afford to separate learners’ linguistic needs and wants from
their sociocultural needs and wants.


• The negotiation of discourse’s meaning and its analysis should not
be confined to the acquisitional aspects of input and interaction, to
the instructional imperatives of form- and function-focused language
learning activities, or to the conversational routines of turn-taking
and turn-giving sequences; instead, they should also take into
account discourse participants’ complex and competing expecta-
tions and beliefs, identities and voices, and fears and anxieties.


• Classroom discourse lends itself to multiple perspectives depending
on the discourse participants’ preconceived notions of what consti-
tutes learning, teaching, and learning outcomes; therefore, any
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CCDA needs to identify and understand possible mismatches be-
tween intentions and interpretations of classroom aims and events.


• The objective of language education should be not merely to
facilitate effective language use on the part of language learners but
also to promote critical engagement among discourse participants;
therefore, CCDA should be concerned with an assessment of the
extent to which critical engagement is facilitated in the classroom.


• Teachers need to develop the necessary knowledge and skills to
observe, analyze, and evaluate their own classroom discourse so that
they can, without depending too much upon external agencies,
theorize what they practice and practice what they theorize, thus
contributing to the dismantling of the debilitating dichotomy be-
tween theorists and teachers, between producers and consumers of
pedagogic knowledge.


These overlapping premises and principles, I believe, can form the bases
for conceptualizing CCDA.


The premises and principles also indicate that the primary function of
CCDA is fundamentally different from that of the interaction and
discourse approaches discussed earlier. If the function of interaction
analysis is seen as normative and that of discourse analysis as informative,
then the function of CCDA can be seen as transformative. Classroom
interaction analysis, with its normative function, seeks to play a directive
role, in effect telling practicing teachers what kind of classroom climate
would be considered optimal to achieve their instructional purposes and
what they need to do in order to create such a climate in their classroom.
Besides, the findings of classroom interaction analysis are supposed to
give teachers an idea of the extent to which their own classroom
performance approximates to a predetermined model. Classroom dis-
course analysis, with its informative function, seeks to play a descriptive
role, giving practicing teachers a profile of instructional strategies and
interactional patterns and possible relationships between the two. It
attempts to describe the processes internal to classroom aims and events
in order to inform teachers of the possibilities and limitations facing
them as teachers, information they can use to further their self-
development. CCDA, with its transformative function, seeks to play a
reflective role, enabling practicing teachers to reflect on and cope with
sociocultural and sociopolitical structures that directly or indirectly
shape the character and content of classroom discourse. It also seeks to
equip them with the knowledge and skill necessary to conduct their own
CCDA, thus directing them away from knowledge transmission and
towards knowledge generation, away from pedagogic dependence and
towards pedagogic independence.
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Glimpses of CCDA


Recent classroom-based studies reported by Chick (1996) and by
Canagarajah (1997), for instance, give us glimpses of the possibilities and
potential of CCDA. Chick’s work is a classic example of what classroom
discourse can reveal when viewed through the prism of larger sociopolitical
context. He conducted a microethnographic analysis of his classroom
data to find out why teachers as well as students in mathematics classes
carried out through the medium of ESL in KwaZulu schools were
reluctant to give up choral responses and were resistant to interaction
associated with the communicative approach to language teaching. After
microethnographically analyzing the data, he came to the interim
conclusion that the behavior of KwaZulu teachers and students was the
result of their cultural disposition, that is, the interactional style they
exhibited is native to the Zulu-speaking community. This interim conclu-
sion was the same as the one he arrived at in a study conducted in 1985,
in which he analyzed interethnic encounters between a White South
African, English-speaking professor and Zulu graduate students.


Later, however, Chick (1996) decided to reexamine the same set of
classroom data because of his growing awareness of the limitations of
microethnographic research that fails to show how the pervasive values,
ideologies, and structures of the wider society condition and constrain
microlevel behavior in the classroom. When he revisited the same data
and analyzed them in terms of macrolevel issues of racist ideology and
power structures of apartheid South Africa, he found that KwaZulu
teachers and students actually colluded with each other to deliberately
construct the kind of interactional pattern that he observed. He realized
that the classroom discourse actually represented “styles consistent with
norms of interaction which teachers and students constituted as a means
of avoiding the oppressive and demeaning constraints of apartheid
educational systems” (p. 37). In other words, the interactional styles
followed by KwaZulu teachers and students were not an example of their
linguistic affiliation or cultural identity but an expression of their
oppositional tendencies.


Expression of oppositional tendencies is what Canagarajah (1997)
found in a Texas classroom (see also his 1993 study about a Sri Lankan
classroom) where he was teaching academic English to a group of
predominantly African American students just entering college. In a
critical analysis of interactive data from student conferences done
through electronic media, he demonstrates how his students negotiated
the discursive and ideological challenges of the academic culture and
critically interrogated their classroom discourses. In deconstructing, for
instance, a dialogue in which his students are discussing a passage on
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recent revisions in history textbooks used in U.S. schools, Canagarajah
shows how they “dramatically appropriate the text to read their own
themes and perspectives, thus eventually subverting the writer’s message”
(p. 181). Consider this partial extract:


David: Yea you know it is weird how the people who write most of the
history books we read in school are white. Why is that? And why
does it seem that the white man in those history books are
portrayed as being the better of the races?


Sonny: Exactly. Ray. Have you heard the song by BDP (I think) that talks
about the black people of the Bible?


Dexter: i feel the reason for the distortion is because whites want to
portray themselves as doing the right thing to their children since
they are the majority.


Andrew: as in the book “1984” whoever controls the present controls the
past. Since the white man is in power he can belittle the role of
the Indian and black cowboys.


. . .
Amos: it’s kind of funny the only Blacks mentioned in the history books


are those that have been assassinated by the white man (malcom
x, and martin luther king jr.)


Sonny: I think minorities would write their history if they could. How
many companies want to publish “History of the Negro(igga)”???
(p. 182)


Canagarajah’s analysis reveals that the students here exhibit a height-
ened consciousness of their ethnic identity by exploring many issues not
raised by the passage, thus giving additional depth to the subject. He
points out that starting from


the what and how of distortions in history they go on to explore the why, and
eventually probe the political-economy of textbook production that functions
against minorities and sustains the hegemony of the majority groups. The
written word is thus creatively given new ramifications in reference to the
larger social contexts and discourses of the students. (p. 184)


Chick’s (1996) and Canagarajah’s (1997) studies treat the classroom
as a site of struggle between competing discourses, a cultural arena
where ideological, discursive, and social forces collide in an ever-unfolding
drama of dominance and resistance. They both cross the boundaries of
the classroom in order to make true sense of classroom behavior. They
both interpret classroom behavior not just in terms of (socio)linguistic
features of input and interaction but in terms of sociocultural and
sociopolitical forces that shape that behavior. Finally, they both show that
their sound interpretation of classroom discourse is made possible only
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through a mode of investigation that is sensitive to participants’ articu-
lated and unarticulated responses to the symbolic violence perpetrated
on them.


Conducting CCDA: Critical Ethnography


Investigative and interpretive methods for analyzing classroom dis-
course have always been problematic. Practitioners of classroom interac-
tion analysis have mostly used quantitative techniques that conceal more
than they reveal of the intricacies of classroom interaction. Practitioners
of classroom discourse analysis have mostly opted for qualitative tech-
niques (with an occasional sprinkling of quantification), characterizing
their research as microethnography based. Conducting CCDA, however,
requires a research tool that can penetrate hidden meanings and
underlying connections. Critical ethnography offers one such possibility.


Critical ethnographers are actively engaged in dealing with powerful
systems of discourse. They seek to deconstruct dominant discourses as
well as counterdiscourses by posing questions at the boundaries of
ideology, power, knowledge, class, race, and gender. As McLaren (1995)
states, the task facing critical ethnographers “is not to render knowledge
as something ultimately to be discovered, but rather as social texts that
are relationally produced in a multiplicity of mutually informing con-
texts” (p. 281). In that sense, critical ethnography is what real ethno-
graphic research should be: “not an experimental science in search of
law but an interpretive one in search of meaning” (Geertz, 1973, p. 5).


Given the primacy of the search for meaning in mutually informing
contexts, critical ethnography renders the dichotomy between micro-
and macroethnography problematic. The dichotomy, after all, is an
artifact of the academy, an analytical construct that has no psychosocial
reality—unless one is willing to argue that the classroom, and the
participants within it, exist inside a clinical bubble protected and
protectable from external contamination. It is perhaps profitable to pay
attention to the fundamental changes taking place in the fields of
sociology and anthropology, in which “a sense of critical reflexivity, the
complexity of voice, and subject position have transformed the terms in
which ethnographic research is now undertaken and written about”
(Marcus, 1998, p. 3). For example, Lash and Urry (1987, cited in Marcus,
1998) have argued for a collapsing of the macro-micro distinction itself.
Echoing their view, Marcus has proposed what he calls “a multi-locale
ethnography.” He rationalizes that “any cultural identity or activity is
constructed by multiple agents in varying contexts, or places, and that
ethnography must be strategically conceived to represent this sort of
multiplicity” (p. 51).
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Critical ethnography, then, involves the gathering of spoken and
written, audio and video data from multiple sources, including interac-
tional episodes, participant observation, and interviews and discussions
with participants at different levels and at different times. It also involves
thick description as well as thick explanation. To do thick description,
popularized by anthropologist Geertz (1973), the critical ethnographer
returns to the same piece of data again and again and adds layers and
layers of description as seen through participant observation. To do thick
explanation, the critical ethnographer takes into account “relevant,
theoretically salient micro- and macrocontextual influences, whether
horizontal or vertical, that stand in a systematic relationship . . . to the
behavior or event(s) one is attempting to explain” (Watson-Gegeo &
Gegeo, 1995, p. 62). Such an investigative practice recognizes the
complexity of the relationship between macrocontextual factors and the
researchers’ own socially determined position within the reality that they
are attempting to describe, interpret, and explain.


The seemingly subjective method of critical ethnography is suscep-
tible to adverse comments about the validity and verifiability of its
findings. However, it is worth pointing out that following the positivist,
empiricist scientific tradition, in which one begins with clearly identified
research questions, states null or working hypotheses, and then looks for
an answer from the collected data, which is then statistically verified for
its validity, reliability, and generalizability, is by no means the only way of
conducting critical inquiry. In the critical ethnographic tradition, re-
search questions may evolve and change during the course of inquiry.
Besides, the concept of validity, as Hymes (1996) points out, “is com-
monly dependent upon accurate knowledge of the meanings of behav-
iors and institutions to those who participate in them” (p. 8). Along
similar lines, feminist pedagogist Lather (1991) proposes the notion of
catalytic validity. According to her, catalytic validity points to the degree to
which research moves those it studies to understand the world and the
way it is shaped in order for them to transform it.


Suggestions for Further Exploration


The scope and method of CCDA presented above open up new direc-
tions for further exploration. Some possible investigative questions that
might lead to useful and usable insights are the following:


• If classroom discourse consists of (socio)linguistic, sociocultural, and
sociopolitical dimensions, how do we as TESOL professionals profit-
ably explore the patterns that connect all three?
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• If classroom discourse is socially constructed, politically motivated,
and historically determined, how can we study and understand its
impact on everyday learning and teaching?


• If an analysis of classroom discourse has to include an analysis of the
discursive practices and discursive formations that sustain the sym-
bolic violence perpetrated on participants, what investigative meth-
ods might be necessary to do such an analysis?


• If discourse participants bring to the classroom their racialized,
stratified, and gendered experiences, how can we identify the way(s)
in which these experiences motivate the style and substance of
classroom discourse?


• If the objective of language education should be not merely to
facilitate effective language use but also to promote critical engage-
ment among discourse participants, then how can we analyze and
assess the extent to which critical engagement is facilitated in the
classroom?


• If the learners’ voices have to be recognized and respected, how
might their personal purposes, attitudes, and preferred ways of
doing things be reconciled with classroom rules and regulations and
with instructional aims and objectives?


• If students bring to the classroom their own forms of cultural capital,
which may be different from the capital hierarchy of the external
world or even of the school they attend, how can we make sure that
their cultural capital is recognized, rewarded, and enriched?


• If learners and teachers are using subtle forms of subversion in the
practice of everyday classroom discourse, how can we investigate the
source and substance of such tactics?


• If the learners’ linguistic needs and wants cannot be separated from
their sociocultural needs and wants, how can we analyze and
interpret the impact of one on the other?


• If negotiation of discourse meaning is not confined to the acquisi-
tional aspects of input and interaction but includes the expectations
and beliefs, identities and voices, and fears and anxieties of the
participants, how might such a comprehensive analysis help or
hinder the proper conduct of classroom business?


• If classroom discourse lends itself to multiple perspectives depend-
ing on the discourse participants’ preconceived notions of learning,
teaching, and learning outcomes, how can we identify and under-
stand possible mismatches between intentions and interpretations of
classroom aims and events?
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• If prospective and practicing teachers have to be equipped with the
knowledge and skill to conduct their own CCDA and achieve a
reasonable degree of pedagogic freedom, how can pre- and in-service
teacher education programs be recast?


• If one of the goals of CCDA is to provide a descriptive, interpretive,
and explanatory account of classroom performance, how can we
ensure a principled way of conducting CCDA that results in a
reasonable degree of generalizability and replicability?


• If the principles and procedures of CCDA are to be adhered to in
learning, teaching, and teacher education, then what actually are the
costs and consequences of doing so?


Clearly, investigations of these and related questions will provide the
additional insights necessary to develop a full-fledged CCDA.


IN CLOSING


A reading of poststructural and postcolonial thoughts on discourse
motivates a critical look at the discourses and counterdiscourses that
shape and reshape practices in ESOL classrooms. Foucault’s power, de
Certeau’s tactics, Bourdieu’s capital, Said’s Orientalism, Bhabha’s hybrid-
ity, and Spivak’s subalternity—all present variations of the same theme,
namely, that discourses manifest power relations. The theme is simple yet
barely self-evident. Only a persistent promotion of critical sensibilities, in
ourselves and in others, can help us as TESOL professionals unmask the
hidden relationship between individual interaction in the classroom and
the wider sociocultural and sociopolitical structures that impinge upon
that interaction.


The transformative thrust of CCDA, with its potential to create and
sustain critical sensibilities, has serious implications not only for the ways
TESOL professionals observe, analyze, and interpret classroom aims and
events but for curricular objectives and instructional strategies as well. It
has been pointed out that ESL learning and teaching cannot take place
in a sociopolitical vacuum (Auerbach, 1995; Pennycook, 1994) and that
focusing on sociopolitical themes does not come at the expense of the
acquisition and retention of language skills that we hope to impart in our
learners (Morgan, 1998). While endorsing those views, I would rather
emphasize the importance of instructional strategies in promoting
critical reflexivity in the classroom. In the context of the ESL classroom,
as in any other educational context, what makes a text critical has less to
do with the way its content is constructed by the author (though it surely
matters) than the way it is deconstructed by the teacher and the learner.
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A case in point is the hero episode narrated at the beginning of this
article. Recall how Debbie’s ESL students complained about her preoc-
cupation with U.S. culture and U.S. heroes. She paid little or no respect
to the students’ voice, and they responded with their own subversive
tactics. I believed then as I do now that the tension that prevailed in her
class had more to do with her instructional strategy than with the textual
content. I subtly drew Debbie’s attention to this in my feedback to her. I
pointed out that the theme she selected for the course was well suited for
an instructional strategy that not only respected her students’ sociocul-
tural sensibilities and their sociopolitical awareness but tapped their
experiential knowledge as well. I suggested that, for instance, she could
start a discussion about the concept of hero and hero worship in
different cultures represented in the class, ask her students to say who
their heroes were and why they considered their heroes to be their
heroes, and compare their cultural concepts of hero and hero worship
with the U.S. perspective represented in the prescribed texts. In other
words, I suggested ways for Debbie to pay attention to the cultural capital
students bring with them.


By recognizing and respecting various forms of cultural capital that
participants bring with them, by seriously engaging them for learning
and teaching purposes, and by analyzing the resultant classroom dis-
course by means of critical ethnography, teachers can open themselves to
alternative meanings and alternative possibilities. In that sense, CCDA
does not represent a seamless and sequential progression of events and
thoughts from classroom interaction analysis to classroom discourse
analysis to CCDA; rather, it represents a fundamental shift in the way the
field conceives and conducts the business of L2 learning and teaching.


As Foucauldian educationists Popkewitz and Brennan (1998) tell us,
the term critical “refers to a broad band of disciplined questioning of the
ways in which power works through the discursive practices and perform-
ances of schooling” (p. 4). I hope that the conceptual framework for
CCDA proposed here provides a foundation for the disciplined question-
ing of what we as ESOL teachers do in the classroom and why we do it.
With its multifacted focus and its critical ethnographic tool for analysis,
CCDA has the potential to offer rich representations of our classroom
practices. And as we strive to realize that potential, we are well advised to
keep in mind a sobering thought from anthropologist Marcus (1998):
“You can’t really say it all; all analyses, no matter how totalistic their
rhetorics, are partial” (p. 37).


THE AUTHOR


B. Kumaravadivelu is a professor of applied linguistics at San José State University,
where he teaches graduate courses in TESOL. He has published extensively on L2







CRITICAL CLASSROOM DISCOURSE ANALYSIS 481


learning, teaching, and teacher education in TESOL Quarterly, Modern Language
Journal, ELT Journal, International Review of Applied Linguistics, and Applied Language
Learning.


REFERENCES


Ahmed, A. (1992). In theory: Classes, nations and literatures. London: Verso Books.
Allen, J. P. B., Fröhlich, M., & Spada, N. (1984). The communicative orientation of


language teaching: An observation scheme. In J. Handscombe, R. A. Orem, &
B.␣ P. Taylor (Eds.), On TESOL ’83: The question of control (pp. 231–252). Washing-
ton, DC: TESOL.


Allwright, R. L. (1980). Turns, topics, and tasks: Patterns of participation in language
learning and teaching. In D. Larsen-Freeman (Ed.), Discourse analysis in second
language research (pp. 165–187). Rowley, MA: Newbury House.


Allwright, D. (1988). Observation in the language classroom. London: Longman.
Ashcroft, B., Griffiths, G., & Tiffin, H. (Eds.). (1995). The post-colonial studies reader.


London: Routledge.
Auerbach, E. R. (1995). The politics of the ESL classroom: Issues of power in peda-


gogical choices. In J. W. Tollefson (Ed.), Power and inequality in language education
(pp. 9–33). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.


Bateson, G. (1979). Mind and nature: A necessary unity. London: Fontana.
Bhabha, H. (1984). Of mimicry and man: The ambivalence of colonial discourse.


October, 28, 125–133.
Bhabha, H. (1985). Signs taken for wonders: Questions of ambivalence and authority


under a tree outside Delhi, May 1817. Critical Inquiry, 12, 144–165.
Bhatnagar, R. (1986). Uses and limits of Foucault: A study of the theme of origins in


Edward Said’s “Orientalism.” Social Scientist, 16, 3–22.
Bourdieu, P. (1990). In other words: Essays towards a reflexive sociology (M. Adamson,


Trans.). Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Bourdieu, P. (1991). Language and symbolic power (G. Raymond & M. Adamson,


Trans.). Cambridge: Polity Press.
Bourdieu, P., Passeron, J.-C., & Martin, M. (1994). Academic discourse: Linguistic


misunderstanding and professorial power (R. Teese, Trans). Cambridge: Polity Press.
Breckenridge, C., & van der Veer, P. (1993). Orientalism and the postcolonial


postcolonial predicament. In C. Breckenridge & P. van der Veer (Eds.), Orientalism
and the postcolonial postcolonial predicament (pp. 1–22). Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press.


Breen, M. P. (1985). The social context for language learning—a neglected situa-
tion? Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 7, 135–158.


Canagarajah, A. S. (1993). Critical ethnography of a Sri Lankan classroom: Ambigu-
ities in student opposition to reproduction through ESOL. TESOL Quarterly, 27,
601–626.


Canagarajah, A. S. (1997). Safe houses in the contact zone: Coping strategies of
African-American students in the academy. College Composition and Communication,
48, 173–196.


Cazden, C. (1988). Classroom discourse: The language of teaching and learning. Ports-
mouth, NH: Heinemann.


Chaudron, C. (1988). Second language classrooms. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.


Chick, K. J. (1985). The interactional accomplishment of discrimination in South
Africa. Language in Society, 14, 229–326.


Chick, K. J. (1996). Safe-talk: Collusion in apartheid education. In H. Coleman (Ed.),







482 TESOL QUARTERLY


Society and the language classroom (pp. 21–39). Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.


Cook, G. (1989). Discourse. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Certeau, M. de (1984). The practice of everyday life. Berkeley: University of California


Press.
Ellsworth, E. (1992). Why doesn’t this feel empowering? Working through the


repressive myths of critical pedagogy. In C. Luke & J. Gore (Eds.), Feminisms and
critical pedagogy (pp. 90–119). New York: Routledge.


Erickson, F. (1991). Advantages and disadvantages of qualitative research design on
foreign language research. In B. F. Freed (Ed.), Foreign language acquisition research
and the classroom (pp. 338–353). Toronto, Canada: D. C. Heath.


Fairclough, N. (1995). Critical discourse analysis: The critical study of language. London:
Longman.


Fanselow, J. F. (1977). Beyond Rashomon—conceptualizing and describing the
teaching act. TESOL Quarterly, 11, 17–39.


Flanders, N. (1970). Analyzing teaching behaviour. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.
Foucault, M. (1970). The order of things: An archaeology of the human sciences (A. M.


Sheridan Smith, Trans.). New York: Pantheon Books.
Foucault, M. (1972). The archaeology of knowledge and the discourse on language (A. M.


Sheridan Smith, Trans.). New York: Pantheon Books.
Foucault, M. (1984). The history of sexuality: The use of pleasure (Vol. 2). Harmondsworth,


England: Penguin Books.
Fowler, R. (1996). On critical linguistics. In C. R. Coulthard & M. Coulthard (Eds.),


Texts and practices (pp. 3–14). New York: Routledge.
Geertz, C. (1973). The interpretation of cultures. New York: Basic Books.
Giroux, H. A. (1988). Teachers as intellectuals: Toward a critical pedagogy of learning.


Boston: Bergin & Garvey.
Giroux, H. A., & Simon, R. (1988). Popular culture, schooling, and everyday life. Boston:


Bergin & Garvey.
Gramsci, A. (1971). Selections from the prison notebooks of Antonio Gramsci (Q. Hoare &


N. Smith, Comps. & Eds.). London: Lawrence & Wishart.
Hymes, D. (1996). Ethnography, linguistics, narrative inequality: Toward an understanding


of Voice. Bristol, England: Taylor & Francis.
Kasper, G. & Blum-Kulka, S. (Eds.). (1993). Interlanguage pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford


University Press.
Kramsch, C. (1993). Context and culture in language teaching. Oxford: Oxford Univer-


sity Press.
Krishnaswamy, R. (1998). Effeminism: The economy of colonial desire. Ann Arbor: The


University of Michigan Press.
Kumaravadivelu, B. (1990). Ethnic variation and classroom interaction: Myth or


reality? RELC Journal, 21(2), 45–54.
Kumaravadivelu, B. (1991). Language learning tasks: Teacher intention and learner


interpretation. ELT Journal, 45, 98–107.
Kumaravadivelu, B. (1993). Maximizing learning potential in the communicative


classroom. ELT Journal, 47, 12–21.
Kumaravadivelu, B. (in press). Theorizing practice, practicing theory: The role of


classroom observation. In T. Lomax & I. McGrath (Eds.), Theory in language teacher
education. London: Prentice Hall.


Lather, P. (1991). Getting smart: Feminist research and pedagogy with/in the postmodern.
London: Routledge.


Long, M. H. (1980). Inside the “black box”: Methodological issues in classroom
research. Language Learning, 30, 1–42.







CRITICAL CLASSROOM DISCOURSE ANALYSIS 483


Loomba, A. (1998). Colonialism/postcolonialism. New York: Routledge.
Luke, A. (1996). Genres of power? Literacy education and the production of capital.


In R. Hasan & G. Williams (Eds.), Literacy in society (pp. 308–338). London:
Longman.


Luke, C. (1992). Feminist politics in radical pedagogy. In C. Luke & J. Gore (Eds.),
Feminisms and critical pedagogy (pp. 25–53). New York: Routledge.


Malcolm, I. G. (1987). Continuities in communicative patterns in crosscultural
classrooms. In B. K. Das (Ed.), Communication and learning in the classroom
community (pp. 37–63). Singapore: Singapore University Press.


Marcus, G. (1998). Ethnography through thick and thin. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.


McCarthy, M. (1991). Discourse analysis for language teachers. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.


McCarthy, M., & Carter, R. (1994). Language as discourse: Perspectives for language
teaching. London: Longman.


McLaren, P. (1995). Collisions with otherness: “Traveling” theory, postcolonial
criticism, and the politics of ethnographic practice—the mission of the wounded
ethnographer. In P. McLaren & J. Giarelli (Eds.), Critical theory and educational
research (pp. 271–299). Albany, NY: SUNY Press.


Mehan, H. (1979). Learning lessons: Social organization in the classroom. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.


Mills, S. (1997). Discourse. London: Routledge.
Mohanty, C. (1984). Under Western eyes: Feminist scholarship and colonial dis-


courses. Boundary, 2, 333–358.
Morgan, B. (1998). The ESL classroom: Teaching, critical practice, and community.


Toronto, Canada: University of Toronto Press.
Pennycook, A. (1994). The cultural politics of English as an international language.


London: Longman.
Pennycook, A. (1998). English and the discourses of colonialism. London: Routledge.
Popkewitz, T. S., & Brennan, M. (1998). Restructuring of social and political theory


in education: Foucault and a social epistemology of school practices. In T. S.
Popkewitz & M. Brennan (Eds.), Foucault’s challenge: Discourse, knowledge and power
in education (pp. 3–39). New York: Columbia University Press.


Said, E. (1978). Orientalism. New York: Pantheon Books.
Sato, C. J. (1981). Ethnic styles in classroom discourse. In M. Hines & W. Rutherford


(Eds.), On TESOL ’81 (pp. 11–24), Washington, DC: TESOL.
Schinke-Llano, L. A. (1983). Foreign talk in content classrooms. In H. Seliger &


M.␣ H. Long (Eds.), Classroom-oriented research in second language acquisition (pp.
146–168). Rowley, MA: Newbury House.


Shor, I. (1992). Empowering education: Critical teaching for social change. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.


Simon, R. (1988). For a pedagogy of possibility. In J. Smyth (Ed.), The critical pedagogy
networker (Vol. 1, pp. 1–4). Victoria, Australia: Deakin University, School of
Education.


Spada, N., & Fröhlich, M. (1995). COLT observation scheme. Sydney, Australia:
Macquarie University, National Council of Educational Research and Training.


Spivak, G. (1985a). Can the subaltern speak? Speculations on widow-sacrifice. Wedge,
7, 120–130.


Spivak, G. (1985b). Three women’s texts and a critique of imperialism. Critical
Inquiry, 12, 243–261.


Spivak, G. (1988). In other worlds: Essays in cultural politics. New York: Methuen.
Threadgold, T. (1997). Feminist poetics. London: Routledge.







484 TESOL QUARTERLY


Tollefson, J. W. (Ed.). (1995). Power and inequality in language education. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.


van Dijk, T. (1997). The study of discourse. In T. van Dijk (Ed.), Discourse as structure
and process: Discourse studies (Vol. 1, pp. 1–34). London: Sage.


van Lier, L. (1988). The classroom and the language learner. London: Longman.
van Lier, L. (1996). Interaction in the language curriculum. London: Longman.
van Lier, L. (1997). Observation from an ecological perspective. TESOL Quarterly, 31,


783–787.
Viswanathan, G. (1989). Masks of conquest: Literacy study and British rule in India. New


York: Columbia University Press.
Watson-Gegeo, K. A., & Gegeo, D. W. (1995). Understanding language and power in


the Solomon Islands: Methodological lessons for educational intervention. In
J.␣ W. Tollefson (Ed.), Power and inequality in language education (pp. 59–72).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.


Widdowson, H. G. (1979). Explorations in applied linguistics. Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press.


Young, R. (1992). Critical theory and classroom talk. Clevedon, England: Multilingual
Matters.







485TESOL QUARTERLY  Vol. 33, No. 3, Autumn 1999


PRAXIS AND DEBATES


Popular Research and Social Transformation:
A Community-Based Approach to
Critical Pedagogy


KLAUDIA M. RIVERA
Long Island University, Brooklyn Campus


■ This report focuses on the application of critical pedagogy at El Barrio
Popular Education Program, a community-based adult education pro-
gram in New York City. It is a vignette of a more complex picture of what
the participants and the staff of the program accomplished together
between 1990 and 1996. During that period, I served as executive
director of the organization and as the coordinator of its educational
programs. The program, which was committed to the implementation of
participatory education and the goals of bilingualism and biliteracy,
integrated the teaching of Spanish-language literacy and basic education
with ESL, computer and video technology, and popular research—that
is, investigations designed, conducted, analyzed, and produced by the
learners on topics significant to them.


The concept of critical pedagogy as used in this report places
language at the center of the curriculum. The students’ native language
was used not only as an aid to learning English but also as a terrain of
knowledge and a field of possibilities that linked students’ experiences to
collective action. The use of Spanish gave the students the opportunity to
use their own reality as the basis of the literacy program and enabled
them to reconstruct their history and culture (Freire & Macedo, 1987).
Through the use of their own vernacular, the students produced new
forms of knowledge that they made accessible to the community. They
produced this knowledge by engaging in investigations—called popular
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research projects—of the issues that affected their lives and their position-
ing in society. In this way, the program became a site where “knowledge
and power enter into relations articulating conflicts being fought out in
the wider society” (Giroux, 1991, p. xvii).


This account illustrates the praxis of critical pedagogy at El Barrio
Popular Education Program by addressing three of its main components:
(a) the bilingual curriculum through which popular research projects
were conducted, (b) the involvement of participants and former partici-
pants as popular teachers, and (c) the integration of video technology as
an emancipatory tool.


BACKGROUND


Program Participants


The participants at El Barrio Popular Education Program were
women, mostly from Puerto Rico and the Dominican Republic, who
came to the program to learn to read, improve their basic education,
prepare for the high school equivalency exam, and learn English. Most
were mothers with children attending public schools, and most received
some type of income support, especially Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC). To accommodate the child-care needs of the partici-
pants, classes met in a community setting while the children were in
school. Many of the women who attended the program were displaced
workers, mostly from the garment industry, which had traditionally
employed Latinas but which had declined considerably since the 1950s,
when it employed two out of three Puerto Rican women in New York City
(Sánchez Korrol, 1994). The participants were unemployed, most likely
as a result of what Rodríguez (1989) has identified as the shifting and
decline of manufacturing, the relocation of productive firms, techno-
logical changes in the forces of production, and blue-collar structural
unemployment.


In the 1980s, the economic situation of poor Latinas in the United
States worsened because of severe cuts in government spending, espe-
cially in programs designed to assist mothers and children (including
AFDC, child-care and school lunch programs, food stamps, subsidized
housing, and energy assistance; Trattner, 1999). In the 1990s, President
Bill Clinton’s plan to “end welfare as we know it” and his signing in 1996
of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act
made the situation of poor women extremely difficult. The new legisla-
tion forced women receiving welfare benefits to attend a job preparation
program for a maximum of 2 years, at which time states were required to
end welfare benefits whether or not the beneficiary had found a job. All
of these changes had a profound impact on the lives of the women in the
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program and, to a large extent, shaped the curriculum. Participants who
had initially come to the program because they wanted to learn to read
and write and to speak English found that they were now forced to come
to the program or lose their public assistance. The program was
swamped with requirements to submit monthly student attendance
reports in order to comply with new welfare regulations—or risk its
ability to provide services to the participants.


The program, a nongovernmental, independent organization that
always lacked adequate funding, was not reimbursed for the staff time
required to comply with these regulations. Worse, the program risked
becoming a watchdog for a policy that was clearly undermining families
and the efforts of the women to better their lives.


The women participating in El Barrio Popular Education Program
had varying literacy and English language needs but shared Spanish as a
common language, motherhood, the experience of having immigrated
to the United States, and many of the same socioeconomic conditions.
These factors shaped the pedagogy implemented at the program and
gave life to a curriculum that intended to question and challenge the
social and economic forces behind the women’s situation and that built
on their strengths and forms of survival.


The Community


During my tenure, the program changed location twice, all within East
Harlem in Manhattan, New York City. The frequent moves were indica-
tive of both the lack of adequate housing in the community and the
program’s constant struggle to survive financially. East Harlem, also
known as El Barrio and Spanish Harlem, is the oldest continuous
settlement of Puerto Ricans in the United States (Zentella, 1997). In the
1960s and 1980s, East Harlem experienced demographic changes as
Cubans and Mexicans joined the Dominicans and the Puerto Ricans
there. However, as Zentella (1997) states, “Puerto Ricans continue to
account for the majority of its Latino residents, and El Barrio retains its
significant role in the US Puerto Rican community” (p. 17).


The demographic changes occurring in the community were also
evident in the program. As time passed, more Dominican and Mexican
women joined the Puerto Rican women in the program. Because of
family and social networks among Latinos and their linguistic and
educational characteristics, most potential students learned about the
program through word of mouth. As these networks expanded to other
neighborhoods in the city, and because the program was one of only a
few that offered educational services in Spanish along with ESL, the
number of students from other Latino neighborhoods in the city,
especially the Bronx and upper Manhattan, increased.
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 Community at El Barrio Popular Education Program was defined by
the geographic neighborhood, a primarily bilingual Spanish/English
community, and the services the program provided to native Spanish
speakers, including literacy and basic education in Spanish and ESL.
Language was thus at the center of the concept of community and was a
domain of inclusion, strength, and potential. The issue of idioma
(language) was often at the center of students’ discourse. “Progresando
en español . . . porque es nuestro idioma” (going forward in Spanish .␣ .␣ .
because it is our language) was the title chosen by the students for a
compilation of their writings. Being Latina also defined community at
the program as shown by the title of a video produced by program
participants, Comenzar de nuevo: Latinas en la lucha por la superación
(Starting over: Latinas in the struggle for a better life).


Another factor that created community in the program was the
participants’ socioeconomic situation. They were united by their experi-
ences as garment workers who had grown up poor, had had little formal
schooling, and had begun to work at an early age, and by being
unemployed immigrants facing social policies that they deemed unfair.
The popular research projects and the videos described later in this
report address some of these issues.


Men enrolled in the program infrequently. The women in the
community were apparently more able than the men to negotiate the
social and economic conditions that account for their participation. By
far, the program was for women, and women made decisions about the
program and struggled for its survival, just as the participants struggled
for their own financial survival. The lack of appropriate ESL services in
the city for those who were not literate in their native language made the
program extremely important. In 1994, the program supported the
Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Education Fund and the National
Organization of Women’s Legal Defense and Education Fund in a class
action suit that would have forced the social service departments of New
York City and New York State to offer literacy and ESL services appropri-
ate to Latinas who could read and write at less than a ninth-grade level
(Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Education Fund/NOW Legal Defense
and Education Fund, 1994). The lead plaintiff in this lawsuit was joined
by a student of El Barrio Popular Education Program after the adminis-
tration of the city’s social services department attempted to remove her
from the program because she was enrolled in both Spanish language
classes and ESL instruction. The two legal organizations involved in the
lawsuit were instrumental in educating the women about their rights and
learned a great deal from the women themselves about their needs. The
lawsuit was withdrawn in 1996, when the city expanded its programs to
offer native language literacy and the welfare reform law was enacted
(Swarns, 1998).
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CRITICAL PEDAGOGY AT THE PROGRAM


Curriculum


The intention behind the curriculum was to link the act of becoming
literate with acquiring the ability to organize and combat the women’s
immediate problems (Ramdas, 1990). The connection between social
policies and the women’s individual experiences was thus made explicit.


Bilingualism and biliteracy. Because one of the main goals of the program
was to develop bilingualism and biliteracy among the students through
participatory education, El Barrio Popular Education Program inte-
grated the teaching of literacy and basic education in Spanish with ESL.
The participatory curriculum was based on the participants’ past experi-
ences and on issues that affected their lives. Accordingly, the curriculum
departed from the known and the already lived, incorporating dialogue,
reading, and writing in two languages with critical thinking, research,
technology, and action.


The native language of the students bridged their past and future.
When students are not silenced, it is through their native language that
they tell their stories—their personal experiences (Rivera, 1990). Stu-
dents are more able to tell their stories in the language that they speak,
that they know, that gave life to those experiences, and that has the
potential to convey their meaning. Walsh (1991b), referring to a peda-
gogy for Puerto Ricans, states,


The dualities and positioning that both political and minority status construct
can be identified and analyzed in terms of subjective and collective discourses
and experiences, that is, in part, in how students tell stories about themselves,
their families, and communities, and the interpretations, meanings, and
representations they suggest in the telling. (p. 135)


A critical approach requires students to connect their experience to
larger, oppressive social patterns (Anderson & Irvine, 1993). For the
program, this meant that, by sharing their stories, the women could
connect their having grown up poor in Latin America to their lack of
literacy. In this way, a lack of formal education was no longer an
individual problem—a result of being less fit than other people to learn
to read, as most of the women stated they were on entering the program.
The program helped them understand that they had not learned to read
as children because they were women who shared a certain social and
economic background. Working with immigrant women in Australia,
Bee (1993) asked them to tell or write their own stories—to look back
and critically evaluate their past “to consider the extent to which they are
involved in making history” (p. 124). From their individual stories,
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students can make sense of the forces that have shaped their lives and
affect their social reality. Because reality is collectively constructed, it is
also collectively that reality can be contested and transformed.


The inclusion of the students’ native language in the educational
process gave them greater access to the multiple sources of knowledge
available to them within their families and communities (Moll &
Greenberg, 1990) and to deeper levels of social and political analysis.
According to Anderson and Irvine (1993), the language chosen for
reading and writing determines who produces knowledge and who has
access to it. The program’s bilingual curriculum enabled the students to
look at themselves as the organizers of their own community and view
the community as the source of their curriculum (Rivera, 1988). The
bilingual curriculum also facilitated effective interactions around sophis-
ticated content and lessened language and cultural shock (Lucas & Katz,
1994, p. 539). Consequently, the participants became partners in the
educational process, and their native language became a fundamental
tool for the production of knowledge, reflection, and social transformation.


Popular research projects. The bilingual curriculum was based on thematic
units of instruction implemented at the program level. The units, which
focused on issues the students regarded as important in their lives,
evolved into new units on other topics, creating spiral levels of knowl-
edge and complexity.


In 1992, the program started implementing a curriculum based on
popular research units:


The El Barrio Popular Education Program in New York City uses PAR
[participatory action research] as a central part of its curriculum; themes
learners in that program have researched include uses of Spanish and English
in various community contexts, patterns of neighborhood trash collection,
and housing issues. (Auerbach, 1994, p. 696; see also the description of a
bilingual curriculum unit on housing in Spruck Wrigley & Guth, 1992)


In the popular research units, the participants conducted investigations
in their own communities on topics that the participants considered to
have an impact on their lives and the lives of their families. The
participants decided on the research questions, the methods of data
collection and analysis, and the presentation of research results during
class and curriculum meetings. The results of the research units were
documented on videos that were later edited by the students, made
available to the larger community, and shown on public-access television.


Popular research, as the term is used in this report, shares many of the
characteristics of participatory research listed by de Schutter (1983): (a)
The point of departure for participatory research is a vision of social
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reality as a totality; (b) social processes and structures are understood
within a historical context; (c) theory and practice are integrated; (d)
dialogue transforms the subject-object relationship into a subject-subject
relationship; (e) research and action, including education itself, become
a single process; and (f) the results of the research are immediately
applied to concrete situations (as described by Anderson & Irvine, 1993,
p. 90). It differs, however, in that in de Schutter’s definition of participa-
tory research the community and the researchers work together. In my
definition of popular research, the community and the researchers are
one: The community designs, conducts, analyzes, and produces the
research.


This conceptualization of popular research is in line with the three
determinants of participatory research outlined by Tandon (1988), who
states that “Participatory Research is the methodology of an alternative
system of knowledge production” (p. 13), outlining the role of people in
(a) setting the agenda of inquiry, (b) participating in data collection and
analysis, and (c) controlling the use of outcomes and the whole process.
He characterizes the roles of the researchers and the participants as
ambiguous but clarifies that, “for us [the researchers], it becomes
difficult to behave as participants in the ongoing social realities of the
poor and the oppressed because we are not part of it” (p. 12). The role
of the trained researcher, according to Tandon, is to contribute skills and
expertise from the dominant system (classical research) to the alterna-
tive system (participatory research).


In the popular research projects at El Barrio Popular Education
Program, those who had been trained in what Tandon (1988) calls the
“dominant system” (p. 12)—myself, some of the teachers, and a program
counselor—did not share research skills and expertise as much as
facilitate the research conducted by the participants. We participated in
curriculum meetings, offered suggestions, and sometimes served as
subjects in the research projects.


Popular Teachers


The program employed both Spanish-language teachers and ESL
teachers. Most were Latino, Spanish-English bilinguals. To multiply the
program’s effects on the community, and as part of curriculum develop-
ment and implementation, a group of students and program graduates
worked in the program as popular teachers—teachers who came from
the community of the learners, who were or had been students in the
program, and who had been prepared to teach in the program. All were
women who shared most of the realities of the program participants.
Most were mothers with children in public schools, and all were
receiving or had received some form of governmental income support.
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All but one lived in the immediate geographic area, and all, including
the popular teacher who lived in an adjacent community, sent their
children to public schools in El Barrio. By 1995, almost half of the
program’s staff consisted of popular teachers who had been trained and
then hired. They knew the program’s philosophy of participatory educa-
tion firsthand, having experienced it as students. Auerbach (1993, 1996)
and Dick and McCarty (1997) have documented the importance of
hiring bilingual teachers from the learners’ community in order to
include the stories and social realities of the community. In addition, the
popular teachers created classroom environments of collective work and
solidarity, leading to high student participation. Other teachers in the
program shared their own knowledge with the popular teachers while
learning about the community from them. In this way, the teachers, the
popular teachers, and the other participants were both learners and
teachers in creating and implementing the curriculum.


The Use of Technology


The program used video and computer technology as democratic
tools: Participants used them regardless of literacy level or English
proficiency. As tools, video and computers were means to greater ends—
the popular teachers taught participants how to use them, and the
participants used them in developing and documenting curriculum and
research findings. Through grants and through collaboration with the
local public-access television network, the program trained and licensed
people in filming, editing, and producing videotapes, which were shown
regularly on public-access television. Using a video camera became an
everyday activity in the program. Students videotaped classes, trips, guest
speakers, themselves, and their communities. Walsh (1991b) has also
documented the potential of using video in critical pedagogy in her work
with Puerto Rican high school students, who filmed sociodramas on
generative themes relevant to their social reality, such as “dropping out”
(p. 117).


The program participants chose topics for the videos in much the
same way as they planned the curriculum. Julia Vaddy, a program
participant and popular teacher, explained how the topic for a video
about the experiences of Latinas working in the garment industry (El
Barrio Popular Education Program, 1995b) was selected:


We started talking about doing something different. It came out that many of
the women in the group were interested in fashion, and that many of them
had worked in [garment] factories, but had been exploited and discrimi-
nated [against]. (Perez, 1995, p. 3)
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Program participants also collected and analyzed data on videotape, and
they edited and produced videos documenting the results of their
popular research projects. Therefore, they controlled the whole research
process, from data collection to the production of a video about the
results of an investigation. When asked what was accomplished by
making a video about the students’ experiences in the garment industry,
Vaddy concluded, “What we are able to show is that we know how to do
lots of things, but we aren’t given the opportunity” (Perez, 1995, p. 3).


Video became a transformative tool: The women who made the videos
were no longer students learning to read and write and to speak English
or exploited and displaced workers of the garment industry; they became
informants on their own experience, researchers, and video producers.
In 1996, Lo que hay en los vestidos: Nuestras experiencias en la industria de la
aguja (What there is in dresses: Our experiences in the garment industry;
El Barrio Popular Education Program, 1995b) won first prize in the 19th
National Hometown Video Awards.


Most important, video was the organizing tool through which partici-
pants came together to contest, reclaim, and transform reality. Through
the process of producing the video, the participants reappropriated their
individual knowledge about working in sweatshops and collectively
transformed this knowledge into an empowering experience. Making
the video situated them in the economic and social reality of garment
workers who were unemployed not because they were women who
lacked skills, as others often contended, but because of specific social
and economic trends that led to the loss of their jobs. In fact, a year after
the video about the garment industry had been completed, Zoned for
Slavery (National Labor Committee, 1995) was presented and discussed
in the program. The women had no problem identifying with exploited
garment workers in Central America, where the garment industry had
moved in pursuit of cheap labor. Video made legible the process and
structures that create oppressive ideology (Anderson & Irvine, 1993).


The research units and the videos connected the program and the
community. Members of the community educated the program about
the various issues affecting them; and the program, through the curricu-
lum and the research units, examined, investigated, and reflected and
acted on these issues. Documenting and making the research findings
available to the immediate and larger New York Latino community
multiplied the educational effect of the program’s activities.


The themes of the popular research units were the same for the
Spanish language and the ESL classes, with each class implementing
activities appropriate to its level. The fact that the whole program
researched the same topic facilitated the reinforcement of language and
literacy abilities across languages and encouraged students to be in-
volved regardless of their level of literacy or English proficiency. In
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addition, the common research themes meant that students could move
through different class levels within the same component as soon as they
were ready and could study both literacy and basic education in the
Spanish and ESL components. For example, a student from a literacy
class could move on to a higher level basic education class and also
attend an ESL class. Moreover, using the same content for instruction
across the curriculum reinforced oral and written skills in two languages.


The participatory nature of critical education derives from the interac-
tion among teachers, students, and the methodology (Walsh, 1991a,
p.␣ 16). The popular teachers and the bilingual curriculum based on
popular research units were key in bringing these three components
together. A methodology through which students investigated and
analyzed community knowledge to make sense of what was happening in
their lives and in their communities subverted the concept of a tradi-
tional classroom. This methodology was effective insofar as it broke down
the walls between school and community. The challenge was “to refuse
artificial separations of the school from the surrounding environment, to
refuse the decontextualization that falsify so much” (Greene, 1995, p.
11). In other words, the methodology linked what was happening in the
community and in the larger society to what was taking place in the
classroom. The popular teachers were invaluable in this regard; in their
multiple roles as community members, students in the program, and
researchers, they facilitated the connection between the program and
the community.


The program’s location within the community meant that the partici-
pants had direct access to the community’s resources. Through the
curriculum, participants were encouraged to venture out into the
community in order to recapture the wide variety of knowledges avail-
able there. In addition, experts from the community—community
members, workers in community agencies and organizations, family
members, service providers, community organizers, and others—were
invited to come to the program to talk with the participants. As
mentioned, lawyers from two legal organizations came to the program to
educate the women about their rights and to be educated by the women
about their legal needs regarding welfare reform.


The curriculum also encouraged students to venture beyond the
borders of their immediate geographic community in an effort to access,
document, and understand outside social forces that had repercussions
for their daily lives. They tried to reach toward the Other, the larger
world, in order to make sense of their own. For instance, in completing
a research unit about Latino immigration and the importance of
exercising the right to vote, ESL learners and popular teachers visited
the affluent community of the Upper East Side of Manhattan, which
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borders the community of El Barrio, to interview people about Latino
immigration to the United States.


This research unit was documented in En la unión está la fuerza (In
unity there is strength; El Barrio Popular Education Program, 1996). In
an attempt to understand different groups’ divergent conceptions of the
world and of the issues that they were investigating, the participants
interviewed English-speaking men and women of different ages and
ethnic backgrounds. In the video, students with varying levels of English
proficiency asked such questions as “What do you think about Latino
immigrants living in the United States?” and “Do you think the United
States benefits from Latino immigration?” The students found that the
individuals they interviewed were supportive of immigrants: “This coun-
try is made up of immigrants. Ah . . . everyone in this country is an
immigrant. And, the more immigrants the better, that’s what America’s
all about.”


CHALLENGES, STRUGGLES, AND SOLIDARITY


Most students came to the program expecting to be “educated”: to sit
in rows, see a teacher at the front of the room writing on the blackboard,
and have textbooks that would hold the knowledge they thought they
needed. In other words, new students expected to be the passive objects
of the type of banking education described by Freire (1970), which they
had observed in their own countries and in the United States. Initially,
students resisted the participatory pedagogy implemented at the pro-
gram, in which students and teacher sat facing each other and there were
no textbooks to follow or worksheets to complete. They were not sure
how they would learn in this way.


When the program began, the teachers and the students had to
negotiate participatory pedagogy during class discussions. Initially, most
of the teachers came from outside the community, and the program had
not yet created the concept of popular teachers. As time passed and
more students experienced the new pedagogy, they became its best
advocates, and they would talk to new students about what they had
learned through it. In 1991, the program added popular research
projects to its bilingual curriculum; in 1992 the first popular teacher was
hired, with others soon to follow, and video was introduced. All of these
changes took place gradually, so that students adapted to and accepted
the new pedagogy.


Not everyone at the program embraced participatory pedagogy in the
same way. Although most of the students were involved in designing and
implementing projects, some were more active than others, causing
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resentment among participants who felt that they were doing most of the
work. Sometimes individual classes that wanted to move faster or work on
a different theme contested the integration of the research themes into
all the classes in the program. This problem was resolved by allowing
each class to be as involved as it wanted to be and by designing
curriculum collectively during weekly meetings.


When the program introduced the use of video, the participants were
excited about learning how to use the equipment, but they did not make
the connection between video and learning to read. After the first video
project was completed, most students wanted to be part of future
projects even though they did not like the funding deadlines the
program had to observe. As with the research projects, students partici-
pated in the video projects in different ways. Some of the women wanted
to appear in the videos; others chose to be behind the camera filming;
and others worked on transcribing, editing, and producing. However,
after the first video project was completed, the women could see how
video helped them become literate and gave them a voice and a presence
in the community and the city. They gradually realized that video was a
tool that they could utilize to tell their story.


Policies resulting from welfare reform presented other significant
challenges to students’ participation and morale and, consequently, to
the curriculum. It also affected the program’s ability to survive. Under
the reform, students who had enrolled in the program voluntarily were
forced to attend classes for a minimum of 20 hours a week, which most
students found extremely difficult because of personal and family
obligations. To retain the students, the program had to offer at least 20
hours of instruction a week per student and, as mentioned, had to report
student attendance to social services but did not receive funds to support
these services. Not complying with these rules meant risking the loss of
the ability to serve the students. The program had to negotiate internal
policies with the students in order to meet their needs and the program’s
requirements. These dynamics affected the relationship between the
program and the students.


At the same time, struggling against unjust policies created solidarity
among the program staff and the participants. In addition to the policy
on welfare reform, the participants considered proposed changes to
national immigration policy and bilingual education as attacks on them
and their language. In response to the pressures of dealing with these
issues, the students initiated discussions that led to research projects and
action.


The program survived because of the commitment and solidarity
among the staff and participants. At times, many staff members had to
sacrifice their salaries and benefits to keep the program open. At other
times, staff and students had to work extremely hard to raise enough
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money to allow the program to continue. Despite receiving cameras and
video-editing equipment through funding and collaboration with an-
other agency, the program lacked educational supplies, books for leisure
reading outside class, and literature to read in the classroom. The
participants and the teaching staff took the initiative to keep the
program facility clean and ran a food cooperative to raise funds for
educational supplies. When money was scarce, the participants raffled
off handmade items to raise the needed funds.


What created solidarity at El Barrio Popular Education Program was
the participants’ and staff’s sense of ownership of the program. They
were represented in all of the program’s decision-making bodies, includ-
ing those that hired staff and made funding and programmatic deci-
sions. The women often referred to the program as family and expressed
their commitment to its survival. Many of the staff members had been
students in the program, had benefited from its services, and were
committed to its survival. When the program had to move to a new
location, the students and the staff moved it themselves to reduce
expenses. Participants also met with funders and politicians in the
constant struggle to keep the program alive. There was also a clear
understanding that, for the participants as Latinas, the importance of
learning to read in Spanish was paramount. To a certain extent, the
survival of the program meant the survival of their own aspirations to
learn to read and write in their own language, learn to speak English,
and go to college.


The collective decision making among the students and the staff and
the democratic principles that permeated the life of the program created
solidarity among them. More than anything else, it was the power of their
collective experiences in the program that linked the women to each
other’s struggles.


CONCLUSIONS


The participants in El Barrio Popular Education Program came with a
desire to better their lives—“para poder superarme” (El Barrio Popular
Education, 1993, p. 64; 1994, p. 22). They joined the program because
they believed that through education they could improve their living
conditions and those of their families and community. At the program,
they learned how to read and write in two languages by engaging in
projects through which they collected and analyzed data about issues
affecting their lives. Through this process, program participants ques-
tioned and contested these issues, validated their own knowledge, and
produced new forms of knowledge that they made available to the larger
community.
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The use of popular research allowed the students to become creators
of their own curriculum, that is, to be teachers, learners, and researchers
in pursuit of answers to the questions of their daily lives. Popular
research contributed to breaking down the dichotomy between subjects
and objects of education (Freire, 1970) by subverting traditional under-
standings of the relationships between students and teachers, research-
ers and subjects, and schools and communities. The research carried out
by the women of El Barrio Popular Education Program filled a void in
the literature available to language minority communities in the United
States. The program participants collectively set the agenda of investiga-
tion, gathered and analyzed the data, published and disseminated their
findings, and benefited from the research results. All of these concerns
are fundamental to the action-oriented research described by Auerbach
(1994), Anderson and Irvine (1993), Tandon (1988), and Rivera (in
press). Furthermore, the results of these investigations were dissemi-
nated in the community’s vernacular and on videotape, which made
them accessible to community members regardless of their level of
literacy, English proficiency, or access to print. By investigating and
documenting, the women of El Barrio Popular Education Program
questioned the multiple social forces that created inequality in society
and started to challenge those inequalities. Their research was answer-
able to the broader politics of social transformation (Pennycook, 1994).


The pedagogy implemented at the program departed from the
students and included the community of the learners in authentic and
meaningful ways. As such, the community was not only a source of
knowledge but also knowledge itself. The commitment of the program to
hire and train students and program graduates as popular teachers
helped break down the artificial barriers between school and commu-
nity. The popular teachers brought the community’s ways of educating
its members into the curriculum, leading to classrooms with high levels
of participation and solidarity. Other teachers in the program became
partners in the educational process by teaching and learning from the
popular teacher and other program participants. The popular teachers
had the opportunity, as Vaddy explained, “to learn and teach what I
learned” (El Barrio Popular Education Program, 1995a; Perez, 1995,
p.␣ 3).


The use of video allowed the students to “tell their stories, to pose
their own questions, to be present—from their own perspectives—to the
common world” (Greene, 1995, p. 34). The students used video to
develop curriculum and to document this curriculum in action. Video
also made legible the processes and structures that create inequality.


The curriculum at El Barrio Popular Education Program recognized
and validated the program participants as the sources of the knowledge
and experience they needed in order to become literate—present and
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active in the world—and saw the world as an unfinished place, one that
was in the process of constant transformation (Freire, 1970). This was
possible because the students’ native language was not only used as a
transitional tool to learn English. Spanish was acknowledged and used as
a strength that the participants brought with them and as an important
tool for reflection and action upon the world and for social transformation.
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Participatory Education as a Critical Framework
for an Immigrant Women’s ESL Class


DANA FRYE
Fairfax County Public Schools


■ In 1996 and 1997 I worked as a volunteer ESL teacher at a community
center in the metropolitan Washington, DC, area that provided legal and
employment services, job training, health education, and English lan-
guage classes to the local Latino community. The center began in the
mid-1980s as a small, grassroots operation to link day laborers, mostly
male immigrants and refugees from Central America, with jobs in
construction, landscaping, restaurants, and light industry. Over the
years, it had expanded to include legal services, vocational programs,
and English language classes. However, the original focus on the male
population was obvious in all of its programs and classes, and women’s
participation was minimal. When I taught at the center, classes for
women included sewing, word processing, health education, and a small
discussion group. The lack of participation by women in all of the
programs, including the ESL classes, led me to develop an ESL class for
women at the center.


The focus on survival language skills and functional literacy that I
observed in the ESL classes at the center provided another impetus for
developing the class. Auerbach and Burgess (1985) suggest that materi-
als used to teach survival language skills often “prepare students for
subservient social roles and reinforce hierarchical relations within the
classroom by precluding the creation of meaning and the development
of critical thinking skills” (p. 475). A major goal of my class was to use a
problem-posing approach to literacy (based on Freire, 1970b; see also
Auerbach, 1992; Wallerstein, 1983) to offer an alternative to the narrow
scope of women’s programs. By focusing on issues central to the lives of
immigrant Latina women (as defined by the participants themselves), I
hoped to provide them with opportunities to think critically about and
perhaps to effect change in their lives. In this report, I outline the
practical and theoretical elements and describe successful aspects of the
class as well as reflect on problematic areas I encountered. I examine two
areas where this unique context may provide some insight useful to other
critical literacy work: using difference as a catalyst for change and
recognizing and supporting multiple perspectives on empowerment.
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SUPPORT FOR A WOMEN-ONLY CLASS


Conversations with women at the center showed enthusiastic support
for a women’s class. These conversations also revealed some of the
barriers faced by immigrant women seeking education. Some women
said they felt uncomfortable in the predominantly male classes and were
hesitant to participate even if they did attend. Others were unable to
attend classes during the day and felt unsafe at the center, which is
poorly lit, at night. Involving participants in class scheduling and making
the decision to allow them to bring children to the class averted two of
these obstacles. Other obstacles, such as safety and respect at the site and
the accessibility of education for women, became themes central to
language learning and critical reflection.


Literature on women’s literacy (Auerbach, 1989; Carmack, 1992;
Cumming, 1992; Hayes, 1989; Klassen & Burnaby, 1993; Young & Padilla,
1990) reveals that gender inequities similar to those I observed at the
center exist in many literacy programs.1 Immigrant women face barriers
to education when programs fail to consider their special needs, such as
child care, transportation, and scheduling conflicts (Cumming, 1992,
p.␣ 1). Women are placed at a further disadvantage in literacy programs
that do not consider gender-based differences in acculturation, cognitive
development, and learning styles (p. 176). Women’s empowerment may
even be minimized in programs designed primarily to promote family
literacy because they often place the locus of responsibility for family
literacy problems on the woman herself (Auerbach, 1989, cited in
Carmack, 1992, p. 180). This responsibility eclipses the importance of
the woman’s own education and reinforces her position as subordinate
to that of her family (Carmack, 1992, p. 180).


Various forms of male resistance may also serve to impede women’s
participation in education. This resistance may take the form of violence
or a more subtle deterrent. Rockhill (1990) suggests that when the
definition of violence is broadened to include nonphysical forms, “most
women have experienced the threat that their having more education,
or intelligence, or ideas of their own, poses for the people they know” (p.
90). The changing balance of power that comes with a woman’s ability to
express herself in a dominant language may “[provoke] violence in those
who feel themselves threatened or silenced by the power of her voice”


1 However, Carmack (1992) describes several programs concerned with meeting the specific
literacy needs of women, including Open Book (Safman, 1986, cited in Carmack, 1992), in
Brooklyn, New York; East End Literacy of Toronto (Gayfer, 1987, cited in Carmack, 1992); and
Wider Opportunities for Women (Kerka, 1989, cited in Carmack, 1992).


The Laubach Literacy Action Women in Literacy/USA Project in Syracuse, New York,
provides funding for women’s literacy and ESL literacy projects. The Refugee Women’s
Alliance of Seattle is a working example of a women’s literacy project focused on participatory
education.
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(McMahon, 1986, cited in Rockhill, 1990, p. 90). As literacy educators,
we must be aware of the delicate balance of social relations within which
literacy lies and of the possible, sometimes negative, outcomes for
students when they seek empowerment and change in their lives. We
should recognize that male resistance does not have to take the form of
overt violence for a woman to censor herself and never allow the
possibility of pursuing education (Rockhill, 1990, p. 103). “In situations
where violence is part of daily life, and overwork already severe, it is
almost impossible to find the energy to move in new directions,
especially when these mean further upheaval and violence. As the entry
point for further education, literacy may be experienced as a threat for
women when it signifies the possibility of a change in status vis-à-vis her
husband” (p. 103).


In addition to being aware of the existence and ramifications of
violence as a form of resistance to women’s participation in education,
we as literacy educators should prepare ourselves, as Horseman (1996)
suggests, for disclosures of abuse (both childhood sexual abuse and adult
abuse) in women’s lives that may occur within the context of a literacy
class. Especially in a class that is geared toward engendering new
perspectives on the powers that exist to shape women’s lives and on how
women might act to disengage themselves from those powers, both past
and present accounts of abuse could surface. For example, for women
who have been abused as adults or children and have received strong
messages from abusers who want to maintain control over their victims’
independence that they are stupid or unable to learn, the struggle for
literacy and personal awareness may bring serious emotional issues to the
surface. And as teachers of literacy, we should be aware of the possibili-
ties for abuse in our students’ lives and be prepared to explore options
that will offer the support students will need in confronting those
possibilities.2


Because of the marginalization immigrant women experience as a
function of the gender hierarchy present in their own culture and in U.S.
society, and because of their immigrant status, they especially need a safe,
nonthreatening environment in which to carry out critical literacy work.
As Carmack (1992) states, “given the strength of gender related hier-
archy that pervades society, and the relative value of men’s knowledge
versus women’s knowledge . . . an atmosphere conducive to true
dialogue and perspective transformation would be difficult to achieve in
mixed gender groups” (p. 188). Rockhill (1990) poses the question,


2 Providing information on bilingual resources for abused and battered women in the
community is an important means of support. The knowledge that native language support and
resources exist could be a first step in seeking help. Horseman (1996) provides a thorough
discussion of how literacy practitioners can be supportive in situations of disclosure of abuse.
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“Can we create spaces in the classroom for women to talk together about
our hopes and fears, the effects of our actions in directions of greater
independence upon family members, the implications of furthering our
educations, resistances, as well as support, and strategies for pursuing
our dreams?” (p. 109). My hope is that the class environment I describe
here to some extent engendered true dialogue and provided an atmo-
sphere of caring and safety that allowed freedom of expression and
reflection for the women who participated in it.


APPLYING A CRITICAL APPROACH


In developing the women’s class, I rejected the notion of language as
an objective system defined by theorists and transmitted from teacher to
student (Pennycook, 1990). I relied instead on Freire’s (1970a) con-
ceptualization of literacy as “an act of knowing, through which a person
is able to look critically at the culture which has shaped him [or her],
and to move toward reflection and positive action upon his [or her]
world” (p. 205). My goal was to create a classroom of “possibility” in
which participants could experience the “opening of spaces in the
imagination [to] reach beyond where they are” (Greene, 1986, p. 430);
that is, spaces where student voices would be louder and stronger than
the voice of the teacher and would be free to “express indignation, to
break through the opaqueness, [and] to refuse the silences” (p. 441)
imposed upon them by the dominant social, cultural, economic, and
political forces that forge their lives as minority language speakers. When
these voices are strong and articulate, others are forced to listen, and
previously subjugated forms of knowledge begin to be legitimated.


My work in the classroom was guided by Freire’s (1970b) participatory
education approach to literacy. I used problem posing to encourage
students to question social inequities as a basis for language learning (see
Wallerstein, 1983). Allowing the students to direct the development of
curriculum (Auerbach, 1992), I took the role of a guide, supplying
materials and language to explore themes generated by the class,
through which we could explore issues central to their lives. Over the
course of the class, I reflected on my role as teacher in this process. I
questioned the power I wielded in the classroom as a White, middle-class,
highly educated native English speaker; the efficacy of my role as one
who would empower my students (Shor, 1996); and the nature of that
empowerment.


The focus of my class became to create a space in the classroom and,
I hoped, beyond in which students could claim the voices in which to
articulate their experience. Through that very articulation of experi-
ence, participants would examine individually and as a group the causes
of oppression and become more aware of the role of oppressive social,
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cultural, and political forces in their lives. In telling their stories to me
and each other, I hoped they would move toward validating their
experience and recognizing where their personal power had led to
achievements and successes. A newly formulated consciousness or aware-
ness of their experience, I hoped, would lead to a stronger sense of
identity, a realization of personal strength, and an opening of possi-
bilities. Would an awareness of social inequities or a recognition of
personal strength lead to empowerment? Would the students acquire the
power to step outside the classroom and make their lives better? Would
personal awareness lead to collective social change? The answers to these
questions remain to be seen.


METHODOLOGY


Procedure


Throughout the period of involvement with this class, I kept a journal
of observations of oral and written interactions from class and of my own
reflections. I used a dialogic approach (see Wong, 1994) both in
teaching the class and as the basis for information collection. I discussed
the data with my university adviser (for a MEd in TESOL program),
fellow students in a graduate research methods class, the ESL director at
the community center (who was very supportive of the participatory
approach even though it was not typical of the center’s ESL program),
and the women in my class. These discussions were fundamental to
reaching a deeper understanding of the sociocultural phenomena of the
classroom and the center.


The Participants and the Class


The participants were 17 working-class Latina women from Central
and South America and the Caribbean, who lived in the local commu-
nity. I lived in the immediate area as well, just outside of the Latino
neighborhood served by the center, and I speak fluent Spanish, which I
learned while living in Ecuador. All of the student participants spoke
Spanish, though their levels of Spanish literacy and formal education
varied greatly. Despite similarities in their L1 and native culture, the
participants’ backgrounds varied with respect to age, marital status,
family, social and economic class (both in their native countries and in
the United States), employment status, numbers of years in the United
States, prior English study, formal education, L1 literacy, and immigrant
status. These differences manifested themselves in complex ways in the
classroom.


The class met Saturdays for 3 hours from October 1996 through May
1997. It was offered free of charge and based on an open-enrollment
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policy to meet the needs of women whose work schedules changed from
week to week or even day to day. Some women, primarily those who were
not working, attended every class, whereas others dropped in as their
daily lives permitted. I volunteered my time, as did most of the teachers
at the center.


In class, the participants generated the themes for discussion; acting
as a guide, I posed issues of central concern in a language learning
format (Wallerstein, 1983) and provided the language to allow partici-
pants to express themselves. Themes identified early in the class in-
cluded (a) attaining better employment; (b) increasing the ability to
communicate with English speakers, especially those who represented
the dominant culture; (c) understanding school policies and helping
children succeed in school; (d) continuing one’s education; and (e)
increasing the ability to negotiate cultural and social norms. Other
themes emerged throughout the class, dominated by issues of family,
relationships, gender equity, unfair employment practices, lack of oppor-
tunities to interact with English speakers, racial prejudices, and discrimi-
nation. Negotiating identities across ethnic, racial, and national lines
also became central to the learning process.


The work of feminist pedagogy, which advocates a more “complex
vision” (Weiler, 1991, p. 455) of liberation pedagogy, beyond Freire’s
universal rendering of oppression, helped me understand the many
experiences articulated by the participants in my class and navigate the
tension, frustration, and hostility that sometimes accompanied our work.
By examining the divided experience and varied truths of the oppressed,
Weiler suggests, teachers can uncover “the contradictions and tensions
within social settings in which overlapping forms of oppression exist”
(p.␣ 453). This perspective of “nonsynchrony of oppression” (McCarthy,
1988, cited in Weiler, 1991, p. 453) was particularly relevant to the
structure of my class. Women experience multiple realms of oppression
and marginalization. They do not always act together to question or fight
oppression. The differences inherent in the backgrounds and experi-
ences of the participants and the complexity of the relationships among
these women from different countries, religions, and socioeconomic
classes manifested themselves in various forms of hierarchy in the
classroom. Freire’s vision of universal oppression and the idea that the
oppressed “will act collectively to transform the world” (Weiler, 1991,
p.␣ 453) when they see themselves in relation to it was seriously chal-
lenged. Obvious differences among the participants, escalated by their
relationships to me (the power center of the class in many ways, although
I did not want this position), led to power struggles, which at times led to
new understandings.
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DISCUSSION


There were obvious successes in using a critical, participatory ap-
proach to literacy with this group of women, including the development
of solidarity among participants, an increased sense of identity, the
exploration of woman-centered issues, and the emergence of and focus
on different learning styles. Throughout the class, the women com-
mented that they felt special being part of the women’s class. New
relationships were formed, and women began to see themselves as a
community with shared needs and goals and began to rely more on each
other for help. For example, the participants began to offer one another
rides to class and share child care. They also shared in bringing food and
materials to class.


The women in the class favored discussion and storytelling, in which
they shared experiences and gave and took advice, over a directed lesson
format. They often controlled the flow of the class, many times arguing
difficult points in their native language. Because the female participants
generated the themes and led the development of curriculum, classes
often coalesced around themes that might be considered inappropriate
in a mixed-gender group. Women could speak candidly and act freely
regarding issues on which their opinions and views differed from or
threatened those of their male counterparts. The participants were
engaged and often assertive while negotiating serious themes and were
comfortable with the use of dialogue as the foundation for the class.


The dominant means of language learning in the class was the
promotion and sharing of life journeys. From the first class, women
shared aspects of their lives that had brought them to their common
geographical ground. I provided pictures, songs, poetry, art, and any
other cues I could to generate discussion and reflection on our personal
lives. I include myself here because I also told my stories and reflected on
how I had come to be where I was. I often promoted discussion of
differences in such areas as social class, religious background, and sexual
orientation.


One such discussion culminated in comparisons of photographs from
magazines depicting women and families in different cultural and class
settings. Women who were Hispanic and Black (the backgrounds of the
women in the class) in the pictures I chose were shown in low-income,
sometimes impoverished settings, whereas White women appeared in
dazzling, luxurious backgrounds. In small groups. the students talked
about the differences between the pictures and how they felt about
them. A discussion of wealth, poverty, class, and privilege ensued. The
women expressed envy, dislike, and distrust of the White women in the
pictures and a sense that they could never attain what those women had.
They expressed sympathy and empathy for the women of color. The
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women invented lively stories to describe the pictures and composed
them with help from me and one another. They developed role plays to
illustrate and experience these stories.


Issues that arose in class were sometimes delicate and problematic,
both for me as a teacher and for the participants. For example, although
disclosures of domestic violence never surfaced, some women faced
opposition to their participation in the class. In several classes, women
discussed ways to assert their desire to attend class without upsetting the
balance of power in their homes. In one case, a woman’s husband had
told her that the class was interfering with her housework and child-care
responsibilities. On the days we had class, she rose at 4:00 or 5:00 a.m. to
do the shopping and housework and prepare her family’s meals. She
brought her two daughters, ages 9 and 11, to class, and together we
provided them with books and school-based work. The daughters also
helped take care of, and teach, younger children who came to class with
their mothers.


Difference as a Catalyst for Change


Interestingly, the successes of this class often coalesced around differ-
ences in the backgrounds of the participants. The class’s struggle with
these differences often engendered meaningful discussion and activities.
Students had different goals in terms of language learning, empower-
ment, and critical awareness and brought with them varying degrees of
formal education and a multitude of life experiences, which created a
classroom in which difference was often more obvious than similarity. We
used these differences as a basis for exploration and negotiation of
hierarchy and inequality. In confronting differences within the class
context, we developed tools with which to view ourselves more objec-
tively. For example, we learned to look behind initial, sometimes hostile,
reactions to individuals different from ourselves to create strategies for
interacting. We learned to think about and express our anger and
mistrust constructively. Students practiced their voices. They experi-
mented with thinking and exploring their feelings about issues they had
simply reacted to in the past. In articulating their experience verbally,
they legitimated themselves, strengthening their identities, which were
sometimes resonant and sometimes dissonant with those of others in the
class.


By focusing on life journeys and personal histories, we legitimated the
experience and prior knowledge each student brought with her into the
classroom and used these to help define the changes women wanted to
make outside the classroom, for example, completing a General Educa-
tion Diploma, going to college, passing the citizenship test, and helping
children succeed in school.
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Through role plays (e.g., a mock job interview or confrontation with a
coworker), storytelling, and discussion of women’s lives, we created
fertile ground for understanding, instruction, and change. An excellent
starting point was each woman’s story of coming to the United States.
One young woman from Guatemala, with very light skin and 2 years of
college in her country, was treated coldly in the class until she told her
harrowing story of illegally crossing the U.S. border. Perhaps sensing a
shared experience, a group of Salvadoran women in the class, about 10
years her senior, took her under their wing and introduced her to their
network of connections in the community. With their help, she got a job
as a nanny and housekeeper. Further discussions revealed that she had
higher expectations for work, but she was glad to be secure for the
present.


At times, solidarity was achieved with great difficulty. The women in
the class had strong emotions and sometimes narrow views of one
another. They were sometimes supportive and cooperative, and at other
times condescending and silencing. Competition arose based on age,
national origin, differences in the use of Spanish, and educational
background. For example, when a new member from Peru, who was
literate in and spoke a refined form of Spanish and a bit of English,
joined the group, some members of the class were outraged. “Why is she
here?” they questioned in Spanish. “¡Ya sabe!” (She already knows!).3


When faced with the cultural differences that created distance and
hostility between group members or between students and myself, I tried
to follow and model Noddings’ (1986) idea that relationships based in
caring and fidelity strengthen the dynamic between teacher and student.
I came to feel that this was a very natural way for women to react to one
another, because there was often a foundation of support, caring, and
understanding beneath the other emotions in the class. Out of the class’s
struggles emerged the qualities of strength, leadership, nurturing and
caring, and solidarity.


Empowerment


Empowerment, one of the primary goals of a participatory education
framework, was a central problem in the class. Just as a universal
rendering of the concept of oppression obscures the experience of
individuals, a blanket definition of empowerment limits the success of
participatory education. I reflected on various aspects of empowerment
in an attempt to arrive at a more meaningful and complex rendering of


3 Klassen and Burnaby (1993) note that immigrants in Canada viewed a low level of Spanish
language literacy as a deterrent to progress in learning English and as the mark of a second-class
citizen within the ethnic community.
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the concept. Then I asked, for example, Empowerment for whom? Who
is empowering whom? What does my definition of empowerment have to
offer the participants of the class? How do the participants view them-
selves in terms of having power or not having power? Is empowerment
important to participants in a collective sense, or are they concerned
with specific, more immediate power struggles in their lives?


These questions arose out of what appeared to be cultural differences
with reference to notions of power. I identified with a goal of empower-
ment, which I defined loosely as the means by which or the extent to
which one is in control of one’s own existence, or one’s ability to make
decisions and carry out actions independent of the coercion of others.
For me, this power to act was intricately woven into the fabric and politics
of language (and I wanted my students to see this and act on it). It was
also directly linked to the collective empowerment of women through
the feminist movement. I could see empowerment on a political level. I
was aware that women could have access to power, and I consciously
participated in the struggle to develop power for women. I had had a
privileged upbringing that stressed individual rights to power, at least on
a philosophical level.


How did the student participants define empowerment? Many of the
women in my class came from societies in which equal access to power is
neither an ideological norm nor the providence of the majority. This, in
itself, is often the reason why they chose, or were forced, to leave their
country of origin. For these individuals, relationships of power can be
difficult to question.


In the classroom, the participants often remained silent when empow-
erment was discussed in terms of relationships of power on the societal
level. When empowerment was put in a personal context, the dialogue
was much richer. Although they did not always define it as such, the
women in the class had high levels of personal empowerment. They were
heads of households, often responsible for several children and an
extended family. They had left difficult situations behind and had gotten
themselves, often alone, to a new country. They provided stability in the
form of wages, food, shelter, clothing, and transportation for their
families. They belonged to church groups and were involved in commu-
nity work. They supported their children in school by helping with
homework, meeting with teachers, and working through the paperwork
of the school systems, often in a language unfamiliar to them. They
sought education to better themselves, learning English in order to
better navigate their new, sometimes hostile, cultural environment. They
had experienced the relations of power and social interactions of the
English-speaking culture, and they were claiming the right to speak
outside the classroom. This reflects a high level of investment in the
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target culture (Peirce, 1995) and a certain ability to attain the right to
speak.


By telling their stories, the women in the class drew strength from
their personal victories and, as the class progressed, talked more about
the oppressive cultural and social forces they confronted. They also
listened to my stories and expressed solidarity where difference had
previously been dominant. The class began to serve as a forum for
questioning the power structures that dominated our lives. Participants
shared stories of discrimination, heavy demands made by employers, low
wages in return for hard work, and frustration with not being able to
communicate with employers and teachers. They expressed concern that
English speakers sometimes took advantage of them because of their lack
of understanding of the language, and they felt limited in their participa-
tion in the English-speaking community that surrounded them, noting
that they felt closed out and had few opportunities for interaction.
Moreover, they began to feel that learning English offered a way to
increase their power in many of the situations above. I, in turn, realized
that in teaching English it is necessary to teach language that relates to
the lives of the participants and that helps them strengthen their
concepts of self and community and confront the oppressive forces in
their lives.


CONCLUSION


Giroux (1988) reflected that although literacy may not be emancipatory
in itself, it is “the precondition for engaging in struggles around relations
of meaning and power” (cited in Pennycook, 1990, p. 309). The goal of
the participatory education in this class was to work in the direction of
empowerment through language learning. Yet I found that my own
political view of empowerment sometimes thwarted our efforts. When we
focused on the articulation of the participants’ experiences and personal
achievements, we validated the power they had to make changes in their
lives.


Validation was a first step. Personal awareness and legitimation are
borne out in small changes in individual lives: asserting oneself, over the
wishes of a spouse, to go to class; studying for the citizenship exam;
getting a job; studying English; using the library. I believe that this class
provided a safe space for the growth of a small, nurturing, and support-
ive community, where a dialogic process allowed previously silenced
individuals to articulate their personal experience, unmasking the link
between the personal and the political. It created a secure space where
people could question, experience and talk about difference, and
consider new possibilities.
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Bee (1993) asserts the “necessity to begin with students’ own lives as a
backdrop against which to study and analyze the larger issues concerning
the social and the political” (p. 111). This resonates with my own
realization that, for the women with whom I shared this experience—
and probably for myself as a woman as well—the personal is the political.
This realization is the first step toward collective social change: indi-
vidual women recognizing their personal worth and beginning to wrestle
with the social norms that have repressed them, small groups of women
struggling to understand themselves and each other when difference
looms more obvious than similarity.
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Between Discourse and Practice:
Immigrant Rights, Curriculum Development,
and ESL Teacher Education


CHAR ULLMAN
University of Arizona


■ In a conversation about literacy in the United States, Freire (Freire &
Macedo, 1987) spoke about his own need to keep lessening the gap
between his political/pedagogical beliefs, or discourse, and what he does
as a teacher, his practice. “Narrowing the distance between discourse and
practice,” he says, “is what I call coherence” (p. 135). Coherence as defined
by Freire was a goal of the participatory teacher education project
outlined in this report. In it, teachers and teacher educators tried to
articulate their theories and align them with practice while collaboratively
developing a textbook. Coherence became an overarching goal, along
with improving the quality of ESL instruction in Chicago’s community-
based organizations (CBOs) and creating an environment in which
teachers could create “the critical capacity to consider and participate in
the direction and dreams of education” (p. 139).


In this report I describe the model of participatory ESL teacher
education that evolved through this work. I use the term model cautiously,
as it implies replication of techniques in other circumstances, which is
problematic for a critical ethnography. Rather than explain techniques
that would yield the same results in any circumstance, I describe an
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evolving process that is uniquely tied to its historical and social context.
The questions explored include the following:
1. What roles do teachers and teacher educators adopt in the classroom?
2. How do teachers participate in their own education?
3. How do teachers think about and use textbooks?
Pondering these questions in the context of this project might offer a
starting place to the reader who wants to undertake similar work in
another situation.


PROJECT FOUNDATIONS


In 1994, the Lila Wallace Reader’s Digest Foundation funded a
collaborative curriculum development project initiated by the Chicago-
based Heartland Alliance for Human Rights and Human Needs to
improve the quality of ESL instruction in CBOs in Chicago. Five CBOs
participated in the 21/2-year project. Some were chosen because of their
years of providing ESL services in the area, and others because they
represented the demographics of Chicago’s many immigrant communi-
ties. Still others became involved because of an interest in the project’s
goal of empowering teachers through the process of curriculum develop-
ment. Teachers and administrators from centers catering to Latin
American immigrants and to Polish immigrants made up the majority of
the participants, but others came from centers serving immigrants from
a variety of backgrounds. The participants varied widely in terms of
experience, from those with years of teaching experience to those who
had been teaching only a short time. For example, one teacher had
written an English grammar text published in her native Poland, and
another had entered the classroom as a teacher for the first time just a
week prior to the project’s inception. Some of the teachers shared
cultural and linguistic roots with their students, and others did not. Of
the 12 teachers involved in the project, 2 came to it with a critical
pedagogical stance, 2 came with more grammar-based approaches, and
the remaining 8 had relatively unarticulated ideas about their own
teaching practice. Many of them called what they did student-centered and
life-skills teaching. Although a few of the teachers had master’s degrees in
TESOL, the majority had bachelor’s degrees in history or other fields
only tangentially related to language teaching.


Entitled Empowerment Through Curriculum, the project had goals
that were in line with Simon’s (1992) definition of empowerment as “the
opportunity and means to effectively participate and share authority” (p.
143). Working together from different backgrounds and contexts, the
participants were to create some kind of curriculum document, and the
hope was that in so doing they would be able to shape their own learning
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experiences. In the process, perhaps they would come to think more
broadly about curriculum.


The academic discourses about how best to educate people for the
complex task of teaching are many and varied. Some theorists (e.g.,
Gage, 1978, 1984) have viewed teaching as a mostly technical matter, and
others (e.g., Grossman, 1990; Gudmundsdottir, 1990; Shulman, 1987)
have critiqued this view as oversimplified and monodirectional, propos-
ing that teaching instead requires the mastery of a body of knowledge
that must then be “translated” for students. But these views, although an
improvement over a purely mechanistic view, leave open the question of
just what a teacher’s knowledge base should be. Does the act of teaching
itself constitute a knowledge base? Arguing that theories of teaching
cannot stand outside of practice, Lytle and Cochran-Smith (1992) see
the practice of teaching and the knowledge derived from it to be the
core of a teacher’s knowledge base. Building on this view, Richards and
Lockhart (1994) emphasize that critical reflection on one’s “attitudes,
beliefs, assumptions, and teaching practices” (p. 1) can be a foundation
for teacher education. Expanding on this theme, other theorists (Perl,
1994) question the teacher-student role dichotomy by focusing on the
ways in which teachers and students can learn together, and some
researchers (Goodson & Cole, 1994) have shifted their focus beyond the
classroom to consider the ways in which teachers’ identities evolve both
through the act of teaching and through contact with a teaching
community.


These perspectives on teaching and teacher education have shifted
the focus from technique to knowledge base to praxis—the place where
theory and practice meet. But an essential component is still missing: the
sociopolitical context of education. Giroux’s (1985, 1986; Giroux &
McLaren, 1986) work on teacher education has refocused attention on
the structural inequalities that have deskilled teachers and homogenized
their vision of who students are and how they learn. Giroux (1985) sees
teachers as “transformative intellectuals” who can think in ways that
connect social critique with “the language of possibility” (p. 379) leading
to positive social change. In this view, knowledge is inexorably tied up
with power, but because teachers are not trained to understand the
workings of power and oppression in their lives and the lives of their
students, the resulting pedagogy prevents students from finding their
authentic voices. Grounding his ideas in Freirian pedagogy and cultural
reproduction theory, Giroux (1986) understands all teacher education
to be “a construction in values and ideology” (p. 23) in which advanced
capitalism’s need for cheap, usually immigrant labor is intertwined with
the school’s charge to produce new, assimilated Americans. What ad-
dresses these inequalities and leads toward social change is authentic
dialogue between teachers and learners in a relationship that legitimizes
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both partners as knowers and situates knowledge as something con-
stantly constructed and contested. Scholars approaching teacher educa-
tion from this direction include Giroux (1985, 1986), Giroux and
McLaren (1986), Auerbach (1992), Bartolome (1994), Lather (1986),
González (1995), González, Amanti, and Tenery (1994), Moll and Diaz
(1987), Moll and González (1994), and Savage (1988), among others. All
have theorized or designed research projects that proceed from the
premises that students and teachers are knowers, that knowledge is
created through dialogue, and that unequal power relations can be
confronted and begin to be transformed in educational settings.


Most closely related to the work described in this report is the Funds
of Knowledge project (González, 1995; González et al., 1993; Moll &
Diaz, 1987; Moll & González, 1994), in which researchers collaborated
with teachers to gain access to the knowledge of working-class Latino
families and then used it in the classroom. In this project, the teachers
went into their students’ households and conducted ethnographic
research on the kinds of knowledge that existed there. The goal of this
work was as much to rewrite the curriculum so that it built on students’
knowledge as it was to experientially challenge Anglo and Latino/Latina
teachers’ deficit models of their students and their students’ homes.
Both Empowering Teachers Through Curriculum and Funds of Knowl-
edge use curriculum development to help teachers examine their
classroom attitudes and behaviors and, in the process, see teaching and
learning in a larger social context, whether a child’s family environment
or an adult learner’s immigration experiences. Moll and González
(1994) argue (following Goodson, 1991) that in order to have an effect
on classroom practice, ironically, the classroom must not be the center of
attention, as it is often the most contested, “exposed and problematic
aspect of the teachers’ world” (Goodson, 1991, quoted in Moll &
González, 1994, p. 442). Teacher education programs that orient teach-
ers beyond the classroom and outside their traditionally defined roles
have the potential to guide teachers toward new stances in the classroom
as well as toward broader understandings of their students. “Capitalizing
on cultural resources for teaching,” Moll and González (1994) write,
“allows both teachers and students to continually challenge the status
quo—in the case of working-class students, the status quo means
rote-like, low level instruction” (p. 451). In both of these projects,
teaching has been positively affected by directing the teachers’ gaze
toward the larger social context in which teaching and learning occur
and offering them a structure with which to bring those insights back
into their teaching.
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METHOD


One’s research methods reflect the kind of questions one wants to ask.
Because the questions that interest me deal with how this model
addresses or does not address issues of inequality in the classroom, in
teacher education, and in teachers’ interactions with textbooks, critical
ethnography was the most likely methodology to employ. With the goal
of exploring and transforming these unequal relations, I chose to
critically consider my own emic experiences in this project through
retrospective analysis along with triangulation techniques, such as analy-
sis of the teachers’ journals and biweekly evaluations, and participant
observation. Situating my own knowledge as a teacher educator in the
project (Haraway, 1988) decenters the traditional view of scientific
objectivity, but as Pennycook (1994) has argued, instead of making
everything subjective, situated knowledge questions the subject-object
dichotomy, calling for a deeper understanding of personal and cultural
location. A critical examination of my role as a teacher educator in the
project offers an opportunity to gain an emic perspective that is seldom
tapped in this kind of research.


A fundamental goal of critical ethnography is, as Savage (1988)
suggests, “to create knowledge that will increase awareness of the
contradictions and distortions of our present unjust arrangements”
(p.␣ 7). Looking critically at my own actions, at those of the teachers, and
at the teachers’ evaluations of the whole 21/2-year experience makes
apparent some of the structural problems of the project and some ways
to reinvent it.


Every method has its limitations, and I have alluded to some of the
potential problems with this approach above. For example, depending
solely on my own recollection of events would be problematic, but
checking my perceptions with other participants has lessened this
concern. Relying on participants’ journal entries and bimonthly evalua-
tions runs the risk of teachers’ portraying themselves only in a good light
or of their writing to please the facilitators. Although this may have been
a problem initially, the comments quickly became critical, probably
aided by the frequency of their writing (in weekly journals and biweekly
evaluations) as well as the sheer duration of the project. At least part of
the reason for the teachers’ commitment seems to be that their employ-
ers had recommended them for the project, the teachers received time
off from work to attend the weekly sessions, and the teachers were paid
to be there, sometimes in addition to their salaries. These incentives
encouraged people to stay involved, and once the textbook project was
decided upon, many teachers expressed a strong desire to see it through
to completion.
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THE PROJECT


Empowerment Through Curriculum began with workshops organized
by the project director, Aliza Becker, and administrators from each of the
five CBOs. Aliza explained that she wanted the process to embody the
goals of critical pedagogy, and she invited the involvement of teacher
educators such as Gail Weinstein and myself, who also shared these
ideals. However, not all the center administrators embraced this view
equally, and there was tension around how much the administrators
might invest in seeing their own views become the focus of the process
and the text. As time passed, this issue became less pressing, due in part
to Aliza’s negotiating skills, other demands on administrators’ time, and
a general commitment among the teachers and teacher educators to a
participatory process.


Building a Knowledge Base


This first part of the project was intended to provide teachers with a
shared knowledge base about language learning and a variety of ways to
think about curriculum. Although many of the workshops in this initial
phase of the project were well received (especially Gail’s session on
learner-centered narratives), participants were offended by some of the
more “canned” presentations and preferred to have time between
workshops to absorb the ideas. This frank feedback, which was given
toward the end of the knowledge base–building segment, set the tone for
the textbook development portion of the project.


One of the later sessions in the knowledge base–building period, on
how to lead focus groups, had a powerful impact on the teachers. The
goal of the focus groups was to find out what content students wanted to
learn in their ESL classes. The teachers conducted the focus groups with
their own students, aided by translators when necessary. Many teachers
reported that they had never listened so carefully to students talking
about their lives. Student after student spoke of the need to know more
about immigrant rights in the United States. People wanted to know
what their rights were if the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service
(INS) were to come to their workplace. They wanted to know how to
obtain driver’s licenses while being undocumented and how to become
legal residents. These focus groups occurred at a time when anti-immigrant
sentiment was on the rise, as evidenced by the passage of California’s
Proposition 187 and increased INS raids in the Chicago area. Immigrant
rights was clearly the content that learners wanted, and the silence about
it in most published texts was deafening. Auerbach (1985) has pointed
out that “what is excluded from curricula is as important in shaping
students’ perceptions of reality as what is included” (p. 480). The almost
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total lack of materials on this subject made the teachers even more
interested in creating a text.


Deciding on a Project


When the teachers determined that the curriculum document they
wanted to create was a textbook, Aliza asked me to get involved in the
project because of my background as an editor of ESL books for adult
learners and as a teacher educator. The majority of the teachers were
excited about creating a textbook, and it was because of their interest
that we proceeded as we did. A few of the teachers, however, were
unhappy with the idea because they saw textbooks as a homogenizing
force in the classroom that took the focus away from more student-
centered concerns. The teachers who began the project with a more
critical stance were initially the ones most opposed to a textbook project,
but as the work proceeded, they came to support the idea, becoming
particularly excited about the field-testing stage. Our emphasis was more
on the process of textbook and curriculum development as a tool for
teacher education than on producing a best-selling text, a focus that
proved most fruitful in this setting.


Creating a Textbook Together


Establishing a vision statement and format. I asked the teachers to come up
with a vision statement in which they would articulate the group’s ideas
about language and culture, state their beliefs about language learning
and teaching, and outline the audience for the book. Although this is a
common first step in textbook publishing, it proved difficult in this
context. First, the teachers were from different teaching environments,
and they had not yet done anything together as a group even though the
sessions thus far had involved discussion and debate. Secondly, although
the teachers had come to share certain ideas through their discussion of
the presentations, they had different philosophical approaches to teach-
ing and were at varied stages of being able to articulate those differences.
And finally, several teachers mentioned that having to discuss their
philosophies at the beginning of the project was too abstract for them,
too divorced from practice. After the field-testing phase, they were much
more able to articulate a group philosophy because it had emerged
through practice. What had been too challenging at the start of the
process became nearly effortless when requested at the right time.
Although the vision statement was put aside and not completed until
near the end of the project, a couple of teachers noted that having to
grapple with these ideas, although painful, helped them think about the
principles beneath their actions during the field-testing phase. Perhaps
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just bringing up questions of philosophy early on would have been
enough to plant the seeds that would later become the vision statement,
which evolved into a kind of inductive outline.


Next I asked the group to create a thumbnail sketch of the format of
a chapter (exercise types and lengths and their placement in the
chapter). With some guidance and examples from other texts, this stage
went fairly well. After that the teachers developed a scope and sequence,
choosing chapter topics based on themes that had emerged from the
focus groups. Although this phase was challenging, many teachers
commented later that these activities helped them understand how texts
are constructed and made them think about how they use textbooks in
their classes.


Gail’s workshop on learner-generated narratives had inspired the
participants to consider learners’ stories as texts, and they decided to
open each section with a student story. These vibrant stories dealt with
topics that seldom find their way into published texts, such as the path to
legal residency in the United States; driving; the rights of undocumented
people; and issues of discrimination, sexual harassment, and domestic
violence. Many of the exercises came from students’ suggestions, such as
a listening exercise based on the outgoing telephone message at the INS,
and discussions about problems such as not getting paid because of one’s
undocumented status or being accused of stealing while working as a
domestic. A team of legal experts reviewed each chapter, making clear
the differences between state and federal jurisdictions and helping us
make the book useful to teachers and learners throughout the United
States, not just those in the Chicago area.


Writing and field testing. The actual writing of the text involved a great
deal of trial and error in order to find a process that worked within the
grantor’s time frame. At first I suggested that the teachers work in small
groups to write different chapters of the text. This technique was not
successful. One group produced a chapter that was more than twice the
length that had been agreed upon. Another group debated for long
periods of time and came up with nothing. After just a few sessions, it was
clear that the process needed to be revamped. Instead, each group chose
a leader, and the goal of the group became not to write the chapter but
to make suggestions about what types of exercises and themes ought to
be included in the chapter. I would write the chapter according to these
suggestions, and the teachers would critique what I had written. The
teachers were more comfortable with what they were being asked to do,
and we were more able to keep to a schedule. After the chapter had been
reworked a number of times, it was ready for field testing. We soon
learned that making numerous revisions on the first draft was not nearly
as useful as allocating more time to field testing. Hindsight made it clear







PRAXIS AND DEBATES 521


that two field-testing phases instead of just one would have tapped the
teachers’ knowledge and challenged them appropriately, making the
best pedagogical use of the situation.


The teachers field-tested the chapters with their students, resulting in
essential feedback on ways to improve the text. We learned which
exercises came alive in class and which ones fell flat. The teachers
invested great amounts of time in preparing for each class and creating
supplemental materials, and they reported that students’ interest soared.
Students offered crucial critiques of the immigrant rights content of the
text along with comments about the language development component.
Chapter revision went quite smoothly; the teachers wrote extensive
comments on the text and shared them with the entire group. A number
of teachers said they were ready to consider the vision statement again
after the field-testing phase.


In an evaluation conducted soon after the field-testing phase, Aliza
noted that certain teachers seemed to make a powerful connection
between the written text and the act of teaching after they had engaged
in field testing. Because the text was substantially altered as a result of the
insights gained through field testing, knowledge that comes through
practice was validated. A number of teachers stated that they were
beginning to think of texts as more malleable than they had before. One
teacher noted in a biweekly evaluation that the topics in the text
“provided outlets for ideas and frustrations that, before the class, many
students had only expressed in their native language to people who were
of the same ethnic background.” She said that she saw the text as an
impetus for students to share ideas, feelings, and information with each
other and that, because the text centered on students’ life experiences, it
changed with every class that used it. Field testing seemed to help the
teachers think about texts and how to use them in less rigid ways.


The teachers wanted to be sure that the text invited students to
express themselves in ways that were useful and as entertaining as
possible. Although the topic of driving may seem like a strange one for
an ESL text, students’ interest in the topic was overwhelming. The text
includes questions about driving that were echoed by many students,
such as the following:


• What happens if I don’t take the pollution test for my car?


• If the police stop me and take my driver’s license, how can I get
home?


• What is the maximum number of people that can be in a car?


• How do I drive in the snow?


The driving chapter included exercises using car vocabulary and an
exercise in which students write and perform one dialogue about being
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stopped by the police in the United States and another dialogue about
being stopped by the police in their native countries. After writing and
practicing their dialogues, students compared ways of speaking in each
cultural context, and the results were often comical. Other examples
were deadly serious, such as the following student story, entitled “Cross-
ing Into the U.S.”


I always wanted to come to the U.S., and when I got married my husband
brought me. I was afraid because I was alone with another, a coyote,1 and I
prayed to God to protect me and for nothing bad to happen. My husband
told the coyote to take me only to Laredo, Texas, but he didn’t understand
well. He took me and eight men to San Antonio, Texas. I was very worried
because I didn’t hear anything from my husband, and my husband didn’t
hear anything from me. When he finally communicated with the coyote, my
husband was very angry. The coyote said, “Well, we brought her here. It costs
$1,000 more.” We paid it for nine years. I didn’t go back to Mexico so the
same thing wouldn’t happen, and because I was scared of immigration.


The questions that followed began by asking about the details of the
story, moved to more personal applications, such as “Can it be dangerous
to come to the United States from your country? Why or why not?” and
concluded with more open-ended ones, such as “Some people take risks
to come to the United States. Why do they take these risks?” Although
some parts of the text were more inspired than others and issues of
continuity were ever-present, the text led the teachers to grapple with the
realities of their students’ lives. Because the text centered on a topic of
vital concern to students, it promoted meaningful dialogue among
learners and teachers that is seldom tapped in traditional texts.


From my point of view, field testing marked a point at which many of
the teachers began to critically analyze textbooks. Those who began with
less articulated philosophies and those with more grammar-oriented
approaches began to point out the problems not only with this text but
with others they were using. Those who came in with more critical
approaches had tended to dismiss textbooks altogether, so like some of
the more traditional teachers, they had not developed critical ap-
proaches to using textbooks. Although I did not begin my piece of the
project with an overt affirmation of the knowledge that emerges from
classroom dialogue (asking for a vision statement at the beginning
valued academic knowledge, not praxis), field testing validated the acts
of teaching and learning as legitimate ways of knowing. This validation
allowed the teachers to confront other classroom authorities, such as


1 In this context, a coyote is a person who gets paid to help people without immigration
papers cross the border from Mexico to the United States (i.e., a smuggler).
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textbooks, and to place more value not only on their own knowledge but
on their students’ knowledge as well.


Although the textbook development segment produced what seemed
to be important results, there were also significant roadblocks that
threatened to lead the project down the wrong path. At the beginning of
the textbook development work, for example, certain teachers (by no
means all of them) deferred to my status as a publishing professional,
which threatened to reinscribe the authority of texts and those who
produce them over the knowledge that teachers and learners create
together through dialogue in the classroom. Aliza and I were dismayed at
this turn of events, and neither of us knew quite how to address it.
Luckily, as we addressed another issue—the challenge that the teachers
were facing in writing exercises for the text—we found the solution to
this conundrum instead. Because the teachers were finding it difficult to
work in groups to write the chapters, I presented a session in which we
analyzed some exercises in published texts. I thought this would help the
teachers think about how to construct the kinds of exercises they wanted
to use. We talked about what might happen when trying to do these
exercises in class, and we discussed the methodological implications of
the exercises. The teachers were shocked to find that many exercises
published in well-known texts were flawed and that they could improve
upon those exercises. Demystifying these texts had a significant effect on
the teachers’ work on this project as well as on their thinking about
textbooks in general. It also solved the problem of privileging my
publishing knowledge, because once the limitations of the texts were
exposed, my status began to fade. This critiquing of published texts did
not, however, have the desired effect of preparing the teachers to write
the chapters. Instead, as mentioned previously, the process was adjusted
so that the bulk of their work involved making suggestions for the
chapters and critiquing the drafts.


DISCUSSION


As a result of this project, teachers came to rethink their roles in the
classroom, take more control of their own educational experiences, and
think differently about the ways they interacted with textbooks.


Rethinking the Teacher’s Role


Many of the teachers confronted fears about teaching in the area of
immigrant rights, a content area that was new to them. Some expressed
anxiety about not being qualified to provide answers as to how visas are
granted, and this anxiety made them hesitant to take on the subject
matter at all. But when they heard other teachers’ success stories, the
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more reticent teachers began to act differently in the classroom. One
teacher said, “My knowledge of the content was not high, and I often
couldn’t answer specific questions. However, I tried my best to direct
them to resources they could utilize.” A shift in the teacher’s roles had
begun. Teachers and students were starting to ask questions together,
engaging in what Freire (1970) calls the “hopeful inquiry human beings
pursue in the world, with the world, and with each other” (p. 53).
Sometimes students knew more than the teachers did, and the teachers
learned to listen. At other times students had misinformation that the
teachers and students worked together to unravel. Teachers no longer
dispensed knowledge—they facilitated it. In these classrooms, the con-
tent was not the only thing that was problematized and debated; the
teacher’s and the student’s roles were contested as well.


Getting Involved in Educational Decision Making


From the field-testing phase onward, the teachers became immersed
in shaping their educational experiences in this project. Although they
did not always know what they wanted to learn, they developed definite
ideas about how they preferred to learn it, and from early on they wanted
to have a role in the decision making. Freire and Macedo’s (1987) notion
that “the educator must help learners get involved in planning educa-
tion, help them create the critical capacity to consider and participate”
(p. 139) in educational decision making was probably the part of the
project that blossomed without our conscious effort. Once people were
involved in the process, their participation increased with every new
stage. However, the project’s entire framework (from the building of a
knowledge base to the development of a text) was defined not by the
teachers but by the project director and the CBO administrators. One
regret is that the teachers were not involved in the initial stages of
planning the project. As the project progressed, however, the teachers’
views came to shape the project more and more. The teachers noted that
their students seldom had the opportunity to affect the direction of their
own education in this way. It was our hope that these experiences might
lead the teachers to find ways for their students to have more
decision-making power in their education as well. A number of teachers
echoed the notion, expressed here in a weekly journal entry, that an
outcome of this project was their “taking more time to listen to students’
concerns, making fewer assumptions.”


Learning Through Critical Reflection


Along with increased involvement in their educational experiences,
the teachers made some substantial changes in their thinking about
varieties of English, their use of published texts, and their confidence in
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creating their own materials. In one session, the teachers gathered to
pore over the student stories they had selected. My goal for the session
had been to raise questions about how they would edit these works and
to guide them toward establishing a preliminary editorial policy. Many of
the stories were very moving. They described, for example, the fear of
being picked up by the police while driving without a license, experi-
ences with discrimination, and the ordeal of crossing the border to the
United States without papers. Early on we agreed that spelling would be
standardized, and we discussed the fact that nearly everything that is
published in English is edited before it appears in print. Didn’t the
students deserve the same courtesy? But how far should the editing go?
Nativizing the texts was not the goal. And a story that was moving to one
person was unintelligible to another. Teachers questioned the power
position of learner Englishes in relation to that of standard English. They
thought aloud about teachers and learners expecting to find standard
English in textbooks. They considered the effects of the smallest edito-
rial moves toward standard English, and they reveled in the beauty and
authenticity of their students’ writing. Thinking aloud about their own
responses to standard English and learner Englishes, they imagined what
a learner might feel about a given change. Berlin (1988) has stated that
“a way of teaching is never innocent” (p. 492) and, at that moment, it
seemed that no “improving” of a text was innocent either. The teachers’
final decision was to ask the student authors if they would like to rewrite
the pieces. All of the writers agreed to do so. After the rewriting, the
teachers and students together decided that the pieces needed only light
editing. This experience was an example of our stumbling upon a
learning context to which the teachers were ready to bring their critical
skills. When confronted with this task, the teachers critically analyzed
issues of language and voice and produced knowledge through their
dialogue. These moments were truly thrilling.


As the project came to an end, many of the teachers told us that they
felt their ability to critique the usefulness of a textbook had increased
substantially. The process of critiquing versions of a text and then field
testing it had helped them articulate what worked in an exercise and
what did not. One teacher said that he was beginning to see how poorly
written most grammar exercises really were. A number of teachers said
that they found they were better able to “adapt or improve textbook
exercises to meet classroom needs,” as one teacher expressed it on a final
project evaluation form, because of their participation in the project.
One administrator noted that, because of their involvement in Empower-
ment Through Curriculum, the teachers worked more efficiently on
some curriculum projects than he had expected. He also observed that
the teachers involved in the project had “become more confident as
representatives of our agency to the outside coalitions and committees.”
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He concluded by saying, “Finally, one participating practitioner drew
energy, in no small part, from this project to complete her last require-
ments for her MA in adult education. Leadership has developed here.”


CONCLUSION


Although the text had its limitations as a final product (e.g., the
student stories were vibrant, but the activities around them were some-
times dull; information on such topics as documenting sexual harass-
ment was rather bureaucratic and not always applicable), it still was a
valuable tool for teacher education. The process of developing the book
led the teachers to think more deeply about their role in the classroom.
It helped them teach beyond the confines of the classroom, articulate
their teaching philosophies, work collaboratively with other teachers,
and adopt a more critical attitude toward textbooks and their authority
in the classroom. It taught us as teacher educators to analyze the
epistemological assumptions behind our steps and to be more conscious
of privileging academic knowledge over knowledge gained through
praxis. That is, the workshop brought us to apply Freire’s (Freire &
Macedo, 1987) concern with coherence to our practice as teacher edu-
cators. We hoped that these ESL students had come to see themselves as
knowers and creators of knowledge, both through the subject matter of
immigrant rights and by commenting on the text.


The approach to teacher education taken in Empowerment Through
Curriculum can be a powerful way for adult education teachers to move
beyond the topics of survival texts and international jet-set books to find
out what their students really want to learn. Conducting focus groups,
which is practical for teachers in most settings, is one way to engage in
this. A more organic way to start a textbook project may be for a teacher
educator to write a chapter and for teachers to field-test it, make
changes, and then field-test it again. A project could also begin with the
rewriting of a published text. Of course, each situation poses its own
challenges, but we found that the synergy between an evolving text and
the teachers and learners who used it was a powerful force. Although
creating textbooks from the idea to the bound book is not an option for
many programs, a smaller piece of this kind of project is also highly
worthwhile. Because this model involves the constant collection and
incorporation of critical feedback, it offers ways for participants to
identify and, it is hoped, transform unequal relations of power.
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Critical Literacy: Challenges and Questions for
ESL Classrooms


JENNIFER HAMMOND and MARY MACKEN-HORARIK
University of Technology, Sydney


■ In recent years, concerns with ideology and the social distribution of
power have had a substantial impact on the fields of language and
literacy education. This impact has manifested itself in new ways of
theorising language and literacy development and, in particular, with an
increased interest in critical literacy in both mother tongue and ESOL
education. However, data from classrooms with significant numbers of
ESL students suggest that a number of questions with important implica-
tions for ESL teachers and their students remain unresolved. These
questions include the following:
• To what extent does development of an effective critical literacy in


English presuppose control of mainstream literacy practices?
• To what extent do critical literacy programs introduce students to


the cultural and linguistic resources necessary for them to engage
critically with texts?


• What recognition is there of the time and effort required on the part
of both teachers and students to develop such resources and of the
need for explicit and systematic teaching in order to assist students
in this development?







PRAXIS AND DEBATES 529


In this report we explore these questions by discussing a case study of
a lesson in a science/literacy program. Before turning to this program,
however, we explain how we understand the term critical literacy. We then
locate the questions against the background of ongoing debates—
particularly in the Australian context—regarding the nature and value of
critical literacy.


CRITICAL LITERACY


In our understanding of the term critical literacy, we start essentially
with the premise that language and other social semiotic systems work
together to construct the cultural and social realities within which
people live (Halliday, 1993). We recognise that within every culture an
interplay of social ideologies, identities, and power relations works
systematically to advantage some people and disadvantage others. We see
the role of critical literacy as assisting students in developing insights into
the ways in which those ideologies, identities, and power relations work
in society and the ways in which language works to entrench and
challenge those relations. We also see critical literacy as opening up
options for students to resist or challenge the status quo if they so
choose.


Broadly, we define critical literacy as the ability to engage critically and
analytically with ways in which knowledge, and ways of thinking about
and valuing this knowledge, are constructed in and through written
texts. We regard the ability to read resistantly and write critically as central
aspects of critical literacy, particularly within the context of school
education. In order to take account of the differences between written
and spoken modes of language and their equally important but different
roles in learning (Halliday, 1985; Hammond, 1990), we restrict our
definition of literacy, and hence of critical literacy, primarily to ways of
engaging with language in the written mode. In doing so, we recognise
the crucial role of talk in all literacy practices, including critical literacy
practices (Barton, 1994; Edelsky, 1996). We also recognise that some
others adopt a more inclusive definition of critical literacy that incorpo-
rates talk as well as engagement with other semiotic systems (Luke, 1993;
Walton, 1996).


So what does our definition of critical literacy look like in the science/
literacy program we studied? The science teacher whose work we discuss
in this report held the view that scientific knowledge is essentially a social
construct and that, as such, it can become the subject of review and
critical questioning. She viewed her role as a science teacher as initiating
students into core understandings and ways of “doing science” while at
the same time encouraging them to reflect analytically and critically on
the role and impact of science in society. That is, she saw her role as
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helping students use their scientific knowledge to critique uses of science
and scientific technologies. For her, the relationship between science
and society was a pivotal focus of any science/literacy program.


In relating science to society, the teacher subscribed to Lemke’s
(1990) argument that learning science is learning the language of
science. Thus, there was considerable talk in her classroom about science
and its impact on society. Students read and analysed texts about science
written by others and by themselves. There was also considerable talk
about the nature of language patterns of written texts—especially those
which construct scientific knowledge.


We elaborate further on the nature of critical literacy in one unit of
this science/literacy program in later sections of the report. In discus-
sion of the unit, we focus on the development of criticality, especially in
the written mode, in English (i.e., we leave aside issues of criticality in
students’ mother tongues). In Australia, English is the dominant lan-
guage, and students’ access to the complete range of life choices is
dependent on effective control of English. Our particular interest lies in
assisting students in developing such control. Prior to discussing the
unit, however, we turn to some of the debates about critical literacy that
have taken place particularly in the Australian context in recent years.


Current debates in Australia have focused on the relationship between
social ideologies, identities, and values on the one hand and develop-
ment of the linguistic and other codes that realise these on the other
(Hasan, 1996; Luke, 1993, 1996; Martin, 1993). In recent years, main-
stream literacy education in Australia has included explicit teaching
about the genres of key curriculum subjects as well as more conventional
aspects of literacy, such as comprehension of texts and word recognition.
(In this report we use the term mainstream literacy to refer to the teaching
of all of these aspects of literacy.) However, some proponents of critical
literacy (Lee, 1997; Luke, 1993, 1996) have argued that although the
teaching of key genres may help some individuals gain access to the
discourses, texts, and genres that have accrued cultural capital, such
teaching does nothing to change the power structures that privilege
these and that give rise to inequality in the first place. They argue that
the position adopted by genre theorists serves to reinforce—even
reproduce—existing privileges, inequalities, and power structures. Luke
(1996), for example, writes,


A salient criticism of the “genre model” is that its emphasis on the direct
transmission of text types does not necessarily lead on to a critical reappraisal
of that disciplinary corpus, its field or its related institutions, but rather may
lend itself to an uncritical reproduction of discipline. (p. 314)


In responding to such criticisms, proponents of genre theory have
argued that literacy programs should at least be “reproductive” in their
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provision of opportunities for access to the powerful discourses and
genres of mainstream culture. They argue that not to be reproductive, in
this sense, is to be socially irresponsible by failing to provide students
with opportunities to gain more equitable access to these discourses of
power. They suggest that it is the already disadvantaged students from
non-English-speaking backgrounds and other minority groups who are
further disadvantaged by programs that do not address such issues
(Christie, 1996; Gray & Cazden, 1992; Martin, 1993). They also maintain
that learning about genres does not preclude critical analysis but, rather,
that control of the linguistic resources associated with the study of genres
provides a necessary basis for analysis and critique of texts. Delpit (1988),
writing from a different context, makes a similar argument in relation to
the education of African American students. Wallace (1992), in her work
with adult EFL learners in the United Kingdom, emphasises control of
linguistic resources as part of her program on critical literacy.


Our own recent research in Australian primary and secondary class-
rooms with large numbers of ESL students (Hammond, 1995, 1996;
Macken-Horarik, 1996a, 1996b, 1997) leads us to sympathise with the
position of genre theorists in this debate. Our case study data provide
examples of literacy programs in which teachers successfully combine
analysis of ways in which linguistic resources work to construct meanings
with analysis of the ideological positioning of curriculum knowledge.
Our interpretation of this data leads us to believe that access to both
cultural and linguistic resources, and the means to critique them, is
crucial for critical engagement with textual and cultural practices. We
have found that, without this double focus, ESL students either remain
stranded in commonsense ways of interpreting texts or become overly
dependent on teachers’ guidance and assistance in the study of specific
texts, even within programs that aim to incorporate a critical perspective.


Perhaps most importantly, we have also found that any effective
critical literacy program has a long lead time in an ESL classroom.
Engaging with the meanings of texts requires much time and effort on
the part of both teacher and students. Such engagement includes an
awareness of alphabetic codes, comprehension of texts, recognition of
the cultural significance of specific genres, the ability to construct
well-formed and cohesive texts, and the ability to undertake reflexive
and critical analysis of texts. Our argument is that students will be able to
undertake effective analysis and critique of any text only when they are
able to engage with the text. We believe the pedagogical implications for
ESL students are clear: They cannot be expected to run before they can
walk.


In posting this cautionary note, we do not suggest that critical literacy
is an add-on or extra available only for advanced students. Indeed, we
would argue that critical perspectives can effectively be incorporated
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throughout a program. However, we also argue that an effective critical
literacy program needs to take into account the pedagogic time and
effort involved in learning to make resistant readings, deconstruct texts,
subvert genres, and create new genres. There is a corollary to this claim:
In order to address the goals of critical literacy in other than superficial
ways, programs for ESL students need also to engage effectively with the
requirements of the mainstream curriculum. We would therefore de-
scribe the relationship of critical to mainstream literacy as one of
dependency rather than add-on.


BUILDING CULTURAL AND LINGUISTIC RESOURCES
IN AN ESL PROGRAM: A CASE STUDY


Through discussion of a unit of work in the science/literacy program,
we elaborate the arguments made above and explore the challenges
faced by teachers and ESL students in the implementation of a critical
literacy program. The unit of work presented here focused on human
reproduction and was developed as part of a biology program for Year 10
Australian secondary school students. The goals of the unit were
• to develop students’ understanding of the processes of human sexual


reproduction and of the technologies for intervening in or altering
the outcomes of human reproduction;


• to analyse the ethical and social issues arising out of new reproduc-
tion technologies;


• to develop students’ understandings of the language and literacy re-
sources deployed in talking, reading, and writing about such issues.


In our description of the unit, we make two major points. First, critical
literacy is central to a unit such as this. Clearly, science has a huge impact
on human lives, and developments in fields such as human reproduction
raise real moral and ethical issues. Students must be aware of such issues,
be able to contribute to debates about them, and be able to engage
critically with texts that build and report on such scientific develop-
ments. Second, the unit illustrates the amount of work that we believe is
required for ESL students (and others) to develop the necessary control
of current scientific knowledge and of language to be able to undertake
serious critical analysis in English. The description of the unit that
follows elaborates this second point.


Establishing a Common Knowledge Base


The teacher, Margaret, began work on this 10-week unit by reviewing
and establishing a common knowledge base for all the students in the
class. This early work included discussion of terminology and its applica-
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tion to diagrams, flowcharts, and cloze comprehension exercises. The
students spent time discussing different stages of egg development in the
female, they drew up a table summarising events in the first 12 days after
conception, and they wrote an initial explanation of how the sex of a
child is determined. Such work on fertilisation developed the necessary
prior knowledge for the students to be able to understand the in vitro
fertilisation (IVF) procedure to which they turned next. This early work
also took the students beyond a localised experience of sexual organs
and their functions into biological and technical recontextualisations of
these issues. The work on IVF began with the students watching a video
on the procedure. They made notes as they watched the video and then
wrote a short explanation of the IVF procedure based on these notes.


Text 1 is Hoa’s first written explanation completed within this unit.
Hoa, a student of Vietnamese background, had been studying English in
Australia for 2 years at the time the unit was taught, and his work was
typical of other ESL students within the class. We include a sample of his
written work here to illustrate the extent to which he was able to engage
with mainstream literacy practices at this point in the unit.


Text 1: Hoa’s First Text


IVF stands for In-Vitro Fertilisation. It mainly affected by women or male
reproductive organs do not function properly as it required.


The method IVF is by removing eggs from the ovaries into a test tubes, and
the fertilisation is done through by men masturbation.


Once the action took place the ova has be sperm and fertilise and then it
transfer back into the woman ovaries, there the egg can be develops into an
human child.


This kind of operation cost $1000 or $1500.


Text 1 provides evidence of the level of control of written English and
of the kinds of problems experienced by Hoa and others at this point in
the unit. The text does not define IVF, its description of the situation of
typical IVF participants is unclear, and it is difficult for the reader to
reconstruct the activity sequences of the IVF process from the text. In
fact, some of the sequences in the text are simply inaccurate—for
example, fertilisation does not occur as a result of masturbation, and the
egg does not immediately develop into a human child. Hoa has confused
some terms (e.g., eggs and sperm), and it is clear that technical terminol-
ogy is simply a problem for him—especially when it comes to using the
appropriate terms to fill out the activity sequences. In addition, he has
some problems with sentence grammar—especially with the tense system
of English. His text is not fully coherent, nor does it provide an effective
explanation of the IVF procedure.
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Focusing on Language


After a few weeks’ initial work on human reproduction, Margaret
temporarily halted the work on science in order to focus explicitly on the
genre of explanation—a genre that is important in the study of science.
At this point in the unit, language itself became the field of study.


The students’ earlier efforts in explaining how the sex of a child is
determined had provided the teacher with information about their
starting point in regard to the genre. Because the students had under-
taken little prior work on the study of genre, Margaret introduced the
class first to key written genres typically encountered in the study of
science. These included explanations, reports, procedures, expositions,
and discussions (see Halliday & Martin, 1993). The teacher and students
discussed the relationship between genre and social function, and the
students worked in groups to analyse the social functions of various
genres as well as similarities and differences in their language patterns.
The class’s focus then narrowed to a more detailed comparison of
explanations and reports. All the students participated actively in discus-
sions of differences between these two genres.


Following this, the teacher provided a model explanation. She spent
time discussing rhetorical stages of the genre and directed the students’
attention to some of the important language patterns, such as the
technical verbs that are central to an explanation of the IVF procedure.
She provided a very clear and explicit written framework for the students
to follow in their initial work on explanations, which they drafted first in
small groups and then independently. That is, at this point in the
program Margaret provided very strong scaffolding (Bruner, 1983; Gray &
Cazden, 1992) for the students. In doing so, she introduced a shared
language for talking about language with the students (i.e., a meta-
language). We revisit discussion of the value of metalanguage later in the
report.


The students’ first formal explanations were highly reproductive and
amounted to little more than filling out their teacher’s board notes.
However, with scaffolding, they were able to write texts that both were
scientifically accurate and exhibited quite good control of the explana-
tion genre.


The students then moved back to the field of science and to more
demanding work on inheritance. They investigated Mendelian inherit-
ance—including the nature of recessive and dominant inheritance and
its impact on characteristics such as nose shape and hair colour. At this
stage, Margaret encouraged the students to integrate their developing
control of the genre of explanation with their developing knowledge of
science.
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In the remaining weeks of the unit, the students were required to
complete the following writing tasks:


Task 1 Explain the process of in vitro fertilisation.


Task 2 Write a letter to a couple who have embarked on the IVF program.
Explain to the couple why it is that their child may be different from
them.


Task 3 Explain how the material of inheritance may be changed.


The cognitive demands placed on the students in writing these
explanations became increasingly complex. They moved from more
material sequences about IVF to more theoretical ones about changing
the material of inheritance. The students were thereby introduced to a
chain of increasingly complex intertexts that built on each other with
respect to scientific knowledge. The earlier work on explanations made
it possible for the students to engage with the more rigorous work on
science. As Margaret explained,


The language they’re using shows me what they’re learning. You can’t write
an explanation of a process unless you really understand it. Writing an
explanation forces you to come to an understanding of how one event is
logically related to others.


Text 2, an explanation written by Hoa in response to Task 3 (“Explain
how the material of inheritance may be changed”), provides evidence of
his and other students’ increasing control both of scientific knowledge
and of the genre of explanation.


Text 2: Hoa’s Later Text


Explain how the material of inheritance can be changed. The material of
inheritance can be changed. This can happen in two ways.


Firstly natural events which mean that the effects can be caused by the
errors in the number of chromosomes, or changes in individual genes.
Changes in the number of chromosomes can cause severe health problems in
human beings. Example of the bad effects of the wrong number of chromo-
somes is called Downes’ Syndrome. Downs’ Syndrome caused by having three
of one of the chromosomes rather than the normal two. Another mutation
disease is known as Gene Mutation. For this to occur when a gene mutation is
produced during cell division a mistake occurs as the chromosomes are
doubled. The best known mutation of a human gene is the one producing
Sickle Cell Anaemia. The mutation occurs in the genes that produce
haemoglobin. This is a pigment that gives red blood cells their colour and
which carries the oxygen in the blood. Sickle cell anaemia results from just
one of these amino acids being the wrong one.
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Second is genetic engineering. This means man have developed new
technology to change the sex chromosomes in whatever ways they wish to.
The most known Genetic Engineering is Gene Splicing.


Text 2 suggests that Hoa has quite a good understanding of the
scientific principles involved in the material of inheritance. This is
evident in the technical terms that he uses (e.g., chromosomes, genes,
Down’s Syndrome, mutation, haemoglobin), in his classification of changes in
material of inheritance into natural causes and genetic engineering, and
in the details of the effects of errors in numbers of chromosomes and in
gene mutation.


This text also suggests that Hoa has made considerable progress in his
control of the written genre of explanation. His introduction to the
phenomenon under discussion (the material of inheritance) is still
rather minimal, but he does provide a framework for discussion of how
change occurs (through natural events and through genetic engineer-
ing), and he uses this framework to organise his text—even though these
two sections are somewhat unbalanced. Generally he shows good control
of sentence grammar, although at times he has some difficulty with verbs
(either verbs are omitted, or subject-verb agreement is inconsistent).
Overall, he has good control of spelling and punctuation. Text 2
provides evidence that the activities included in this science unit assisted
Hoa and other students like him in developing both specialised knowl-
edge of science and control of mainstream literacy practices.


Engaging Critically With Texts


But what of the critical literacy component of classroom work in this
unit? How was it interrelated with the development of the more
mainstream aspects of scientific literacy? How were the students assisted
in developing a critical orientation to their topic of study, and how were
they assisted in engaging critically with texts that they encountered as
part of their study?


During the unit, the students talked and read widely around the field.
Their reading included textbook material as well as newspaper and
magazine articles on issues such as IVF, DNA fingerprinting, gene
splicing, cloning, and genetic engineering in general. They regularly
spent time discussing issues that such materials raised. The students also
watched and took notes from videos on sex determination, IVF, and
surrogacy—all of which treated specialised knowledge as problematic in
one way or another.


Thus, Margaret did not wait until the end of the unit to move into
more reflexive work on these issues. She emphasized the relation
between science and society throughout the unit. However, her class-
room interventions had a rhythm that we regard as very important. She
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asked the students to consider an issue only when they knew enough
about the science behind it to be able to do so from an informed base.
For example, the students discussed the issue of who had the greatest
claim to the child in the Donor Gamete Program—the donor of the
gamete or the woman whose uterus supports the growth of the baby. The
students’ ability to participate effectively in this discussion and under-
stand the complex moral issues involved was dependent on their
understanding of how the program works and the roles that different
people play in it. In later lessons, the teacher and students talked
extensively about the costs of advances in genetic engineering, taking up
issues such as the dangers to future generations of errors in genetic
experiments or the possibility of new forms of germ warfare.


At regular points in the unit, the students’ attention was also drawn to
the role of the news media and of other publications in reporting
developments in science. The teacher and students discussed the kinds
of assumptions made in the media and other texts about progress in
science and about the nature of scientific expertise. In addition to
reading about and discussing the social consequences of scientific
knowledge, the students also wrote about relevant issues. For example,
one of their final tasks involved answering questions related to news
reports about advances in genetic technology. The students were pre-
sented with articles about cures based on these advances and were
required to apply their scientific knowledge in critiquing such texts.
Thus the critical orientation to the topic of study that was encouraged
throughout the unit involved talk as well as reading and writing.


Towards the end of the unit, as the students took up a more
independently critical perspective on the field, Margaret stepped back
from her instructional role, and the students assumed more control of
both the content and the pacing of the lessons. At this point, the
students made greater use of discussion, critique, and evaluation in their
spoken interactions as well as in their reading and writing. Text 3 gives an
indication of the extent to which the students were able to draw on their
knowledge of science and their control of the appropriate genre to
engage in more critical analysis of the field. Text 3 was written by Beth, a
student from an English-speaking background, also in response to Task 3
(“Explain how the material of inheritance may be changed”). Her text,
of which only the final three paragraphs are shown here, was typical of
the kind of writing that other such students produced at this time.


Text 3: Beth’s Text


Today, with all our wonderful technology, it is now possible for scientists
themselves to change genes. It is called genetic engineering, involving joining
together genes in new and, they hope, helpful ways. One example is the
combining of a bacteria and an insulin gene. This has been successful in
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producing insulin for diabetics, but could prove fatal if a lethal type of this
bacteria is accidentally formed.


Genetic engineering has already been tried on animals and one achieve-
ment is having changed fruit flies’ eye colour. It is now the humans’ turn.
Doctors can change the genes in human eggs when they are in test tubes, and
try to get rid of genes causing inherited disorders. Here again, they could
make mistakes, creating deformed children.


If this is further developed, scientists could create the sort of egg they want
in a laboratory. They could specifically make people, clones, to do certain
things. Inheritance would mean nothing then, because the child wouldn’t
really have any parents. Already it is causing big moral problems and they can
only get worse.


Although the critical analysis in the text is still somewhat embryonic,
this text, like texts produced by other students in the latter part of the
unit, talks about reproduction technologies in new ways. Beth has
acquired a confident grasp of the biology behind genetic mutations and
genetic engineering and is now also able to contextualise this knowledge
socially. Although she acknowledges the hopes of scientists, she also
distances herself from these hopes. This text indicates a new meta-
awareness on Beth’s part, one that is able to both reconstruct and
evaluate scientific processes. Her final text demonstrates initial progress
into the domain of the reflexive and the critical in her written texts.


What about ESL students who are struggling with the mainstream
literacy requirements of the discipline of science? What about Hoa’s
development of critical literacy during this 10-week unit of work? Text 4
is one of Hoa’s final explanations—a text produced under examination
conditions and therefore one that was written completely independently.
In this task, the students were presented with a diagram of a woman’s
reproductive organs and asked to explain why diseased or damaged
fallopian tubes would stop a woman becoming pregnant.


Text 4: Hoa’s Final Text


The disease of damage fallopian tube will stop a woman fallen pregnant
because once the tube is damaged or blocks, the eggs can no longer travel
from the fallopian tube to the uterus. If the fallopian tube is damage the
sperm would not be able to travel along the tube into the ovary to fertilise the
eggs.


Towards the end of the unit, Hoa was able to read articles in English
that raised complex ethical and moral issues associated with reproduc-
tion technology, and he participated in discussions about such issues.
That is, a critical orientation to the topic of study began to be evident in
his ability to read and engage critically in English with written texts and
to talk analytically about the issues raised in these texts. However, he did
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not produce much in the way of written critical texts in English during
this unit.


What Text 4 does reveal is Hoa’s increasing command of field knowl-
edge. He has quite a good understanding of technical terms, and he uses
them to fill out the relevant activity sequences. His use of circumstantial
meanings, realised through prepositional phrases, enables the reader to
build a clear picture of these sequences (e.g., “disease of the fallopian
tubes,” “from the fallopian tubes to the uterus,” “sperm would not be able
to travel along the tube into the ovary”). Although quite short, the text is
basically coherent and cohesive. Readers other than the teacher could
reconstruct the relevant activity sequences from the text alone. In
addition, apart from some minor flaws to do with verb choice (e.g., fallen
instead of falling) and consistency of tense (e.g., damaged or blocks instead
of damaged or blocked), clauses are combined appropriately into grammati-
cally well-formed sentences.


Thus, Text 4 provides evidence of Hoa’s increasing control of the
explanation genre and more generally of the written mode. It also
suggests that his ongoing development of critical writing in English is
dependent on his ability first to control the mainstream literacy require-
ments of the discipline. His development within this unit, we believe,
suggests that critical literacy poses real challenges for him and for other
similar ESL students.


QUESTIONS AND CHALLENGES FOR ESL CLASSROOMS


Hoa’s development within this unit of the science/literacy program
raises more general questions and challenges for ESL classrooms.


To what extent does development of an effective critical literacy in
English presuppose control of mainstream literacy practices?


This question draws attention to the relationship between critical
literacy practices and mainstream (and perhaps more mundane) literacy
competences in English. It also draws attention to the relationship
between discipline-specific knowledge and critical perspectives on this
knowledge.


In the science/literacy unit described above, the teacher actively
initiated her students into the field of human reproduction and its
technologies and into the literacy demands of these aspects of science.
These students were first assisted in moving from everyday and common-
sense understandings of human reproduction, towards understandings
of specialised technical and scientific knowledge, and from there into
more critical perspectives on the field.


We would argue that an initiation into the specialised fields of
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scientific knowledge constitutes an initiation into the cultural resources
that are an essential part of the study of science. Through the activities in
this unit, the students learned about ways of doing science, about what
counts as scientific knowledge, and about the ways in which scientific
knowledge differs from everyday, commonsense knowledge. In develop-
ing these cultural resources, the students engaged in extensive reading
and discussion as well as in writing about technologies of human
reproduction.


In addition, the students developed a critical orientation towards
issues and dilemmas raised by these developments in science and their
impact on consumers’ lives. The program thus encouraged the students
to view issues arising from human reproduction from multiple perspec-
tives—those of the citizen, of the expert, and of the critic.


Without a firm foundation in discipline-specific knowledge and its
necessary epistemological and cultural resources, these students would
not have been able to engage in any serious way with critical perspectives
towards the complex moral and ethical issues raised by reproductive
technologies. Further, we would argue that without ongoing and system-
atic assistance in developing the English linguistic resources that enable
students to talk, read, and write about that knowledge, critical perspec-
tives would not have been possible. This argument is borne out by the
written texts produced by the students in our case study classroom.
Whereas both Hoa and Beth showed evidence of critical engagement
with issues in their talk and in their reading, there were considerable
differences in their writing, as demonstrated by Texts 2 and 3, written in
response to the same task. The two students began the unit at very
different points in their control of the spoken and written modes of
English. As a result, Beth was able to build on and go beyond mainstream
science to produce texts with at least the beginning of a critical
orientation to knowledge, whereas Hoa was still struggling. This differ-
ence does not diminish Hoa’s achievement over this 10-week period but
shows that further development of critical writing for Hoa was depen-
dent on his control of the cultural and linguistic resources necessary for
critical engagement with written texts.


To what extent do critical literacy programs introduce students to
the cultural and linguistic resources necessary for them to engage
critically with texts?


First, in line with many proponents of critical literacy, we take seriously
the notion of language as a social semiotic (Halliday, 1978, 1993; Lemke,
1990; Luke, 1993). By this we mean that language, like other cultural
semiotic systems, is a system for making meanings and that choices
available within this system are meaningful. For ESL students such as
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Hoa, this view of language has important implications. A semiotic view of
language implies that it is very difficult to deconstruct the ideological
and cultural assumptions inherent in any text without also directing
students’ attention to the ways in which those assumptions are constructed.


In the program described above, the teacher deliberately taught the
language of science along with knowledge of science. She also provided
a systematic introduction to a functional metalanguage. This talk about
language ranged from discussions of the choice (and function) of
technical and other vocabulary items in science texts, to the importance
of headings and subheadings in organising written texts, to the signifi-
cance of specific ways of using punctuation in terms of the author’s
intended meaning, to patterns of rhetorical organisation and grammar
in the explanation genre, and so on.


This systematic focus on the linguistic choices that are made in the
construction of written texts and the development of an associated
metalanguage facilitated quite detailed discussions of written texts. As
the unit progressed, the students incorporated this metalanguage into
their own use of language and began using it in ways not envisaged by
their teacher. They became increasingly independent of their teacher in
their analysis of texts.


Our research, reported here and elsewhere (Hammond, 1995, 1996;
Macken-Horarik, 1996a, 1996b), suggests that systematic discussion of
language choices in text construction and the development of meta-
language—that is, of functional ways of talking and thinking about
language—facilitates critical analysis. It helps students see written texts as
constructs that can be discussed in quite precise and explicit ways and
that can therefore be analysed, compared, criticised, deconstructed, and
reconstructed. Awareness of what writers have chosen to include, as well
as what they have chosen to exclude, assists students in focusing on the
kinds of assumptions that writers make and how, as readers, they are
positioned by these assumptions.


What recognition is there of the time and effort required on the
part of both teachers and students to develop such resources and
of the need for explicit and systematic teaching to assist students
in this development?


Learning to engage critically with texts takes time. The unit described
earlier took place over 10 weeks. During this time, both the teaching of
science and the teaching of the language of science was gradual,
carefully sequenced, explicit, and systematic. It was intensive and in-
volved considerable work on the part of both teacher and students.


In addition, as we argued earlier, we do not regard the teaching of
critical literacy as an add-on or extra for advanced students, and we
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suggest that critical perspectives could be incorporated effectively through-
out a program of study. This is precisely what happened in the science
unit. At regular intervals throughout the unit, the teacher explicitly
encouraged the students to take a critical orientation to the ways in
which scientific knowledge was constructed. However, as we pointed out
earlier, the students used their developing knowledge of science to
critique the texts that they encountered and in turn to take a critical
orientation to the ways in which scientific knowledge was constructed in
specific written texts. Thus, the unit shunted between developing and
extending the students’ scientific understandings of particular phenom-
ena and taking a critical perspective to the ways in which these phenom-
ena were represented. Each perspective facilitated the development of
the other, and in this way each was in a dependency relationship with the
other.


For students such as Hoa, the emphasis on mainstream language and
literacy teaching provided crucial support in engaging, first, with knowl-
edge of the discipline and, second, with critical perspectives on this
knowledge. Hoa showed that he was beginning to develop a critical
orientation in his reading and in his participation in class discussions,
although not yet in his written texts. However, without the time-consuming,
careful, and systematic work that was evident in Margaret’s unit of work,
we believe that he and other similar students would have been left
without the means of engaging effectively in either mainstream or
critical literacy.


CONCLUSION


In this report we have argued broadly in support of critical approaches
to TESOL in the field of literacy education. However, we have suggested
that a number of questions remain to be resolved in the implementation
of such approaches and that these questions have important implications
for ESL students. We have drawn on one science/literacy program as a
case study to explore some of these questions and to propose responses
that take account of the needs of ESL students.


By its nature, teaching is not neutral. In developing any program, a
teacher selects and privileges certain aspects of content knowledge and
of language. The teacher decides whose voice(s) will be heard and whose
silenced. The challenge is not so much to avoid reproducing the status
quo, as some proponents of critical literacy have argued, but rather to
make visible the content knowledge that is chosen in any program,
explain why that content has been chosen, and then provide systematic
and carefully sequenced support that will enable students to gain access
to the cultural and linguistic practices underpinning that content
knowledge.
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Debates in SLA Studies: Redefining Classroom
SLA as an Institutional Phenomenon


MEG GEBHARD
University of California, Berkeley


When language is systematically unavailable to some, it is important that
we not limit our explanation to the traits of the persons involved; it is
equally essential that we take into account the interactional circum-
stances that position the people in the world with a differential access to
the common tongue. (McDermott, 1996, p. 283)


■ This passage parsimoniously captures pivotal aspects of a debate
currently taking shape in the field of second language acquisition (SLA)
between sociocultural and psycholinguistic perspectives on learning and
language development. Broadly defined, a sociocultural perspective of
development takes as a starting point an understanding that the origin
and structure of cognition are rooted to the daily social and cultural
practices in which an individual participates. Participation, in this sense,
is how an individual carries out activities with others through the use of
physical objects, or artifacts, and symbolic sign systems, or psychological
tools (Lantolf, in press; Vygotsky, 1978; Wertsch, 1991). By extension, the
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study of SLA from a sociocultural perspective is the study of the context
in which an L2 user is situated and the ways in which he or she uses
physical and symbolic tools in interactions with others (see Lantolf, 1994;
Lantolf & Appel, 1994). In contrast, a psycholinguistic perspective on
SLA, broadly defined, reverses the primary focus from society to the
mind because the mind is assumed to impose structure on language. As
such, the goal of SLA research from a psycholinguistic perspective is to
posit an internal, mental representation regarding L2 linguistic compe-
tence, or interlanguage (Corder, 1967; Selinker, 1972), and to describe
how changes in linguistic competence are achieved. Psycholinguistic
research acknowledges social context as a potential variable, but only to
the extent that factors arising from that context promote or hinder
development of the learner’s internal representations (see Gass, 1998;
Kasper, 1997; Long, 1997).


In presenting fundamental features of the debate between sociocul-
tural and psycholinguistic perspectives on SLA, I analyze McDermott’s
(1996) notion of traits, interactional circumstances, and systems as repre-
sented in the passage above and make connections between these
concepts and arguments currently being made in the SLA literature. In
the final section, I discuss findings from several studies that explore the
ways in which the phenomenon of classroom SLA is shaped by the
institutional and political contexts in which it is embedded (Gebhard,
1997, 1998; Harklau, 1994). In doing so, in line with a sociocultural
position, I argue for a reconceptualization of classroom SLA as an
institutional phenomenon shaped by cultures and structures at work in
educational systems. Such a reconceptualization is important because
studies of classroom SLA, even those grounded in social orientations,
have tended to decontextualize classroom discourses as isolated islands
of linguistic practice without exploring the ways in which larger institu-
tional practices associated with schooling shape those discourses. Through-
out the discussion, I address issues related to the implications of
reconceptualizing classroom SLA for the activities of theory building and
classroom teaching and learning.


TRAITS


McDermott (1996), an educational anthropologist, problematizes the
assumption that learners’ characteristics or traits, such as attentiveness,
memory, and problem-solving abilities, belong to individuals. Rather, he
argues that within formal, institutional contexts, individual traits become
static truths that are socially constructed by an educational system
designed to discover, describe, and differentially educate children who
manifest different rates and ways of learning. As a result, institutional
labels such as learning disabled or, by extension, limited English proficient
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(LEP) exist within the culture of schools as categories so powerful that
they can “acquire” learners. In describing this phenomenon, McDermott
writes that institutional labels “precede any child’s entry into the world
and that these labels, well-established resting places in adult conversa-
tions, stand poised to take their share from each new generation” (p.
272). Stated another way, McDermott is suggesting that individual traits
exist in large part outside as opposed to solely inside the head of the
learner. In doing so, he does not claim that this makes the condition of
being labeled learning disabled less real to the participants involved.
Rather, his point is that a set of discourses associated with the practices of
formal education stands ready to assign meaning to different rates and
ways of learning that have implications for how children participate in
school and in wider social structures.


To provide data, McDermott (1996) shares findings from an 18-month
ethnographic study of Adam, an 8-year-old boy who was officially
diagnosed as learning disabled (Hood, McDermott, & Cole, 1980).
McDermott and his colleagues describe Adam as eager to try in school
but as having trouble with isolated cognitive tasks given by the school’s
reading specialist or on more contextually sensitive tests given by the
research team. In looking for a fuller accounting of the problem, the
research team gave up on trying to speculate on the internal workings of
Adam’s cognitive functioning. Instead, they turned their attention to
analyzing what happened around Adam in daily school practices that
seem to “organize” and “display” his moments of being a “learning-
disabled” (p. 273) person. In describing this phenomenon, McDermott
writes,


On one occasion of his [Adam’s] looking inattentive, for example, it took
Adam to look away at just the right time, but it took many others to construct
the right time for Adam to look away; it took others to look away from his
looking away, and still more to discover his looking away, to make something
of it, to diagnose it, to document it, and to remediate it. Whatever was Adam’s
problem inside his head, we had forced on us the recognition that Adam had
plenty of problems all around him, in every person on the scene, in most
every scene called educative. (p. 273)


Applied to a discussion of SLA studies, McDermott’s (1996) shift from
a focus on the internal to an examination of the social aspects of learning
parallels a paradigm shift in SLA studies from a psycholinguistic to a
context-sensitive accounting of the processes involved in language acqui-
sition. Firth and Wagner (1997), in capturing this debate, attack psycho-
linguistic explanations of language learning as too “individualistic” and
“mentalistic” in their accounting of “the interactional and sociolinguistic
dimensions” of language learning” (p. 285). In regard to the notion of
learners’ traits specifically, Firth and Wagner, as well as others (Kramsch,
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1997; Rampton, 1990), object to naturalized terms such as native speaker
and nonnative speaker for several reasons. First, the binary distinction
between native speaker and nonnative speaker has led researchers to
posit L2 users as objects of study constructed vis-à-vis an imaginary
monolingual, homogeneous L2 speech community. In the context of
studies of ESL in particular, this imaginary, esteemed community ap-
pears to belong to an idealized U.S. or British citizen. Such a community,
in fact, does not exist in the politically tidy ways that psycholinguistic
studies of SLA suggest. Rather, most users of a language, particularly of
world varieties of English, regardless of their proficiency level and
regardless of whether they are using their first, second, or third lan-
guage, are members of multiple, often hybrid discourse communities
that construct multiple, hybrid identities that cannot be reduced to a set
of predetermined traits (see, e.g., Peirce, 1995; Rampton, 1995; Valdman,
1992).


The response from psycholinguists regarding the concept of multiple
identities in an accounting of the processes in SLA has been more or less
favorable. Long (1997), for example, responds to Firth and Wagner’s
(1997) critique by agreeing that the distinction between native speakers
and nonnative speakers in his own work and in that of others has ignored
or underestimated “other separate or simultaneous speaker identities
(father, friend, business partner, etc.) to which both parties may be
giving expression when they talk” (p. 320). He adds, however, that the
question is a matter about which more empirical evidence is needed,
definitions of what counts as evidence aside.1


Second, Firth and Wagner (1997) argue that the distinction between
native speaker and nonnative speaker has antecedents in Chomskian
linguistics and notions of linguistic competence. Chomskyan linguistics,
by definition, prioritizes the mind over society in constructing an
understanding of the origin and structure of linguistic knowledge. As
such, Firth and Wagner argue, much of the research in SLA has
constructed the nonnative speaker as a defective communicator in ways that
focus almost exclusively on grammatical competence. As evidence, Firth
and Wagner critique studies of input modification and communicative
strategies that they assert are built on form-focused, mentalistic con-
structs such as interlanguage (Corder, 1967; Selinker, 1972) and fossiliza-
tion (Selinker, 1972). Firth and Wagner advise that such studies, by
focusing on the presence or the absence of phonological, morphologi-
cal, lexical, and syntactic aspects of language, construct meaning as
located in the individual’s mind and as transferable from brain to brain
as opposed to “a social and negotiated product of interaction, transcending


1 For a debate regarding what counts as research in SLA, see the special issue of Applied
Linguistics on theory construction (Vol. 14, No. 3, 1993) and Lantolf (1996).
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individual intentions and behaviours” (p. 290; see also Lantolf, 1996; van
Lier, in press).


In response, researchers working within a psycholinguistic paradigm
(Kasper, 1997; Long, 1997; Poulisse, 1997) counter that the issues Firth
and Wagner (1997) raise, though interesting, say little about how the
process of language acquisition takes place, specifically how interaction,
as defined by Firth and Wagner, translates into mental functioning.
Kasper, in particular, maintains that any reconceptualization of SLA
studies, regardless of the theoretical orientation of the researcher, must
take into account “what the conditions and mechanisms of learning are”
(p. 310). Hall (1997), in her response to Firth and Wagner’s argument,
explains those conditions and mechanisms, describing competence as
arising from “assisted participation” (p. 302) through scaffolding, model-
ing, and training (see also Lantolf, in press).


INTERACTION


McDermott (1996) asserts that, when assessing an individual’s ability,
it is “essential that we take into account the interactional circumstances
that position people in the world” (p. 383). My interpretation of
McDermott’s notion of “interactional circumstances that position” indi-
viduals in the world relates to the above discussion of the ways in which
interactions within multiple discourse communities construct the mul-
tiple identities of L2 users. In addition, McDermott’s notion of interac-
tional circumstances includes a broader understanding of the relation-
ship between interaction and the context in which interaction takes
place. Specifically, in his ethnography, McDermott analyzes the contexts
in which Adam carries out a range of activities (e.g., remembering his
phone number in casual conversation, making a cake in cooking class,
taking a test in a formal test-taking situation). The focus of his analysis is
the availability of resources in the completion of tasks. These resources
take the form of sociolinguistic interactions as well as Adam’s use of
material objects. The research team found that contexts were not fixed
as more or less cognitively demanding but were constructed by the
participants in ways that made Adam’s disability more or less of a
problem and more or less visible to others. In analyzing the team’s
findings, McDermott writes, “Context is not something into which
someone is put, but an order of behaviors of which one is a part” (p.
290). In this sense, he challenges naturalized assumptions regarding the
notion of context that suggest that it is an “empty slot . . . the ‘con’ that
contains the ‘text,’ the bowl that contains the soup” (p. 282). He adds
that one of the unfortunate implications of the context-as-container
metaphor is that this perspective views context as at the “borders of the
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phenomenon under analysis” (p. 282) as opposed to an integral part of
learning that shapes and is shaped by texts.


Applied to SLA studies, McDermott’s (1996) discussion of the rela-
tionship between interaction and context, or text and context, suggests a
more encompassing notion of context than is usually assumed in SLA
research. Specifically, within SLA studies, the notion of context is often
slimly understood as simply the setting where particular discourse
patterns, such as the often cited initiation-response-feedback pattern, are
assumed to prevail by default of being in a particular location, such as a
classroom. Debates surrounding the superiority of natural settings versus
classroom settings are an example of the degree to which the notion of
context is often undertheorized as a physical location containing texts
(for a discussion, see Ellis, 1994, p. 214).


A more theoretically developed understanding of the mediating role
context plays in SLA comes from the work of Kramsch (1993). Drawing
on Halliday’s functional linguistics (Halliday & Hasan, 1989), Kramsch
argues that text and context are two mutually constructing aspects of the
same process of meaning construction. In this process, meaning resides
not in the formal properties of language but in the interplay between
text and the total environment in which it unfolds:


Context is shaped by persons in dialogue with one another, saying things
about the world and thus making statements about themselves and their
relationship to one another. Through this dialogue, they exchange and
negotiate meanings that belong to a community’s stock of common knowl-
edge and that draw on a variety of past and present “texts.” Context is the
matrix created by language as discourse and as a form of social practice.
Context should therefore be viewed not as a natural given but as a social
construct. (p. 46; see Kramsch & McConnell-Ginet, 1992)


An even more encompassing understanding of the text-context rela-
tionship comes from sociological studies of discourse practices. First,
using what one might call microunits of analysis, researchers (e.g.,
Goffman, 1963, 1981; see Giddens, 1984, for a review) have paid close
attention to the ways in which participants in conversation use linguistic
and nonverbal systems of communication, such as gestures and bodily
postures, in an orchestrated way to coconstruct meaning. Other dis-
course analysts (e.g., Goodwin & Goodwin, 1998) have focused on the
ways in which physical objects in the environment, such as a hopscotch
grid on a school playground, impose structure on conversation and, in
effect, act as an invisible but present interlocutor. In contrast, using what
one might call macrounits of analysis, other social theorists (e.g., Fou-
cault, 1979, in his discussion of panopticism; Giddens, 1984) suggest that
the ways in which institutions such as hospitals, prisons, and schools
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physically position people in space, in time, and in relation to one
another shape the nature of the discursive practices in which people
engage.


In regard to SLA studies, to my knowledge there have been no
investigations of the ways in which the relationship between text and
context, thus broadly defined, play a role in the processes of SLA. In
other words, with the possible exception of studies of computer-assisted
communication (e.g., Thorne, 1999a, 1999b), I do not know of any
studies that have analyzed the ways in which gestures, physical objects,
and the physical positioning of the L2 user in relation to others shape
the processes involved in L2 learning. The response from researchers
working within a psycholinguistic paradigm (Gass, 1998; Long, 1997),
however, suggests that such a broad definition of context is beyond the
scope of inquiry in SLA studies proper but is really the study of L2 use.
Given the importance of interaction in the process of acquiring an L2,
regardless of whether one adopts a psycholinguistic or sociocultural
theoretical lens, use and acquisition are two faces of the same process;
artificially pulling them apart therefore does not strike me as helpful.
How one approaches context in one’s research, however, is another
question—the answer to which should be based on the questions one is
asking and how one’s theoretical perspective guides such an investiga-
tion. In this sense, I am suggesting not that one paradigm is more valid
than another but rather that the value or quality of one’s research lies in
the degree to which the research questions, the theoretical framework,
and the methods have internal logic and integrity.


In regard to researchers interested in questions related to the settings
in which SLA takes place, particularly researchers interested in class-
room settings, I suggest that a broader conception of the relationship
between text and context has something to offer in working toward the
condition of internal integrity. Namely, a broader understanding of
context is a movement away from what Giddens (1984) calls “method-
ological individualism” (p. 214)—that is, a movement away from con-
ducting research about social phenomena in which the units of analysis
focus on the actions of individuals (such as an analysis of the interactions
that take place between an L2 learner and his or her teacher) in the
absence of a discussion of social structures that shape these interactions.
An alternative to methods that individualize people as objects of study is
to design studies with multiple units of analysis in order to create a
multifocal approach for seeing mutually constituting dynamics between
individual actors and the multiple contexts they inhabit within schools.
Methods such as these would provide data for examining the notion that,
when L2 learners communicate, at whatever level of effectiveness, it is
neither sufficient nor necessary that they share the same grammar. What
they must share, in the words of Hanks (1996), is “the ability to orient
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themselves verbally, perceptually, and physically to each other and their
social worlds” (p. 229; see also Goffman, 1981).


SYSTEMS


When McDermott (1996) refers to language as “systematically unavail-
able to some” (p. 283), he is referring to the ways in which access to
particular discourse practices associated with academic success is not free
for the taking. Rather, the character of participant structures in class-
rooms (see, e.g., Philips, 1972) and organizational structures in schools
(see, e.g., Oakes, 1986) give or deny students access to an apprenticeship
to the discourses of academic success. Investigations of organizational
structures, such as student tracking in U.S. schools, demonstrate that
students in college-bound or honors versus general or remedial tracks
have differential access to academically sanctioned forms of knowledge
and institutional resources in the form of quality curricular materials and
skilled teachers (see, e.g., Oakes, 1986, for a discussion of student
tracking; see Finley, 1984, for a discussion of teacher tracking).


In regard to classroom studies of SLA, the concept that classroom
contexts are embedded within and shaped by a larger school and social
context has been relatively unexplored. Given the questions in which
psycholinguists are interested, this is not surprising. On the other hand,
sociocultural theorists, such as Hall (1997), maintain that a contextual
theory of classroom SLA should move in the direction of specifying the
conditions under which a language learner’s involvement in various
“constellations of communicative practices” (p. 304) takes place. An
example of such a project is a study conducted by Harklau (1994), who
analyzed the ways in which school tracking structures affected the
language learning experiences of four ESOL students attending a U.S.
high school. She found that so-called low-track classes were, on the
whole, poor L2 learning environments. Specifically, low-track students
had exposure to truncated, inauthentic reading material, had little
practice in composing extend texts beyond the word or sentence level,
and had few opportunities to participate orally in peer-directed learning
activities. As a result, the texts they produced could be described as
ungrammatical, awkward, and deficient. In commenting on these texts
and the contexts in which they were produced, Harklau remarks that
low-track classes “were distinguished as much by what they did not do as
by what they did” (p. 225). Such a state of affairs recalls the work of
literacy theorists such as Lankshear and Lawler (1987), who suggest that,
just as there are discourse practices at work in schools that socially
construct literacy, there are also discourse practices at work in schools
that socially construct illiteracy.


In regard to theory building, the findings from Harklau’s (1994) study
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suggest several important directions for research in classroom SLA. First,
given that the language forms used by ESOL students bear echoes of the
contexts in which those forms were acquired, constructs in SLA such as
fossilization can be reanalyzed as arising not from individual learners’
frozen interlanguage but from their relatively frozen social position
within schools and society as a whole. In the Vygotskian sense, such a
reanalysis suggests that school structures, like all social structures, are
mediating tools in the relation between language forms and social
meanings. The language forms, in this sense, are the linguistic features
of the texts L2 learners produce. The social meanings are the ways in
which an evaluation of such texts leads to assumptions about L2 learners’
intelligence, their ability to “do school,” and their future social status. As
such, an analysis of school structures suggests that institutional structures
play a role in the distribution of discourses associated with academic
success and school failure that parallel the division of social roles and the
division of labor found in the sociopolitical context in which schools are
embedded. Therefore, schools reflect and enact an understanding of
how dominant ideologies define the nature of learning, the nature of
language, and the status of L2 users in the society as a whole (Bourdieu,
1991; Fairclough, 1989).


One investigation into the above set of assumptions comes from a
large-scale, 3-year study of the meaning of school restructuring as
experienced by L2 learners in the United States (Gebhard, 1997, 1998;
Little & Dorph, 1999).2 School restructuring does not have a single
definition but involves a broad range of reforms related to student-
grouping practices, modifications in curriculum and instruction, changes
in approaches to teachers’ professional development, improvements in
assessment practices, and enhancements in school-community relation-
ships (for a review, see Murphy, 1991; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995). The
qualitative study involved constructing case studies of three elementary
schools, three middle schools, and three high schools in California that
were awarded sizable restructuring grants from the state as part of a
statewide school reform initiative. The case studies were organized
around two units of analysis: an analysis of the individual school’s
restructuring efforts and an analysis of the school experiences of 63
focus students in Grades 3, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12. Of these 63 students,
17 were institutionally designated as LEP based on a home language
survey parents completed when they registered their children for school.
The data sources used by the research team in constructing the nine case
studies included field notes from observations of school life as experi-
enced by the focus students; transcriptions from audiotaped, semi-


2 The SB 1274 School Restructuring Study was funded by the Stuart Foundation and the
Hewlett Foundation and was conducted under the direction of Judith Warren Little.
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structured interviews with students, parents, teachers, teacher’s aides,
and administrators; and relevant documents (e.g., students’ work, stu-
dents’ academic records, curricular materials, and school reports). In
addition, at the elementary school level, the database included transcrip-
tions from audio- and videotaped interactions of focal students.


The findings from this study indicate that organizational structures
affect the nature of the sociolinguistic interactions available to L2
learners in schools. Specifically, to varying degrees, eight of the nine
schools profiled implemented structural changes that did little to
address the marginal location and status of L2 learners. Rather, organiza-
tional structures tended to ghettoize L2 learners in classrooms where
they had limited access to participation in discourse communities
supportive of SLA, especially academically sanctioned ways of using texts.
Rather, L2 learners were constructed as students with academic limita-
tions in need of remediation as opposed to learners in need of access to
linguistic and academic resources. In all but one elementary school, L2
learners confronted a combination of the following conditions:


1. isolating structures: The physical location of ESL and bilingual
classrooms on school campuses, institutional structures related to
student grouping practices, and participation structures within class-
rooms collectively isolated L2 learners in ways that limited their
access to sociolinguistic resources (e.g., more proficient users of
English, academic uses of print).


2. low expectations: L2 users tended to confront low expectations and
low supports for the development of appropriate grade-level content
knowledge and the acquisition of English in academically sanctioned
ways.


3. weak institutional supports: L2 learners tended to confront a lack of
collective responsibility for their linguistic and academic growth,
weak commitments to the professional development of their teach-
ers, and the absence of basic resources such as textbooks and other
curricular materials in their classrooms.


4. construction of a lack of proficiency in English as a learning
disability: Organizational discourses and classroom discourses tended
to construct ESOL students not as language learners capable of
academic achievement but as students with cognitive limitations.
This trend was stronger in high schools and weaker but still prevalent
in elementary schools.


The counterexample to this trend was evident in the experiences of a
Hmong third grader named Pa Hua (a pseudonym), who attended an
elementary school that implemented a bold restructuring initiative. This
initiative provided L2 learners with access to the same curriculum as
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other students in their classes; to support in developing literacy in their
L1; to talented, experienced teachers who were familiar with SLA theory
and methods; and to English-speaking peers.


CONCLUSION


In the debate in the field of SLA between sociocultural and psycho-
linguistic perspectives of learning and language development, I align
myself with a sociocultural perspective on SLA. However, I advocate a
more encompassing, theoretically more developed understanding of the
ways in which institutional contexts, teaching contexts, and learning
contexts are mutually constituted through discursive practices. Elucidat-
ing this point are the findings from two studies (Gebhard, 1997; Harklau,
1994) designed to bridge disciplinary boundaries between applied
linguistics and the sociology of schools as structured, cultural spaces.
Collectively, a review of the theoretical literature, in conjunction with the
findings from these studies, suggests the following points regarding
reconceptualizing classroom SLA as an institutional phenomenon:
1. The origin and structure of L2 learners’ sociolinguistic knowledge


are rooted in the daily social and cultural practices in which they
engage.


2. Individual characteristics of learners are not descriptors of their
internal mental state in any static or politically neutral way. Rather,
descriptors of L2 learners are socially constructed. The nature of this
construction is a function of the ways in which discourse practices
associated, in part, with formal education assign meaning to the
sociolinguistic actions of L2 learners.


3. The context in which L2 learners interact includes the context
created by successive turns at talk and uses of texts in classrooms.
Context also includes the ways in which L2 users and their interlocu-
tor draw on nonlinguistic semiotic systems related to gestures, bodily
postures, and the use of material objects available to them. In
addition, an analysis of context encompasses attention to the ways in
which L2 users are physically positioned in relation to others in
schools.


4. Schools are structured, cultural spaces that play a role in the
distribution of discourse practices and the production and reproduc-
tion of social orders. Therefore, societal ideologies regarding the
nature of learning, the nature of language, and the status of L2 users
shape and are shaped by organizational structures that tend to
provide students with differential access to participation in academi-
cally sanctioned discourse practices in classrooms.
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My hope is that such a reconceptualized research agenda will allow
researchers, policy makers, and practitioners to simultaneously see
inside and outside classrooms in order to gain insights into the supports
and constraints L2 students confront in learning an L2—in particular
supports and constraints that are not rooted to individual strengths and
shortcomings but to factors related to the institutional culture and
structure of schools. Such insights have the potential to guide policy
makers and practitioners in reforming the educational practices associ-
ated with L2 learners.
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Putting Critical Pedagogy in Its Place:
A Personal Account


BILL JOHNSTON
University of Minnesota


■ In this account, I offer a personal reflection on the role critical
pedagogy has played in my own professional development. Although this
role has been a profound and lasting one, I explain here why I personally
have resisted embracing critical pedagogy unreservedly.


Since I first read Freire’s (1972) Pedagogy of the Oppressed and Giroux’s
(1988) Teachers as Intellectuals and subsequently began to explore the
literature of critical pedagogy, the ideas and practices this literature
offers have had a profound effect on virtually every aspect of my
teaching. At one level this influence has been general and has affected
my whole approach to the teaching profession. More than anything else,
perhaps, critical pedagogy offers a way of combining a trenchant critique
of previously unquestioned practices in education with concrete ways of
introducing change—that is, with a belief in the transformative power of
the individual teacher.


It was critical pedagogy that helped me understand that all teaching
methods are ideological in nature (Benesch, 1993; Pennycook, 1989)
and that differential power relations and political interests are crucial in
understanding the global spread of English teaching (Pennycook, 1994;
Phillipson, 1992; Tollefson, 1995). The exploration of these ideas forms
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a vital element in the methods courses that I teach: Along with discus-
sions of methods and techniques in teaching, my students and I consider
the political dimensions of teaching in second and foreign language
contexts and the implications of the globalization of English—as well as
our own involvement in this process.


Also in this category is the acceptability of—indeed, the necessity
for—a politically committed pedagogy. As a politically engaged indi-
vidual, I had always found myself wondering about the extent to which
my political beliefs belonged in the classroom. Through critical peda-
gogy I came to understand that a teacher must necessarily be a political
creature and that, without proselytizing, it is possible to integrate one’s
personal political beliefs into one’s pedagogy and, through teacher
education, to encourage and enable other teachers to do the same.


Another, more local set of influences directly affects my day-to-day
practice both as an ESL/EFL teacher and as a teacher educator: the
ideological implications of English-only in the classroom, for instance
(Auerbach, 1993), or the dialogical nature of teaching and learning
(Freire, 1972), which in my case informs my whole approach to teacher
education, including my use of dialogue journals, process writing, and
negotiated syllabuses ( Johnston, 1998). This influence has perhaps been
all the more profound because, as Auerbach (1998) and others have
pointed out, critical pedagogy does not in itself constitute a method; the
microlevel pedagogical implications of a critical stance often have to be
worked through by the individual teacher, as was the case with my
exploration of dialogue in my own classroom ( Johnston, in press-b).


The influence of critical pedagogy, then, has been central in my
development as a teacher and teacher educator. At the same time,
however, I have been troubled by often only semirealized doubts about
this approach, doubts that have prevented me from labeling what I do as
critical pedagogy and from identifying myself as a critical pedagogist. My
principal purpose in writing this account is to work through some of my
objections and reservations regarding critical pedagogy. I hope here to
tread a fine line between personal beliefs and the TESOL field’s shared
discourse on language teaching and learning—that is, between what
Hargreaves and Fullan (1992) call voice and vision.


LIMITATIONS AND RESERVATIONS


Critical approaches to critical pedagogy are not new. Ellsworth (1989)
objected to critical pedagogy on its own terms: She claimed that it is
inherently undemocratic and not at all liberating, as it claims to be. Her
seminal and much-cited critique of the oppressive myths of critical peda-
gogy was followed by numerous other less-than-favorable analyses. Gore
(1992, 1993), for example, accuses critical pedagogists of a lack of
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reflexivity, that is, an inability to take critical purchase on their own work:
“In his insistence that teachers are intellectuals who need to be conscious
of the contradictory efforts of their work, it seems Giroux has ignored
the possibility that his own position as an intellectual is also vulnerable as
a ‘regime of truth’” (1992, p. 62). Gore also objects to the way that
critical pedagogy’s “claims to empowerment attribute extraordinary
abilities to the teacher” (p. 57), a point echoed by Janangelo (1993) in
his critique of the unreasonable expectations critical pedagogy places on
teachers. The passivity on the part of students implicit in this view and
the one-way relationship it suggests have in turn been attacked by Lather
(1992), who points out that “too often, such pedagogies have failed to
probe the degree to which ‘empowerment’ becomes something done
‘by’ liberated pedagogists ‘to’ or ‘for’ the as-yet-unliberated” (p. 122). As
a feminist, Lather also excoriates critical pedagogy as “largely male
inscribed” and “a site men have constructed to serve themselves” (p.
129). Lastly, Usher and Edwards (1994) raise a number of objections to
critical pedagogy, including its “curious silence on concrete educational
practices” (p. 218), that is, its failure to make explicit connections
between its abstract philosophical position and what does or should go
on in actual classroom teaching.


These analyses have helped me pinpoint some aspects of my own
resistance to critical pedagogy. Yet when I analyze this resistance, my
reservations turn out to be somewhat different. I find that my principal
objections reside at the level of what Whitehead (1993) calls living
educational theory—that is, the set of values and beliefs that are a
combination of ideas and practice and that have arisen more or less
organically at the meeting point of my professional and intellectual
development. It is at this level that I will address critical pedagogy: That
is, I see critical pedagogy as representing a living contradiction (White-
head, 1993) in my own work, and in this account I explore and perhaps
to some extent resolve that contradiction. I focus on four aspects of
critical pedagogy that are of concern to me: (a) the nature of power in
classrooms, (b) the view of education as primarily political in nature,
(c)␣ the positioning of critical pedagogy with relation to the postmodern,
and (d) the language used by critical pedagogists.


The Nature of Power in Classrooms


A great deal of work in critical pedagogy has focused on the disem-
powered status of learners and has explored ways in which teachers can
empower their students (Kreisberg, 1992; Shor, 1996). Indeed, the word
empowerment has become something of a shibboleth amongst critical
pedagogists. However, both my own experience working primarily with
adults of many different backgrounds in various national contexts and
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the empirical educational research literature I have read suggest strongly
that unequal power relations are a permanent feature of educational
settings. Most convincing for me has been the work of Gore (e.g., 1998),
who has conducted fine-grained analyses of power relations in various
educational sites, including those where a so-called radical approach
such as critical pedagogy is taken. Gore has based her analysis on a
theoretical framework drawn from Foucault’s (1977, 1980) conception
of power. She has convincingly demonstrated the operation of power
relations in all sites, including the supposedly radical ones. Her conclu-
sion is that “no site was free of power relations and no site ‘escaped’ the
use of techniques of power” (p. 245).


This conclusion strongly suggests real limits on the possibilities for
empowerment in the classroom. My own belief is that, although students
can be more or less empowered—for example, they can be given more
responsibility for their own learning, they can take part in the design of
their own courses, and they can be given more meaningful and less
competitive assignments—teachers still retain authority in the classroom
(Oyler, 1996). I concur with Gore’s (1998) conclusion that it is more
interesting and useful to work on putting this power to good use than to
imagine it can be removed (pp. 247–249).1


Furthermore, part of the problem here seems to be an overly
simplistic understanding of the nature of power itself. As Gore (1992)
points out in her earlier work, critical pedagogists “conceive of power as
property, something the teacher has and can give to the students” (p.
57). She argues for a more complex, Foucaultian conception of power as
“something that circulates” (p. 58) and thus can be exercised by students
as well as teachers, a point reinforced by Usher and Edwards (1994, p.
219). This, too, accords with my own experience, in which power is not
shared like a commodity so much as negotiated as a process.


The View of Education as Primarily Political


My central objection to critical pedagogy, however, is not that it is in
itself mistaken but that it fails to capture the heart of what teaching is all
about. Critical pedagogy is “fundamentally concerned with the centrality
of politics and power in our understanding of how schools work”
(McLaren, 1989, p. 159). As I made clear above, I agree wholeheartedly
with the claim that schooling is political in nature, and I believe that it is


1 Incidentally, Freire himself believed that teacher authority was a constant:
For me the question is not for the teacher to have less and less authority. The issue is
that the democratic teacher never, never transforms authority into authoritarianism.
He or she can never stop being an authority or having authority [italics added]. Without
authority it is very difficult for the liberties of students to be shaped. (Shor & Freire,
1987, p. 91, cited in Oyler, 1996, p. 25)
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crucial to understand the workings of power in educational systems and
contexts. However, I also believe very firmly that in essence teaching is
not primarily about power or politics. My own view is that fundamentally
teaching is about the moral relation between teacher and students; that
is, the essence of teaching is moral, not political, in nature ( Jackson,
Boostrom, & Hansen, 1993; Johnston, Juhász, Marken, & Ruiz, 1998;
Noblit & Dempsey, 1993; Noddings, 1984). I believe that although
questions of power and culture and their attendant classifications
(gender, race, sexual orientation) are of vital importance in understand-
ing the processes of education, these can only be properly understood
through the lens of moral interaction—that is, of the juxtaposition of
values. What distinguishes humans and their social interactions are not
primarily economic or political relations but the questions of good and
bad, right or wrong, which, though they include matters of power, can
never be reduced to these alone. As Noddings (1984) says, the moral
relation is “ontologically basic” (p. 3). It is my belief that critical
pedagogy, though it frequently acknowledges the moral and ethical di-
mension of teaching, fails to perceive its centrality in the educational
enterprise, instead, as the above quotation of McLaren (1989) demon-
strates, placing political relations at the center of teaching and learning.
Such a position, in my view, falsifies the essential nature of education.


The Positioning of Critical Pedagogy With
Relation to the Postmodern


My third objection is more philosophical, though it also has very
tangible real-world implications. Many critical pedagogists embrace the
term postmodern and indeed claim that critical pedagogy is an inherently
postmodern enterprise (Aronowitz & Giroux, 1990). It is my view,
however, that this claim is based on a partial and faulted (or perhaps
misleadingly selective) understanding of what is meant by the postmodern
condition and that many aspects of postmodern analysis in fact present
philosophical problems for critical pedagogy. A central confusion is the
failure to distinguish between postmodernism and postmodernity
( Johnston, in press-a; Lyon, 1994): that is, between postmodern as
critique and postmodern as description (Brock, 1997, p. 5). Critical
pedagogists (e.g., Cherryholmes, 1988) have favored the former in its
celebration of difference, its challenging of hegemonies, and its quest
for alternative forms of expression.


The latter, however—postmodernity, or the description of a social
condition—poses a challenge. A postmodern reading of society sees
fragmentation and a descent into relativism of all kinds (political and
social as well as cultural). Above all, it rejects the possibility of true
progress: Jameson (1991), for example, describes postmodern architecture







562 TESOL QUARTERLY


as comprising “a random cannibalization of all the styles of the past” (p.
18), and similar trends can be identified in domains such as education.
This reading lies utterly counter to the goals of critical pedagogy, which,
contrary to the opinion of Kanpol (1994) and others, are irrevocably
grounded in a teleological vision of history-as-(potential at least)-progress,
which in turn is rooted in modernism (Usher & Edwards, 1994, p. 218).
One cannot have the modernist cake of social progress and eat it with a
postmodern fork.


My own research into the lives of EFL and ESL teachers (e.g.,
Johnston, in press-a) and the personal stories of colleagues in many
countries have led me to believe that this profession is quintessentially
postmodern in nature (in the second sense outlined above). At least as it
stands at present, it is an occupation in which careers develop sideways
and there is a lack of a “grand narrative” of the ESL/EFL teacher’s
career; in which transnational encounters occur and transnational
identities develop with a lack of teleological logic; and in which method-
ological change for change’s sake is the name of the game (witness the
never-ending torrent of “the latest” textbooks). Under such conditions—
those of postmodernity as description—it becomes particularly hard to
believe in the rationalist account of progress touted by and for critical
pedagogy.2


The Language Used by Critical Pedagogists


My last objection to the field of critical pedagogy concerns not its
substantive ideas so much as the forms in which its proponents choose to
express them. Gore (1992, 1993) has analyzed the discourse of critical
pedagogy as a regime of truth, in the process, as mentioned above,
pointing out the lack of reflexivity it displays. My own objections here are
more personal and direct. Quite simply, I find myself put off by the
language used by critical pedagogists. To use their own terminology, I
find myself excluded. This point in itself is not a new: Many writers in the
field have felt the need to defend their use of a specialized, academic-
sounding discourse (e.g., Kanpol, 1994; Macedo, 1994). Kanpol, for
example, claims that it would be patronizing to avoid such language
when writing for teachers.


However, as a consumer of these writings I remain unconvinced. It
seems to me that a distinction can be drawn between a patronizing use of
language and obscurantism and that writing plainly and clearly is not the
same as writing down to one’s audience. Furthermore, whereas writers


2 In fact, I believe postmodernity presents other problems that critical pedagogy has not
properly addressed, such as the centrality of consumption and the commodification of culture;
these phenomena, and their relation to the claims of critical pedagogy and to the practice of
ESL/EFL, deserve separate treatment elsewhere.
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such as Macedo (1994) claim that ordinary teachers understand the
writings of critical pedagogists, citing examples, I can also produce
examples of my own of teachers who find the same writings exclusionary
and off-putting—though not necessarily difficult.


Obscurantism, however—Giroux’s (1988) “new discourse” (p. 3)—is
only part of the problem. It seems to me that critical pedagogists have
also commandeered a certain political vocabulary that gives them claim
to the moral high ground. They borrow extensively from the language of
proletarian protest, talking frequently of struggle, emancipation, and
liberation. Their favorite adjectives are revolutionary and radical. Their
metaphoric use of such terms seems intended to make readers feel like
romantic rebels.


I object to such language, and not because I am anti–working class or
anti-Marxist (in fact, unlike many critical pedagogists, I can claim both to
have working-class origins and to have lived for 6 years under a real-life
soi-disant Marxist system, in Poland). I object because in academic and
educational circles in the United States it is mere posturing. I personally
do not feel the need to dress up what I do in pseudorevolutionary
bluster. There is something more than faintly absurd about the phrase
tenured radical (Nelson, 1997), and I do not wish to be associated with
those who label themselves thus, even if it is partly in jest. In addition, I
agree with Janangelo (1993), who argues that this hyperbolic use of
language and the “tropes of martyrdom and selflessness” (p. 149) that
form part of it are in fact dangerous for the well-being of teachers
themselves.


In sum, I feel that critical pedagogy would do well to exercise
moderation in its use of language. There will be no revolution—at least
not one led by university professors; and I believe critical pedagogy
would find a broader hearing if it did not require its adherents to dress
themselves up linguistically as Che Guevara. In this case, it seems as if the
medium is at odds with the message.


A PLACE FOR CRITICAL PEDAGOGY


I conclude, first, by reiterating what I said at the beginning of this
account: Critical pedagogy has been and will continue to be a major
influence on my teaching practice and my teaching philosophy. The
objections I have expressed here by and large address critical pedagogy’s
ambitions (or perhaps pretensions) rather than its substantive contribu-
tion to educational thinking and practice. Above all, I see critical
pedagogy as offering a way of conceptualizing the crucial question of
power in classrooms and educational systems at both a local and a
systemic level and of offering a philosophical justification for a politically
committed pedagogy.
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Yet I believe that, in essence, people are not definable as political
creatures alone, just as they are not definable as individual agents alone.
Critical pedagogy has given me insights into and understandings of the
educational process that I would not otherwise have had, but its true
contribution can be grasped only when it is seen as part of a bigger
picture. The political dimension of teaching is crucial, but it is not
enough to capture the complex essence of teaching, especially of ESL/
EFL teaching in the postmodern world.
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Possibilities for Feminism in ESL
Education and Research


ARDISS MACKIE
Okanagan University-College


■ How can feminism have an impact on a predominantly positivist field
like TESL/applied linguistics? How do feminist education and research
relate to other epistemologies? How can feminist features be applied to
ESL research? This report seeks to answer these questions by summariz-
ing a graduate school initiation to feminism by way of courses and an
English for specific purposes (ESP) curriculum evaluation completed as
part of a thesis. The curriculum (Cooke & Mackie, 1993) was developed
for a 1-year certificate program for ESL students consisting of the ESP
class, business courses taken with English L1 students, and a work
placement period. In this report, I discuss (a) the feminist education I
experienced and (b) feminist research both in general and in terms of
the processes and outcomes of the curriculum evaluation.


FEMINIST INTRODUCTION


My feminist education began while I was attending two graduate
courses, a TESL course and a curriculum theory course, taught by female
professors interested in feminism. Until this rare opportunity, my mainly
positivist TESL education at three universities had taught me that the
only identity of value was that of an objective, distanced researcher in
pursuit of universal theory and that ESL teaching should follow one or
more preferred theoretical orientations. Feminist-oriented courses raised
my consciousness of the hierarchical relationships between theory and
practice in ESL, between teachers and students, and between writing as a
researcher and writing as a woman. I later applied this new consciousness
to the curriculum evaluation.


This perspective taken by the professors of the two courses differed
from that of other courses I had taken. Having professors state their
interest in feminism at the outset of the course, or even during a course,
was a first for me. Their classes embodied Schniedewind’s (1983)
guidelines for feminist teaching methodology: develop an atmosphere of
mutual respect, trust, and community; share leadership; institute coop-
erative structures; integrate cognitive and affective learning; and take
action. The approximately 37 female and 3 male students divided
between the two courses were at the center of the curricula. In discus-
sions of theoretical or research articles, the professors encouraged and
valued the stories we related about our own language teaching and
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learning experiences and about curriculum construction. Because our
experiences were central, we connected personally and critically to the
interests of the theorists. In writing assignments, we were given choices
and were asked to write from a personal perspective. For example, for an
assignment in one class, we could choose to write collaboratively, and in
the same class we were asked to write a paper in any genre (e.g., letter,
journal, biography) describing our personal theory of second language
acquisition based on our experience as L2 learners and teachers. In the
other class, we examined either a curriculum we had written or one
developed by another writer and were asked to make connections
between the curriculum and ourselves as teachers and learners. The
reading lists for the two graduate courses also differed from those for
nonfeminist classes, as they contained more qualitative research and
papers locating various epistemological perspectives. Among the articles,
two—by Aoki (1986) and by Pennycook (1989)—stand out as particu-
larly raising our consciousness of the hegemony in scholarship and
education.


The various invitations to connect our experience to the readings
created an atmosphere in class unlike others I had experienced. Though
the class was not devoid of the competitive energy found in graduate
school, our disclosures created a spirit of sharing and cooperation, in
contrast to Morgan’s (1981) description of “academic machismo” (p.␣ 101)
and Taubman’s (1982) summary of Collins’ (1974) and Rich’s (1975)
characteristics of the patriarchal structure of schooling: “objective,
linear, logical, dissecting, abstract, unemotional, expedient, aggressive,
hierarchical, exclusive and goal directed . . . defensive-offensive orienta-
tion, combative, status oriented, dualistic, fragmented and depersonal-
ized . . . and a split between personal and public worlds” (cited in
Taubman, pp. 14–15). Our experiences, which we discussed in pairs and
small groups, began to drive the dynamics, content, and direction of the
classes, resulting in changes in the assignments and readings. The
relationship between the students and the professors, therefore, was also
different from that found in classes I had taken previously. The profes-
sors respected our practice, which was a very powerful experience for
me.


I am suggesting here neither that only females can create this kind of
learning environment nor that all females essentially invite students to
relate their experiences and accept those experiences more than their
male counterparts do. Rather, in these classes the professors were
interested in and practised ways of learning that were new to me, and
they seemed to value sources of knowledge that were transforming.
When the courses had ended and I was preparing for the curriculum
evaluation, I had a strong desire to incorporate the feminist features of
my recent education into the curriculum evaluation: to equalize the
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relationship between the participants and myself, center their experience
with the curriculum by inviting them to express it, and personalize the
study.


INCORPORATING FEMINIST FEATURES
INTO EVALUATION RESEARCH


Themes of Feminist Research


Several principles or themes distinguish feminist from positivist ap-
proaches to research. The following summary draws on the work of Cook
and Fonow (1990), Lather (1988), and Weiler (1988).


One main theme of feminist research is attention to the gender, race,
and class of the research participants, including the researcher. This
theme is realized, for example, by recognizing participants’ lived experi-
ence, by not accepting research that views White, middle-class males as
normative, and by revealing and articulating participants’ public and
personal realities. Feminist research addresses a related theme, con-
sciousness-raising and transformation of gender, race, and class issues, by
using certain topics or methods in the research process in an effort to
make the research usable by participants, attend to political issues, and
change the existing order of gender, class, and race inequities.


Another feature of feminist research is the diminishing or rejection of
the positivist subject-object distinction in the research design. Rather,
feminist research values a design that equalizes or reverses the hierarchy
of the researcher and the researched and that is critical of quantification
and objectification.


Finally, a feminist researcher would expect to find and accept contra-
dictory data. Discussing her desire for a reinvention of science, Haraway
(1991) claims that “all components of the desire are paradoxical and
dangerous, and their combinations both contradictory and necessary”
(p. 187). Lewis (1993), writing about education, agrees: “The fact that
experience is the substance of theory has particular meanings for
women. Much of what we experience of the world is the dichotomous
and contradictory realities” (p. 10).


The features discussed here, however, should not be taken as charac-
teristic of all feminist research, for, as Cook and Fonow (1990) point out,
“there is no ‘correct’ feminist methodology” (p. 72). Lather (1988)
acknowledges that feminist researchers might work within a positivist
paradigm “in order to add to the body of cumulative knowledge that will
eventually help to eliminate sex-based inequality” (p. 571). For example,
at times quantitative descriptions may be a more powerful means of
convincing an audience of the need for a particular program.
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Feminist Themes in the Curriculum Evaluation


In conducting the evaluation of the curriculum I developed, my main
curiosity was investigating the lived experience of a document I had
cowritten but was not teaching. The framework for the study both
reflected the awareness gained from the two graduate courses described
above and encompassed certain of the above themes, namely, (a) that
consciousness-raising can be transforming, (b) that research can recog-
nize participants’ dual reality, and (c) that experience is a legitimate
source of data. These themes were articulated through a participatory
evaluation model in which the evaluator and the other participants plan
and carry out the evaluation together (Alderson & Scott, 1992; Kirkup,
1986). Under this model, participants take part in any or all aspects of
the evaluation, from making decisions, to tallying data, to writing
reports.


I invited 15 individuals to participate in the curriculum evaluation: the
11 students and the teacher from the ESP class, 2 business teachers, and
an international education advisor. All agreed except for 1 business
teacher. Data were collected over a 5-month period.


Consciousness-raising can be transforming. I understand consciousness-raising
as self-awareness in relation to the hegemonic social structure and to
others. In research, it can take place when researchers acknowledge their
involvement in the study. Rather than remaining separate from the
object of investigation, they become part of what is researched, thereby
breaking down the separation between subject and object. By contrast,
positivist research in ESL, with its hierarchical and linear modes of
organization, distances the researcher from the other research partici-
pants, is predominantly quantitative, and is unrepresentative of everyday
classroom and institutional experiences. Like Clarke (1994), I saw a
dysfunction in the “examination of curricula, methods, or materials in
which these are discussed as if they existed independently of their use by
teachers [which] reveals positivist assumptions of objectivity in which
teachers are cast as subordinate” (p. 10). My positivist ESL education,
however, was at odds with my desire to embrace the duality of the
research. The tension would be resolved by questioning and feminist
reading.


The bottom-up model of evaluation provided for the consciousness-
raising of the participants. They chose the type and extent of their
participation, deciding when and how long we would meet. They
decided to evaluate the curriculum through questionnaires and small-
group and class discussions, critiqued and changed the questionnaires
and discussion questions, and read and commented on the final recom-
mendations. I revised the instruments, recommendations, and report
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based on their comments. For example, a female ESL business student
was directly critical of class discussions in a business class in which she
found little space for herself: “It was a good idea to have group par-
ticipating in class. But do you know the result of this? The result’s always
the same person give his ideas and the same person always talk in class”
(Mackie, 1994, p. 84).


Research can recognize participants’ dual reality. According to feminist
theory, dual reality combines “two separate consciousnesses: one emerg-
ing out of [women’s] practical activities in the everyday world and one
inherited from the dominant traditions of thought” (Anderson, Armitage,
Jack, & Wittner, 1990, p. 97). Although positivist researchers may not
acknowledge dual realities in their research, feminist researchers “are
continually forced to confront their own double consciousness in the
process of conducting research” (Cook & Fonow, 1990, p. 88). They have
a “passionate desire” (Christ, 1987, p. 55) to complete the research
picture by including the everyday, personal side of their reality.


In the evaluation project, I attended to the duality in the students’
lives—for example, international/student, immigrant/Canadian, female/
student, White/male—and in my roles as woman and researcher. In the
thesis (Mackie, 1994), this attention to dualities took the form of
alternative types of data (narration and poetry) integrated with more
traditional ones (tables and discussion).


I believe that, by empowering the participants as it did, the role
reversal provided by the participatory model of evaluation established an
atmosphere that supported the participants in discussing issues of power
within their understanding of the curriculum environment. The partici-
pants became more aware of their relative power. For instance, some
students voiced an awareness of their lack of status. One immigrant
student commented on his resistance to the distinction between his
situation and that of international students: “It was hard to get into this
program. They don’t offer to landed immigrant. They just offering to
international students. I felt it’s not fair that just offer to international
students” (Mackie, 1994, p. 76). He critiqued a two-tiered system in
which low-fee-paying immigrant students received no special support
whereas high-fee-paying international students enjoyed easy access to a
host of services and programs.


Another student expressed an awareness of his dual identity as a
student and workplace trainee:


First day, I was nervous before going to work but once I arrived at the store,
the manager introduced me to everybody and then trained me and treated
me the same way he treated the other workers. And I really felt great because
sometimes people treated me a different way as a student. (Mackie, 1994,
p.␣ 107)
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Noting his multiple realities as an ESL learner, student, and worker, this
student recognized that he “felt great” because of equal treatment at
work.


Comments like these underscored an important point. The students
experienced the curriculum as much more than a series of interactional
tasks through which they learned ESL and business content or simply as
a paper document that was shown at the start of the evaluation and
detailed in a questionnaire. From their viewpoint, the curriculum
included people, institutional offices and processes, the work placement
site and colleagues there, teaching practices, and their own multiple
roles and status relative to one another. Students began to articulate and
address their location in the hierarchy. By attending to these kinds of
comments, I was able to recommend changes in the program. Later, the
students edited the changes, and the teachers and administration acted
on them.


Experience is a legitimate source of data. Because I had seen the positive
value of recognizing and sharing experience as a source of learning in
the feminist-oriented courses, I attended to the student participants’
experiences with the new curriculum. These participants were studying
for the first time with English-speaking students and took part in a work
placement. Many of the narrative data arising from these situations were
paradoxical.


A case in point is ESL learners studying with native English speakers
for the first time. Although some students felt frustrated and over-
whelmed by the new language and the demands of interacting with
English speakers, other students did not. Comments ranged from “I feel
frustrated” to “[it] has been very getting lots of pressure on me” to “it
doesn’t do anything” to “it’s very good” (Mackie, 1994, pp. 102–104).
Like Lewis (1993), I believed that omitting data, however contradictory,
emotional, or minor, would result in an incomplete representation of the
participants’ views on the curriculum. The paradoxes were a reminder of
the limitations on uncovering and reporting on a single truth from the
participants’ experience. Indeed, I was not searching for a universal
truth but was trying to understand how the class fit into my world and
that of others. I therefore included the disparate points of view and types
of data in my report and related them thematically.


CONCLUSION


Feminist and other types of critical teaching and research provide a
needed balance to TESL and applied linguistics. By valuing teachers’
and learners’ everyday experience, recognizing their various roles, and
allowing for diverse responses in ESL and TESL classes and research, we
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as TESOL professionals create space for a multiplicity of viewpoints and
the potential for change within ourselves and our communities.
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Thinking Critically, Thinking Dialogically


SARAH BENESCH
College of Staten Island, City University of New York


■ A group of articles published between 1995 and 1997 argues against
the inclusion of critical thinking1 in the curricula of L2 composition
courses offered at U.S. postsecondary institutions (Atkinson, 1997;
Atkinson & Ramanathan, 1995; Ramanathan & Kaplan, 1996a, 1996b).
Although these publications have already generated debate (Gieve,
1998; Raimes & Zamel, 1997; Spack, 1997; Zamel, 1997), the political
implications of excluding critical thinking while recommending uncriti-
cal teaching of discipline-specific skills and genres have not been
explored. Nor has the charge that teaching critical thinking “impos[es]
on all students one way of ordering or making sense of the world”
(Ramanathan & Kaplan, 1996b, p. 230), a contradiction to the claim—
also appearing in this literature—that critical teaching cannot be taught.


In this article, after examining the major claims and political implica-
tions of the literature opposing critical thinking, I summarize some of
the published responses. Especially relevant to this article’s ideological
concerns is Gieve’s (1998) presentation of the differences between
monologic critical thinking (informal logic) and dialogic critical think-
ing (social awareness/dissent), making crucial distinctions where Atkinson
(1997), Atkinson and Ramanathan (1995), and Ramanathan and Kaplan
(1996a, 1996b) have blurred lines. Moving from theory to practice, I
then examine part of a classroom discussion of the 1998 murder of
Matthew Shepard, a gay U.S. college student. This example shows that
dialogic critical thinking—expanding students’ understanding beyond
what they may have already considered to promote tolerance and social
justice—can and should be taught.


1 Ramanathan and Kaplan (1996b) describe teaching critical thinking as “1) developing
students’ sense of informal logic toward strengthening their reasoning strategies; 2) developing
and refining problem-solving skills; 3) developing the ability to look for hidden assumptions
and fallacies in arguments” (p. 226). Atkinson (1997) reviews the literature on critical thinking
and concludes that it is a “social practice” (p. 73) characteristic of U.S. middle-class thinking.
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NOT TEACHING CRITICAL THINKING:
A POLITICAL CHOICE


Atkinson (1997), Atkinson and Ramanathan (1995), and Ramanathan
and Kaplan (1996a, 1996b) share the view that critical thinking is
acquired through an unconscious process of socialization during child-
hood and that it cannot, therefore, be taught in schools, especially at the
postsecondary level. They also believe that native-English-speaking stu-
dents enrolled in U.S. colleges have been socialized as critical thinkers
whereas their nonnative-speaking counterparts enrolled in those institu-
tions may not have been. So, according to these authors, nonnative-
speaking students should not be asked to engage in critical reading and
writing tasks because “L1 students are better prepared to handle them
than L2 students” (Ramanathan & Kaplan, 1996b, p. 231). The argu-
ment that critical thinking is harder for L2 students than for L1 students,
if not impossible for the former group, appears frequently in these
authors’ writing:


L2 student-writers, given their respective sociocultural and linguistic socializa-
tion practices, are more likely than native English speaking (NES students) to
encounter difficulty when being inducted into CT [critical thinking] courses
in freshman composition classes; they are not “ready” for CT courses in either
L1 and L2 writing classrooms. (Ramanathan & Kaplan, 1996b, p. 232)


Teaching strategies adopted in the [first-year L1] composition program tend
to assume a set of cultural norms that many NNS do not necessarily possess.
This partially explains the difficulty that many ESL students encounter in
their transition from L2 to L1 programs. (Ramanathan & Kaplan, 1996a,
p.␣ 23)


Perhaps the major problem with introducing such non-overt social practices
[critical thinking skills] into the classroom is that they are hard—if not
impossible—to teach. (Atkinson, 1997, p. 77)


However, while claiming that nonnative-speaking students are disad-
vantaged by their putative lack of socialization in critical thinking,
Ramanathan and Kaplan (1996b) also worry about students’ vulnerabil-
ity to teachers’ imposition of critical thinking. That is, they believe, on
the one hand, that critical thinking is difficult or impossible to teach
and, on the other, that it is too easy. Nonnative-speaking students are
portrayed, at once, as deterred by their cultural backgrounds from think-
ing critically and susceptible to its influence in U.S. university classes.


This contradiction is due in part to the belief that some types of
teaching impose a particular way of thinking on students whereas others
do not. Yet the imposition of discipline-specific skills and genres is no less
ideological than critical thinking or any way of teaching with its choice of
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topics, approach to inquiry, and so on. So, rather than seeking ways to
avoid imposing, those who oppose teaching critical thinking might ask,
How is my teaching driven by my ideology? Instead, by not acknowledg-
ing that their choice to reject critical thinking is as political as deciding
to be a critical teacher, the authors can tacitly claim neutrality for their
position.


 Although the opponents of critical thinking do not discuss their
choices from an ideological viewpoint, Atkinson (1998) outlines a clear
political position. In a response to his critics, Atkinson states his belief
that for humans to become aware of how they think would lead to
“disastrous consequences; mundane life can proceed only when its vast
tacit machinery remains by and large under wraps” (p. 133). In taking
this position, Atkinson excludes students from examining their thinking
and behavior and possibly challenging the status quo. Critical teachers
take an opposing political position, encouraging students to consider
and question processes of daily life so that their thinking and behavior
will be informed.


DISTINGUISHING MONOLOGIC AND
DIALOGIC CRITICAL THINKING


The literature opposing critical thinking has been challenged on
methodological and theoretical grounds. Raimes and Zamel (1997)
wonder how Ramanathan and Kaplan (1996a) selected and analyzed the
10 college composition textbooks for their study and why they recom-
mend discipline-based freshman composition for nonnative-speaking
students solely on the basis of an examination of textbooks rather than
on evidence of the benefits of such an approach. In addition, Raimes
and Zamel question the claim that L1 students have an easier time in
freshman composition classes than L2 students do, finding that both
groups are essentialized by this unsupported conclusion.


Zamel (1997) takes the concern about students further. Though not
denying that there may be conflicts between students’ prior experience
and the target culture, she points to what is left out when a deterministic
stance toward language and culture is adopted. What about the role of
race, class, and gender in identity formation? she asks. Why not examine
the complicated, and often positive, relationships between students’
home and target cultures rather than deciding a priori what is possible?
And what about basing conclusions on actual data, such as students’ talk
and writing, rather than on notions of students’ limitations?


Whereas Zamel (1997) challenges the reductive portrayal of nonnative-
speaking students, Gieve’s (1998) concerns are with Atkinson’s (1998)
characterization of critical thinking, agreeing that it is a social practice
but disagreeing that it is unconscious. Instead, critical thinking is
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“reflective social practice” (Gieve, 1998, p. 124), questioning and per-
haps changing conventional attitudes and practices rather than unwit-
tingly accepting the status quo. Along with positing consciousness as
central to critical thinking, Gieve also counters Atkinson’s claim that
critical thinking is a uniquely Western or U.S. middle-class phenomenon,
by distinguishing monologic and dialogic critical thinking. Monologic
critical thinking, on which U.S. skills-based school curricula are often
based, is “defined by the informal logic movement” (p. 126). Dialogic
critical thinking, on the other hand, is “a form of dialogical discourse in
which the taken-for-granted assumptions and presuppositions that lie
behind argumentation are uncovered, examined, and debated” (p. 125);
Gieve adds that this type of thinking is a powerful tool for dissent across
cultures and classes, not just in the West or among the middle class. Note
that Gieve’s description of dialogic critical thinking suggests the third
part of Ramanathan and Kaplan’s (1996b) definition of critical thinking:
“Developing the ability to look for hidden assumptions and fallacies in
everyday arguments” (p. 226). Left out of their definition, though, is the
dialogic exchange Gieve promotes: examining and debating assump-
tions. That is, dialogic critical thinking includes a thorough study and
consideration of various viewpoints. The opponents of critical thinking
overlook these features, portraying it instead as a monologic transmis-
sion of Western ways of thinking to impressionable students. Yet, as Spack
(1997) points out, students are not simply products of their home
cultures and passive recipients of the target culture; “they are also
creators of culture” (p. 772). That is, student agency is part of the L2
teaching and learning equation, as can be seen in the following example
of a classroom discussion among actively engaged students.


AN EXAMPLE OF DIALOGIC CRITICAL THINKING


Teaching critical thinking dialogically allows students to articulate
their unstated assumptions and consider a variety of views. However, the
goal is not just to exchange ideas but also to promote tolerance and
social justice, as the following description of part of a classroom
conversation shows. The discussion took place midsemester in an
English for academic purposes (EAP) reading class linked to an EAP
writing class and an introductory social sciences course. I chose to
introduce the murder of Matthew Shepard2 for a variety of reasons. First,


2 Matthew Shepard was an openly gay 22-year-old student enrolled at the University of
Wyoming, Laramie. On October 7, 1998, he went to a bar frequented by gay and straight
students and workers. Two young local men, Russell Henderson and Aaron McKinney, posing
as homosexuals, offered Shepard a ride. They drove him to an isolated rural area, tied him to
a fence, and beat, burned, and robbed him. Shepard was discovered 18 hours later, still tied up.
He died 5 days later.
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from an ideological viewpoint, I am committed to fighting injustice and
inequality in society and the classroom. Therefore, when this hate crime
was reported, I felt compelled to raise it with my students.


Second, there had been an on-line, universitywide discussion about
how to respond to the murder. Gay faculty stressed the importance of
“coming out” to students, mainly to create a safe climate for gay students
who may have been terrified by the brutal crime. Others offered
testimonials about the tolerant attitudes expressed by their students. And
one writing teacher wondered how to respond to blatantly homophobic
statements made by young men in her class in connection to the murder.
Missing were suggestions about how to go beyond initial reactions to
encourage sustained conversation in which a greater range and depth of
positions could be explored, a goal I hoped to achieve.


Third, a few young men in my class had previously mentioned using
physical violence when confronted about their race or ethnicity. There-
fore, I suspected they might find violence an acceptable way of dealing
with homosexuality and was prepared to help them question that
response. Finally, I did not assume that all of my students were necessar-
ily heterosexual and wanted to create a climate of acceptance so that
issues related to sexual orientation could be addressed.


Rather than summarize the entire discussion, I focus on one assump-
tion that emerged and was treated dialogically: that heterosexual men
are justified in responding to the presence of homosexual men with
anger or violence to assert a traditional notion of masculinity. This
assumption was initially unstated but was gradually articulated as the
discussion progressed, beginning with Joon’s3 dismissal of the topic when
I distributed a newspaper article about the murder: “That homo guy!” As
the students read it silently, he continued, muttering, “I hate that . . . .
Gay people . . . I’m gonna kill myself!” After discussing the disputed facts
of the Shepard murder, including whether Shepard had approached his
attackers at the bar or whether they had initiated conversation with him,
Roger told of once being approached by a gay coworker: “I wanted to
punch him, but I had to keep my job.” Then Eva told of being
approached by a gay woman at a dance club, allowing the students to
consider why Roger had felt threatened whereas Eva had not. Why had
he wanted to beat the guy up whereas she had laughed it off and even felt
flattered? Joon declared that if he were approached by a man, he would
beat him up. When asked why, he said that being admired by a man
would embarrass him, an important admission that led Roger to offer,
“You worry that it’s something about you. What do they see in me?”


These contributions were the beginning of a deeper consideration of
fear of homosexuality, including concerns about being perceived as gay


3 Students’ names are pseudonyms.
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and about becoming gay. Roger explained that beating up his coworker
would have proven to others that he was not gay. Returning to the
Shepard case, Lissa wondered whether his murderers had been moti-
vated by a need to resolve their own conflicted feelings: “Maybe they
couldn’t deal with him being so open and they were ashamed. ‘I’m a
macho cowboy man.’ Could they be hiding something?” Joon asked,
“Could someone change from being straight to being gay?” leading
Roger to offer more information about his coworker: He had been
married and had a child but had recently fallen in love with a man. Then
Roger shared his confusion about whether he should maintain a distance
from his coworker or accept him as a friend.


Two other men, one Sri Lankan and one Chinese, told of how they
had curtailed public affection toward male friends because of the fear of
being viewed as homosexual, in the context of U.S. homophobia. The
first no longer had dinner with male friends in restaurants as he had
done in Sri Lanka (“Some people might think we’re gay”), and the
second no longer held hands with male friends as he had done in China,
explaining that he had never heard of homosexuality before coming to
the United States. Several of the men animatedly discussed the loss of
closeness with their male friends as a result of these restrictions. The
women reported that they faced few such restrictions, pondering the
reasons for a greater tolerance of overt closeness between women than
between men in the United States.


During the discussion, I played two roles: conversation facilitator and,
more judiciously, intervener. As conversation facilitator, I listened, took
notes, and asked occasional questions to encourage elaboration. As
intervener, I asked the students to examine certain assumptions further.
That is, teaching critical thinking is neither an unguided free-for-all nor
a didactic lecture but a balance between extended student contributions
and gentle challenges by the teacher.


I intervened twice in this class discussion. In the first intervention, I
asked the students to question the assumption on which many of their
contributions seemed to be based: that homosexuals are primarily
interested in making sexual overtures to and converting heterosexuals.
Could this notion be based on fears some students had already raised
rather than on a real threat? I asked. My other challenge was to ask the
students to consider the social origins of their fears as well as alternatives
to killing or beating up someone as a way of dealing with those fears. The
two interventions were intended to connect the Shepard case, experi-
ences and concerns students had described, and more abstract notions
of tolerance and social justice.


This brief description shows that critical dialogue can help students
explore their views and those they might not have previously been
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exposed to. Although one lesson or course cannot wipe out homophobia
or other dangerous attitudes, the students in this class were asked to
consider alternatives to intolerance and violence as reactions to differ-
ence, values I communicate to all my students, knowing that they may or
may not choose to adopt them. Still, I note that, during the discussion,
the young men in my class who initially expressed contempt for
homosexuals concluded that their scorn was based in fear and embar-
rassment. That understanding may have been the first step toward a
greater appreciation of human complexity.


CONCLUSION


The current debate about critical thinking is not a harmless academic
exchange but a political discussion with serious implications about what
should and should not be taught in EAP and L2 composition classes.
EAP’s pragmatic ideology underlies the view that nonnative-speaking
students’ “immediate writing needs in their academic classes” (Atkinson
& Ramanathan, 1995, p. 560) should be the exclusive focus of instruc-
tion. A dialogic approach to critical thinking, on the other hand, does
not choose between immediate needs and the development of social
awareness, believing that they can and should be taught simultaneously.
A critical EAP teacher responds to the demands of content courses while
encouraging students to question academic life and society (Benesch,
1993, 1998, in press).


According to Atkinson (1998), the habitual activities and thoughts of
everyday life are better left “under wraps” (p. 133). By contrast, Brookfield
(1987), a self-proclaimed critical teacher, posits awareness as a central
feature of teaching:


When we become critical thinkers we develop an awareness of the assump-
tions under which we, and others, think and act. We learn to pay attention to
the context in which our actions and ideas are generated. We become
skeptical of quick-fix solutions, of single answers to problems, and of claims to
universal truth. We also become open to alternative ways of looking at, and
behaving in, the world. (p. ix)


Not only can critical thinking be taught through the encouragement
of greater awareness, but choosing not to teach critical thinking may
result in unquestioning acceptance of prevailing conditions, limiting
possibilities for dissent and change.
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Critical Discourse Analysis: Discourse
Acquisition and Discourse Practices


STEVE PRICE
Monash University


■ An important concern of critical approaches to language and lan-
guage learning is to go beyond simply describing conventions of lan-
guage form and use to show the ways in which such conventions are tied
to social relations of power. “Critical approaches differ from non-critical
approaches in not just describing discursive practices, but in showing
how discourse is shaped by relations of power and ideologies, and the
constructive effects discourse has upon social identities, social relations
and systems of knowledge and belief” (Fairclough, 1992b, p. 12). This
awareness of the ideological effects of discourse that critical analysis can
bring about can then, it is argued, lead to changes in discourse practices
that will result in greater social equality and justice (Fairclough, 1992a,
p.␣ 10).


As Widdowson (1998) points out, however, if all discourse is ideologi-
cal, then “ideological significance can never be discovered, for it is always
a function of a particular ideological partiality” (p. 149). Critical ap-
proaches, therefore, present a fundamental dilemma: On the one hand,
subjects (language users) are positioned by discourse or ideology
(Fairclough’s “constructive effects discourse has upon social identities,”
1992b, p. 12); on the other hand, subjects (language users) are supposed
to be able to use discourse to create a position of their choosing (an
awareness leading to greater social justice). That is, on the one hand,
ideology is seen as coercing subjects into certain social practices through
discourse; on the other hand, subjects are seen as capable of manipulat-
ing the code for their own interests. But if the subjects (or the possible
identities of the language user) are formed in discourse, where do
awareness and the possibility of interests independent of discourse come
from?


Widdowson (1995a, 1995b, 1996, 1998), in a series of critical articles
looking particularly at critical discourse analysis (CDA), argues that,
amongst other things, the work of Fairclough (1992a) and others
confuses language as social semiotic and language as social action:
“Textual data can be used as evidence for language systems as social
semiotic, or as evidence for language use as social action. But they are
not the same thing” (Widdowson, 1995a, p. 167). The confusion, he
suggests, is between encoded meanings and pragmatic meanings. The
semantics of the lexicogrammar must be linked to context as individuals
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negotiate and make sense of their world, and such links cannot be read
out of the code itself, however regular the patterns of language use may
appear: They are not intrinsic to the code but pragmatic. Thus, for
Widdowson, ideology must lie at the pragmatic level, for it is here that
social relations are enacted; and shared communication (though it is
related to code) is therefore not simply a function of code but rather is
anchored in shared realities (p. 165) to which discourse participants
index texts in similar ways.


In this report, I show the inadequacy both of Widdowson’s (1995a)
appeal to shared realities as the basis of shared meanings and of the
claims within CDA that a subject can become aware of and then
manipulate ideology in discourse. In fact, both Widdowson and CDA, in
their focus on awareness and ideological content, entrench a dichotomy
between subject and discourse, treating discourse as an object that can
be known in some objective way and consequently mastered. I suggest an
alternative understanding of the relationship between subject and dis-
course (and their mutual coproduction) in which discourse is seen as a
practice in which both discourse and subject are performatively realised.


From this point of view, discourse acquisition (a crucial matter for L2
education) is considered in terms of the ongoing social production of
discourse rather than in terms of the reproduction of socially established
but stable language forms and practices (see, e.g., Gee, 1996, p. 139).
Discourse acquisition needs to be concerned not with apparent regulari-
ties in the form of discourse as object of acquisition but rather with
engagement in the processes that sustain and transform discourses. The
transitory stability of any discourse is a function of the privileging and
marginalising of different heterogeneous elements that contribute to
that discourse at any given moment. Such stability is always intersubjectively
produced and is not explicable in terms of individual control and
intentions. Only in their intersubjective enactment, therefore—not in
any conformity to ideals of form or practice—do discourse and subject
acquire stability. Discourse acquisition must therefore be linked to
exploration of the instability disguised by the apparent stability of
discourses rather than to attempts to reproduce specific forms of stability
or, in critical approaches, to replace one stable discourse with another,
more equitable one.


SOCIAL DETERMINISM AND INDIVIDUAL AGENCY
IN LANGUAGE USE


Critical approaches to language are concerned with the ways in which
language in discourse maintains and reproduces social relations of
power. Fairclough (1992b) agrees with Foucault that “discourses do not
just reflect or represent social entities and realities, they construct or
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‘constitute’ them; different discourses constitute key entities in different
ways, and position people in different ways as social subjects” (pp. 3–4).
For Luke and Freebody (1997), “literate practices . . . are concomitants
of what is a social activity, one that is tied to institutional projects of
discipline and power . . . moulding, making and disciplining human
subjects, populaces, and communities” (p. 3). For Wallace (1992), “our
interpretations of texts are socially determined” (p. 67). “All texts
construct for their reader a reading position” (p. 68); every text has its
“ideal or model reader” (p. 68) and so constrains readers to read in
certain ways. Discourses, Wallace adds, are “ideologically determined
ways of talking or writing about persons, places, events or phenomena”
(p. 68). For Gee (1996), discourses “are always and everywhere social and
products of social histories” (p. viii).


These accounts suggest a determinism in which the subject takes up
and acts out the role prescribed for it by a discourse. Widdowson (1996)
rejects the view that individuals simply act out social roles. Although he
agrees that subjects are socialised into sets of beliefs and values—“a
Foucault concept of discourse”—that constrain the ways in which dis-
courses are realised, “they are not absolutely controlled by them” (p. 58).
He argues that “discourse in the Foucault sense, as ideological and
idealised social constraints, can only be activated through discourse in
[his] sense: through the pragmatics of individual interaction” (p. 59).


A tension exists between the social role–determining effects of dis-
course and individuals’ capacity to manipulate discourse to achieve their
own ends. In rebutting Widdowson’s (1995a, 1995b, 1996, 1998) claim
that he ignores the multiplicity of possible interpretations of texts,
Fairclough (1996) argues that diversity of interpretation is central to his
work, as is “the tension manifest in texts and discursive events between
the way in which social subjects are discursively determined and con-
structed on the one hand, and the creative discursive activity of social
subjects as agents of their own discourse on the other” (p. 50). Unfortu-
nately, he does not explain how such creativity can operate if social
subjects are discursively determined and constructed.


A problem here concerns how the reader-subject takes up the
allocated subject position. If, as the arguments above seem to imply,
discourse and subject positions are in a sense preestablished, then taking
up a position in discourse implies recognition of the discourse. But
surely recognition is possible only if one is already positioned in
accordance with the discourse. In assuming that a certain reading is
preestablished, CDA throws no light on how it is taken up, or acquired.1
The ideology and subject position enacted by a specific textual realisation


1 Henriques, Hollway, Urwin, Venn, and Walkerdine (1984, pp. 95–98) discuss precisely this
problem with the concept of interpellation into discourse, as conceptualised by Althusser (1971).







584 TESOL QUARTERLY


of a discourse can be read out of the text only if the language code is
treated as a social semiotic, in which meanings are a function of the
code.


Fairclough (1996) refutes Widdowson’s (1995a) assertion that CDA
equates text with discourse. Also rejecting Widdowson’s pragmatic focus,
Fairclough argues that ideologies can be understood only by looking at
the “patterns and variations in the social distribution, consumption and
interpretation of texts” (p. 50), not in individual texts and the specific
readings of them. Widdowson (1996, 1998) responds that Fairclough in
fact does not do this and that his analysis is of specific readings (i.e.,
interpretations) of texts or fragments of texts (1996, pp. 61–67; 1998, pp.
145–148). Unfortunately, this focus on text and specific readings in CDA
remains commonplace. Wallace (1992), for instance, suggests that “criti-
cal reading involves us in challenging the ideological content [italics
added] of texts as evidenced in their salient discourses” (p. 69). Clark
(1992), following Fowler, Hodge, Kress, and Trew (1979), suggests that
“it is possible to pin down in linguistic terms the underlying attitudes and
beliefs—or ideology—which are encoded in text” (p. 121).


But whether a subject will respond to a text as an “ideal reader,” taking
up the “preferred meaning” (Hall, 1980, cited in Janks & Ivanic, 1992,
p.␣ 307), remains problematic. This point is perhaps most evident in
readings by L2 learners. Indeed, the different intertextual links one
brings to a text, the different contexts under which one reads, and the
purposes for which one reads a text presumably implicate ideology and
power relations in any given reading in different ways. The meaning a
text will have cannot be prised out by linguistic analysis; meaning and
significance are not “always or only a reflex of linguistic signification”
(Widdowson, 1998, p. 143).


Widdowson’s (1995b, 1998) critique of CDA rests very much on this
point. He argues that in CDA “analysis is subordinated to interpretation”
and that consequently “your analysis will be a record of whatever partial
interpretation suits your own agenda” (1998, p. 149). Ideology is read
into text, not out of it (1995b, p. 515). Certain textual elements are
privileged over others in a rather unprincipled and self-interested way,
according to Widdowson (1998, pp. 143, 147, 149). Such an approach
might provide evidence of the “creative discursive activity of social
subjects as agents of their own discourse” Fairclough (1996, p. 50) speaks
of, but it subverts CDA’s assumption that readings are predictable and
ideologically specific. As I argue below, however, Widdowson’s own
position is also problematic.
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CDA AND AWARENESS OF WHAT?


The emphasis on awareness in critical approaches reaffirms the
dichotomy between language user as subject and discourse as object, as it
implies a knowing subject and a known object. Thus, CDA’s focus on
awareness privileges consciousness. According to Fairclough (1992a),
“consciousness is a precondition for the development of new practices
and conventions which can contribute to social emancipation” (p. 10).
But consciousness of what? In the terms of critical approaches, for a
person to become conscious of a discourse and its practices would entail
not so much immediate consciousness of a discourse itself but rather a
reconstruction of the discourse at the metadiscursive level. But if one
accepts the argument that discourses construct both the knower and
what is known (Fairclough, 1992b, pp. 3–4; Threadgold, 1997, p. 1), and
if, as Pennycook (1989) argues, knowledge is always interested, then the
consciousness of discourse advocated by CDA can only be a partial and
interested consciousness of a reconstruction of a discourse at a
metadiscursive level. One is neither in the discourse nor outside it;
rather, one is taking up a new position in a new (meta)discourse.
Practices and interventions based on such awareness would therefore not
necessarily have the subject-intended outcomes because, in important
respects, the discourse one intervenes in remains unknown. Such
awareness cannot provide mastery over a discourse.


Yet the instrumental view of discourse—that understanding provides a
tool for effective intervention—is prevalent in critical approaches. For
Janks and Ivanic (1992), critical language awareness seeks to provide
ways “in which relatively powerless groups can look after their own
interests and maintain their identity through language use” (p. 315). For
Clark (1992), the critical teaching of academic writing involves “empow-
erment” of students, providing them with “an awareness of the discourse
conventions of the community” (p. 118) and their consequent “emanci-
pation,” in which they “use the power gained to act” (p. 119) in their own
interests. Critical awareness provides the students “with opportunities to
decide whether to conform to the perceived norms or whether to draw
more creatively on their knowledge of them” (p. 119).


This view not only presents discourse as a discrete object that can in
some definitive sense be known and mastered but also takes subjects as
autonomous agents capable of bending and manipulating discourse to
fulfill their own intentions. However, if discourse constructs the subject
as well as its object (Fairclough, 1992b, pp. 3–4), then, as subjects engage
in discourses, they too will be transformed. Thus the idea that through
greater awareness “relatively powerless groups can look after their own
interests” ( Janks & Ivanic, 1992, p. 315) or can “decide whether to
conform to the perceived norms” (Clark, 1992, p. 119) of academic
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practices is questionable. From this objectivist view of discourse, to
respond to a discourse, subjects must have already acquired whatever is
necessary to so respond and understand it in the way suggested. But in
such acquisition, the subjects themselves will have acquired a new
position, new interests. This point is perhaps more transparent in
academic disciplinary discourses; conventions and practices may well be
given epistemological force, and engaging them is part of taking up the
discourse. Thus, a discourse does not simply oppose one’s interests, it
also constructs them. Janks and Ivanic’s notion of a subject’s autonomous
acts neglects to take into account the constitutive assumptions about
discourse that underlie critical approaches.


The treatment of discourse as determinable and manipulable implies
the presence of defining regularities and rules that govern language use.
But the status of any attributed rules is problematic. Thomas (1995)
distinguishes between rules, which are constitutive and apply to grammar,
and principles, which are regulative and apply to pragmatics (p. 104).
However, what grants rules and principles their force is unclear. At the
pragmatic level, implicature involves the flouting of Grice’s (1975)
maxims. According to Cook (1989), at the linguistic level “discourse
treats rules of grammar as a resource, conforming to them when it needs
to, but departing from them when it does not” (p. 7). The breaking of
both types of norms can be meaningful. That is, conformity to such
norms themselves is not a necessary condition for the successful produc-
tion of meaning. The acquisition of discourse thus needs to be linked to
the productive process that sustains such rules rather than to their
reproduction. Such knowledge about discourse, it can be argued, is the
retrospective construct of a metadiscourse and does not represent what
is constitutive.


Threadgold (1997) points out that “one does not analyse texts, one
rewrites them, one does not have an objective meta-language, one does
not use a theory, one performs one’s critique” (p. 1). Threadgold (1994)
also comments that “language theories, as well as language practices,
participate, albeit often unconsciously, in a power struggle to control
language and, by implication, literacies” (p. 24). The representation or
description of a discourse is partial and constructs a new object and
subject position, and the correspondence between this representation
and the actual use of or participation in discourse is problematic. As a
consequence, a metadiscourse about discourse must surely be an unreli-
able resource for instrumental intervention. Threadgold (1994) notes
that such analyses or representations “are themselves texts which have to
be read and interrogated in terms of their historical contextualisation”
(p. 24).


Thus there is no guarantee that the actions based upon such a
representation will have the effects desired; there is no guarantee that
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one’s discourse will not “go astray” (Threadgold, 1997, p. 103) and result
in unintended and unforeseen meanings. Instrumental mastery over
discourse, as presumed by CDA, seems untenable. If engagement with
and acquisition of discourse involves the reconstruction of subjects and
their interests, the distinction between discourse and subject becomes
less clear. A critique of discourse will also entail the critique and
transformation of the subject’s positions in the discourse. How one
might choose to place certain interests against a particular discourse and
its effects is unclear, yet it is precisely such choosing and consequent
actions that motivate the critical approach of, for instance, Janks and
Ivanic (1992) and Clark (1992).


PROBLEMS WITH WIDDOWSONIAN REALISM


For Widdowson (1995b), CDA engages not in an analysis of the
meanings of a discourse but in the attribution of them. Critical analysts
are engaged in interpretative acts that read ideology into discourse, not
out of it (p. 515). These interpretations are a function not of the texts
themselves but of the way these texts are linked to wider contexts. Thus,
he argues, discourses in the Foucaultian sense (sets of beliefs, values,
assumptions, ideologies; Widdowson, 1996, p. 58) are “abstract concepts”
that “can only be actualised through discourse as the pragmatic process
of meaning negotiation” (p. 59). However, given that such pragmatic
links between text and context are a function of many factors, for
instance, judgments concerning which aspects of text (see Widdowson,
1993) and which aspects of context to privilege, which formal and
content schemata to employ, and knowledge of how to make such links,
it is important to ask what guarantees that discourse participants will
interpret similarly.


For Widdowson (1995a), individuals’ meanings may converge if they
share a common reality. Individuals make the same judgments and
pragmatic links between code and context because they “have been
socialised into a particular reality and know how to use language to
indexically engage with it” (p. 164). He adds, “We achieve meaning by
indexical realisation, that is to say, by using language to engage
extra-linguistic reality,” and in this way “convergence of intention and
interpretation” (p. 165) is possible. That is, convergence is possible only
“where your reality corresponds to mine” (p. 165). But how, in fact, do
individuals’ realities correspond?


Widdowson’s (1995a) referential view of discourse seems caught up in
an objectivist fallacy similar to that in CDA’s focus on awareness. Reality
itself, it can be argued, is a discursive construction in the sense that
reality is the product of privileging elements of experience and the
environment over others and forging them into a coherent whole.
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Similarly, it is not the empirical presence of contextual elements but the
significance certain elements are given over others that triggers prag-
matic linking with code. Yet how one chooses among those elements is
problematic. Reality is therefore a product of the processing that typifies
discourse construction. Arbitration between elements is already a discur-
sive process, and the problematic issue for language learners is how such
a reality comes to be constructed for them such that they do make the
links Widdowson speaks of. He implies that such a reality precedes
discourse, making the production of discourse possible. However, reali-
ties can converge only when one already gives significance to certain
aspects of context over others. That is, the world is already constructed a
certain way; a certain discourse and subject position have already been
taken up. But, as Culler (1997) points out, “If we say that meaning is
context-bound, then we must add that context is boundless: there is no
determining in advance [italics added] what might count as relevant”
(p.␣ 67).


Although retrospective descriptions of what has taken place are
possible, these descriptions are partial and do not explain how a learner
came to take up such a reality and its discourse. Reality here is not an
empirically inert entity grounding discourse but a meaningful construc-
tion, intricately bound up with it. Thus a difficulty with Widdowson’s
(1995a) account, similar to the problems I have outlined with critical
approaches, is that it does not explain how one acquires a discourse or,
in his terms, how one recognises a new reality to which code can then be
indexed in new ways. In his argument, discourse is possible only because
one is already in a certain reality to which one learns to index code in
certain ways. Yet the acquisition of discourse is precisely about entering
into new realities. If acquisition depends upon already occupying a
certain reality—a habitus (Bourdieu, 1991), perhaps—then the issue of
change and of acquiring a new discourse remains a real problem.2


Individuals will be bound always to assimilate texts to discursive positions
or realities they already occupy. Widdowson (1998) sees such an implicit
dogmatism in CDA, which he accuses of “careful selection and partial
interpretation of whatever linguistic features suit [its] own ideological
position and disregarding the rest” (p. 147). But his own position implies
that such a dogmatic approach cannot be avoided.3


2 See Calhoun (1995, chap. 5) for a discussion of the problem of social change with
Bourdieu’s (1991) notion of habitus, which Calhoun argues is a theory of social reproduction
rather than of social transformation (p. 142).


3 Steiner (1989) points out how commentaries on texts tend to reduce them to already given
prejudices and beliefs. However, he argues, “there is language because there is ‘other’” (p. 137),
and the text needs to be able to make inroads into the reader. The point is an important one;
instead of a dogmatic interpretation of texts according to existing values and beliefs, discourse
acquisition is surely about being open to what is new and taking it up in some way.
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Thus, the grounding of shared meaning, in either the semiotic system
or shared realities, provides a stability and objectiveness to discourse
that, I suggest, is not a given but a construct itself. Rather than
grounding discourse, such a stability would appear to be the product of
discourse. Seeing discourse acquisition in terms of the subject’s media-
tion of objective meanings given through code or shared realities would
seem to result in a paradox: To recognise the discourse and the subject
position it offers or to enter into the appropriate reality, the subject must
always already be in the discourse making appropriate judgments.


DISCOURSE AS PRACTICE


I have questioned the idea that discourse is an objective entity over
which one can attain mastery. Rather than viewing discourse and the
subjects engaged in it as social products (as attaining fixed, social
characteristics), one might see both as constantly open to new forma-
tions, that is, in states of transformation and instability. Any attributed
form or stability is an objectifying retrospective construction, as are the
perceived realities in which discourses are embedded. Thus I suggest
that discourse acquisition is a matter of engagement in a productive
process rather than of mastery over and reproduction of constitutive
discourse properties. This production is performative in that subject,
discourse, and its reality are produced in the moment of instantiation.
The practice here is not a reproduction and perfecting of independently
existing ideal forms by an autonomous subject. The social, then, does
not simply produce discourse types over which subjects obtain mastery.
Rather, the social permeates the productive process itself. The represen-
tation of discourse and subject as objects of understanding privileges and
idealises certain elements over others and fails to capture the contingent
convergence of many elements at a unique moment in time and space in
which meaning is enacted.


The objective view of discourse subordinates discourse practice to
discourse representation. I suggest here, by contrast, that discourse
practice (which is what discourse acquisition entails) cannot be so
subordinated. In acquiring a discourse, one is engaged precisely in
taking up a new subject position, entering a new reality, occupying a new
discursive position as subject, and making new representations.4 The
subject does not simply mirror the social (or simply act out social roles;
Widdowson; 1996, p. 58); rather, individual actions are given a meaning


4 Breaking the bounds of existing discourses—that is, beginning to say what before could
not be said—is entailed in acquiring new ones. See Threadgold (1997, chap. 4) for a relevant
discussion.
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in a social context that is independent of individual intentions5 and
irreducible to individual consciousness.


Discourse acquisition can be seen as a matter of engagement in the
social production of such a discourse and its apparent rules instead of as
a matter of conforming to and reproducing the defining features of a
discourse object. The contingency of each instantiation of discourse
demands that the differences, as well as any discernible regularities
between such instantiations, be accorded value. Discourse reality and
subject are enacted only at the moment of instantiation. Thus perhaps,
as Brandt (1990) suggests, literacy (and discourse) “is not a matter of
learning how statements stick together but rather of how people stick
together through literate (or discursive) means” (p. 6). The descriptions
of discourse, which in critical approaches provide the key for interven-
tion, and the rules and conventions often seen as defining a discourse
and therefore as elements to be taught are in turn a metadiscursive
construction.6 The force of discourse, then, may lie in what is performed
by it, and this is not determined by what can be said about it or by subject
intentions.7 It is not mediated as such by the individual even though the
agency of the subject is crucial to discursive instantiation.


In speaking of the agent involved in instantiating discourse, a useful
distinction is that between identity and subject. Identity would be
equivalent to knowing agents that have intentions, that pragmatically
make meaning, and that attempt to master their discourse, whereas the
subject might be equated with the agent position taken up unwittingly—
that is, the position discovered retrospectively to have been taken up and
that is only retrospectively constructed as such. The subject always eludes
representation, for once so represented, it is reconstructed as the object
of a metadiscourse. The subjective moment of producing a discourse is
lost in its objective representation. However, the moment a metadiscourse


5 See Cameron’s (1998) comments on intention, to the effect that meanings cannot be
dependent upon intentions (p. 442). Only after meanings have been established can intentions
be inferred. A discussion of the sociocultural resources used to make inferences is central to her
article.


6 Threadgold (1997) comments that “we confuse the grammatics (the categories we borrow
to describe the ineffable experience of language itself) with the grammar that is language itself”
(p. 104).


7 Threadgold (1997), commenting on an Australian High Court decision, states that it
“perpetuates and affirms the same (social) structures” (p. 124) even though it seeks to counter
them. Also, in discussing a novel by Thomas Keneally, she attempts to show that although his
text is antiracist at the level of the ideational function, he “continues to articulate a discourse of
racism” (p. 182) at the level of the textual function. Although one may question whether
Threadgold’s account is any more than a construction of events, she also emphasises that
discourse is unwittingly reproduced because it is embodied. See also Kamler and Maclean
(1997) for a study of the acquisition of legal discourse by students in a law school and the role
of embodiment in this process. Embodiment can be linked to the performativity of discourse I
have alluded to.
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produces its object of analysis and critique, that object is also engaged in
a subjective enactment or performance that remains undisclosed by the
representation. In this respect, discursive representation never captures
the practice. Felman (1987) states that “there is a constitutive belated-
ness of the theory over the practice, the theory is always trying to catch
up with what it was the practice was really doing” (p. 24). The subject or
agent of practice is lost once it is constructed as a discursive object.


A TENTATIVE VIEW OF THE INTERSUBJECTIVE
CONSTITUTION OF PRACTICE


That practice eludes adequate representation is supported by the
approach Felman (1993) takes in her feminist critique of patriarchy and
the need to “exorcise the male mind that has been implanted within”
(p.␣ 5). Felman asks, “But from where should we exorcise this male mind,
if we ourselves are possessed by it?” (p. 5). Feminist reading cannot be a
matter of defending the feminist mind and convictions against the male
mind by stepping outside the male discourse and sustaining a conscious-
ness radically different to it (p. 5), because one is already in part at least
constituted by male discourse. In contrast to Gee, Hull, and Lankshear
(1996, p. 13), who support the view that a critique of discourse and
change is effective from without, Felman suggests that it must come from
within. Reading (the discursive act of making sense) has the potential to
liberate because “reading is a rather risky business whose outcome and
full consequences can never be known in advance” (p. 5). Felman asks,
“Does not reading involve one risk that, precisely, cannot be resisted: that
of finding in the text something one does not expect?” and adds that
“the danger with becoming a ‘resisting reader’ is that we end up resisting
reading” (p. 6), doing no more than imposing on a text/discourse our
own prejudices and preconceptions. I have already pointed out that
Widdowson (e.g., 1998, p. 151) sees this as a problem with CDA, but I
have also suggested that Widdowson’s own anchoring of discourse in
shared realities can be subjected to the same criticism.


Felman (1993) suggests that literature, and I have tried to show that
discourse, “cannot be subsumed by the cultural prejudices that traverse it
and by the ideologies its authors hold” (p. 6). The many factors that are
part of realising discourse (code, generic structure, context and links to
context, the reader’s purpose, and many others) ensure that objectively
discourse is unstable. The discourse and subject positions are a function
of the many heterogeneous forces at play at any given moment, a
heterogeneity that leaves the final outcome somewhat uncertain. The
construction of discourse types with characteristic features is a retrospec-
tive metadiscursive construct that privileges certain features over others
but does not adequately reflect the radical contingency of any actual
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instantiation of discourse.8 The task, as Felman suggests, is “not to resist
the text from the outside but rather to seek to trace within each text its
own resistance to itself” (p. 6). The act of critique itself, as a perform-
ance, has an emancipatory potential, for it entails a practice in which the
subject is repositioned. Theory is involved, but “it is utilising theory as
self-resistance”; it is in many respects “a resistance to theory” (p. 133).


Thus, Felman (1993) suggests, critique is not a matter of substituting
one discourse (e.g., feminist, counterideological) for another (e.g.,
masculine, ideological). Ideology lies precisely in the objectifying and
stabilising process rather than in the beliefs or meanings produced.
What is important, therefore, is the opening up of the difference within
a discourse. Discourse acquisition thus might be better understood not
in terms of leading learners to the reproduction of stable discourse types
but in terms of exploring the heterogeneity and other possible meanings
and realities that lie disguised beneath the apparent stability of the
meanings that present themselves. Thus, the act of critique itself is a
refusal or an act of resistance. In opening up new meanings and
discourses, one is neither what one was nor what one will become.


At the moment of practice, an agential subject exists that as yet has not
been attributed an identity. For Felman (1993), the act of reading and, I
would add, of acquiring a discourse entails the act of assuming this
difference. “Assuming, that is, not the false security of an ‘identity’ or a
substantial definition (however nonconformist or divergent) but the very
insecurity of a differential movement, which no ideology can fix and of
which no institutional affiliation can redeem the radical anxiety, in the
performance of an act that constantly—deliberately or unwittingly—
enacts our difference yet finally escapes our own control” (p. 10). Thus,
she adds, one is in the process of “finding out about oneself something
one is not a priori in possession of, of finding out, that is, what one does
not know what one has in effect become” (p. 11). In the discursive act,
therefore, learners do not yet know whom they will become or what
meaning their utterances will take on. These identities and meanings
find a subsequent definitiveness, but in a retrospectively and intersub-
jectively constituted space (p. 12).


CONCLUSION


Central to critical approaches is the social and discursive positioning
of subjects, yet also central is the assumption of autonomous subjects


8 Parallels could be made here to Scholes’ (1989) notion of centripetal and centrifugal
forces at work in reading—the former referring to the inclination for a reading to take on a
determinate sense, the latter to the endless interpretative possibilities of any given text—and
the consequent lack of definitiveness or stability of meaning this entails.
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that can use such discourses to realise their own intentions. Despite
Widdowson’s (1995a, 1995b, 1996, 1998) persuasive critique of a number
of aspects of critical approaches, I have argued that his account of
discourse also presupposes a positioned subject, which is a precondition
for the pragmatic realisation of discourse. How such positioning occurs
is unclear in critical approaches, and Widdowson’s critique does not
advance the understanding of this crucial issue.


I have argued that acquiring discourse is not a matter of mastering
defining characteristics of a discourse, for these characteristics only
become such when constructed by a metadiscourse. It is therefore the act
of construction itself that is crucial, and this act is contingent on ongoing
social and interpersonal processes and is not explicable solely in terms of
individual mastery of linguistic and social conventions. These conven-
tions are always open to change and to different interpretations. Mean-
ings are sustained not by intrinsic properties over which mastery can be
obtained but by extrinsic social processes that produce what a discourse
becomes. Such apparent intrinsic and stable features of discourses are
not empirical givens but discursive products of processes of the selection,
privileging, and marginalisation of elements.


In this view, the acquisition of discourse does not entail solely the
acquisition of determinate features of discourse but rather entails an
exploration of the heterogeneous forces at work in producing meanings.
This exploration, of course, is what critical approaches have in many
respects advocated. However, such critical reflection is not only a means
to social ends but is also crucial to the process of engagement with and
hence acquisition of discourse. Such critical reflection does not simply
serve subject interests; it reformulates them. Critical reflection is a
matter not of challenging conventions, for instance,9 but of engaging
with the processes that sustain such conventions and simultaneously
providing for the possibility of their transformation. Such engagement,
in which subjects themselves are reconstructed, becomes less a matter of
being for or against certain practices and more a matter of creating them
anew, of participating in constitutive practices.
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9 See, for example, Clark (1992, p. 135), who speaks of two categories of academic
conventions, those that can be flouted and those that cannot. I suggest that all conventions can
be flouted, but not just as one pleases. It is not a choice as such but the engagement with (not
mastery over) the processes that produces discourse and conventions one way or another.
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Accents, Ebonics, and Crossing: Thinking About
Language, Race Relations, and Discrimination


English With an Accent: Language, Ideology and
Discrimination in the United States.
Rosina Lippi-Green. New York: Routledge, 1997. Pp. 286.


The Real Ebonics Debate: Power, Language, and the
Education of African-American Children.
Theresa Perry and Lisa Delpit (Eds.). Milwaukee, WI: Rethinking
Schools, 1997; Boston: Beacon Press, 1998. Pp. 227.


Crossing: Language and Ethnicity Among Adolescents.
Ben Rampton. London: Longman, 1995. Pp. 384.


You may have dark skin, we tell them, but you must not sound Black.


You can wear a yarmulke if it is important to you as a Jew, but lose the
accent.


Maybe you come from the Ukraine, but can’t you speak real English?


If you just didn’t sound so corn-pone, people would take you seriously.


You’re the best salesperson we’ve got, but must you sound gay on the
phone? (English With an Accent, pp. 63–64)


■ In my first teacher education class of the year, I asked my students to
think back to their adolescence and answer the question, “What made
you different from everybody else?” A Black student answered, “Being a
foreign student.” Explaining further, she told us that she had been born
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in Jamaica, emigrated to England, and arrived in the small Canadian city
of London, Ontario, as a Black teenager with a British accent. The
accent, she said, made her different from other students in her classes,
who spoke Canadian English, and was a surprise to her teachers, who did
not expect her to speak English the way she did. A White student from
Newfoundland, an economically depressed Canadian province located
on the East Coast of the country, continued the discussion on language
and difference with a story of arriving in the city of Toronto as an
elementary student who spoke with a “Newfie”1 accent. She was told that
she did not speak English properly and was classified as having less
academic ability than her classmates who spoke a different regional
variety of Canadian English. Clearly, the way one speaks in school
matters.


This review article discusses three recent publications that speak to
the relationships that exist among language, race relations, and discrimi-
nation in the United States and Britain. As the opening quotation and
stories point out, particular attitudes toward language may result in
discrimination based on accent and dialect. Such discrimination, in turn,
supports and perpetuates unequal social structures and power relations
in society. This topic is taken up by Rosina Lippi-Green and by Theresa
Perry and Lisa Delpit, U.S. authors of the first two publications reviewed
here. In the third publication, Ben Rampton provides an entirely
different perspective with his analysis of the connections young people in
Britain are able to make across a variety of ethnic and racial locations by
using each others’ language.


ACCENTS


In English With an Accent, Lippi-Green discusses the way linguistic
discrimination manifests itself in the classroom, the court, the media,
and corporate culture. Of particular interest to TESOL Quarterly readers
is Lippi-Green’s examination of how the notions of nonaccent and
standard language are really myths used to justify social order, how
language ideology affects students in classrooms, how the news media
and the entertainment industry promote linguistic stereotyping, and
how employers discriminate on the basis of accent.


Leafing through the conference program at the 32nd Annual TESOL
Convention in 1998, I noticed a substantial number of presentations
focused on the project of “accent reduction.” Similarly, at the publisher’s


1 Newfie is a derogatory term for people from Newfoundland, who are often stereotyped as
slow or stupid and are the victims of a large number of jokes. I use the derogatory term in
quotation marks here to illustrate how my student from Newfoundland had internalized the
term and used it to describe the way she spoke as a child.
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display there were demonstrations of sophisticated—and expensive—
audio and computer programs to help ESL teachers and students
“eliminate their accent.” In chapter 2, “The Myth of the Non-Accent,”
Lippi-Green challenges the effectiveness of this project by arguing that it
is not possible to substitute one phonology (accent) for another consis-
tently and permanently. She also raises questions about the politics and
morality of such work when she points out an implied promise underly-
ing accent elimination and reduction projects: Sound like us, and
success will be yours. Doors will open, barriers will disappear (p. 50). For
Lippi-Green, such a promise has two associated problems. First, the
claim that it is possible to eliminate an accent is unfounded. It is
“reminiscent of magic creams to remove cellulite and electromagnetic
belts to make undersized children grow” (p. 50). Secondly, the promise
implies that discrimination is purely a matter of language and that it is
primarily the “right” accent that stands between marginalized social
groups and a world free of racism and prejudicial treatment. Such a view
is naive and does not take into account the way race structures access to
resources in North America. Importantly, Lippi-Green argues that accent
now serves as a point of gatekeeping because “we [Americans] are
forbidden, by law and social custom and perhaps by a prevailing sense of
what is morally and ethically right, from using race, ethnicity, homeland
or economics more directly” (p. 64). Because it is illegal to discriminate
on the basis of race, accent becomes “a litmus test for exclusion” (p. 64).
(For further discussion on how inequality is reproduced on the basis of
race and language in education, see Amin, 1997; Banks & Banks, 1989;
Cummins, 1994; Nieto, 1992; Sleeter & Grant, 1988; Tang, 1997.)


Moving to the topic of standard languages, Lippi-Green argues that
dominant institutions in the United States promote a standard language
that is primarily White, upper middle class, and midwestern. She then
goes on to illustrate the ways in which nonstandard varieties of American
English are devalued, the processes by which they are devalued, and the
devastating impact such devaluation has on users of nonstandard En-
glish. Standard English is introduced by the schools, promoted by the
media, and further institutionalized by the corporate sector. It is under-
scored by the entertainment industry (the chapter on this subject, “What
We Learn From [Disney’s] Big Bad Wolf,” was my favorite) and under-
written by the judicial system. As a result, not many people recognize that
variation in spoken language is systematic, structured, and inherent. Nor
do many realize that the idea of a national standard language (like the
idea of nonaccent) is an abstraction, a myth that is used to justify the
existing social order. Such information is crucial for ESL teachers who
need to make decisions around which varieties of spoken and written
English they will use, encourage, and teach in their classrooms (for a
thoughtful discussion of such decision making, see Delpit, 1995).
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EBONICS


In the United States, the complexity of thinking through decisions on
the varieties of English taught in schools has come to light through
recent debates on whether students who come to school speaking
African American Vernacular English should use that language in the
classroom. Perry and Delpit take on this subject in The Real Ebonics Debate:
Power, Language and the Education of African-American Children, originally
published as a special issue of Rethinking Schools (Vol. 12, No. 1, 1997).
The editors of this nonprofit, independent U.S. newspaper think of their
publication as an activist publication that encourages teachers, parents,
and students to become involved in the reform movement to build
quality public schools for all children in the United States.2


The issue begins with two introductory articles by Guest Editors Perry
and Delpit. In “I ‘on Know Why They Be Trippin’,” Perry talks about why
some educators see Ebonics as the home and community language of
African American children and believe that it should be affirmed,
maintained, and used in schools to help African American children
acquire fluency in the standard code. She also discusses how mainstream
media in the United States misrepresent decisions to use Ebonics in the
classroom by portraying them as decisions to abandon the teaching of
standard English. In “Ebonics and Cultural Responsive Instruction,”
Delpit discusses what teachers who work with African American children
might do in their classrooms. Taken together, the articles offer much for
teachers to think about as they make their own decisions on how best to
help their students develop literacy skills in English.


Understanding the ways that this decision is often represented in
mainstream institutions like the media is crucial for teachers who decide
to use Ebonics (or any language other than standard English) in their
classrooms, as such teachers will likely be called upon to justify their
pedagogy (see Auerbach, 1993). The topics of other articles about
classroom practice include embracing Ebonics and teaching standard
English, using literature from African American children’s roots, and
teaching teachers about African American communication. For those
readers who are not teachers but are interested in understanding more
about Ebonics, Perry and Delpit offer six articles in a section called
“What Is Ebonics?” This section includes a reprint of Baldwin’s (1979)
letter to the editor published in the New York Times, “If Black English Isn’t
a Language, Then Tell Me, What Is?” The Real Ebonics Debate concludes
with personal essays by two African American women, Joyce Hope Scott


2 The Real Ebonics Debate is available from Rethinking Schools, 1001 E. Keefe Avenue,
Milwaukee, WI 53212 USA; telephone 1-800-669-4192; http://www.rethinkingschools.org; e-mail
webrs@execpc.com.
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and Beverly Jean Smith, on how issues of language and education have
affected their lives.


CROSSING


Moving outside the classroom, Rampton’s sociolinguistic research
into adolescent friendship groups in one neighbourhood in the South
Midlands of England focuses on the issue of language crossing—the use of
Punjabi by young people of Anglo- and Afro-Caribbean descent, the use
of Creole by Anglos and Panjabis, and the use of stylized Indian English
by all three groups. With its emphasis on the connections that young
people make by using each others’ languages, Crossing: Language and
Ethnicity Among Adolescents is of interest to TESOL Quarterly readers for its
analysis of how far and in what ways language sharing and exchange help
overcome race stratification and contribute to a new sense of a racially
mixed community. Also of interest is what it has to say about the value of
languages other than English for adolescents living in multiracial urban
communities. Many educators believe that the integration of immigrant
families into English-speaking countries and schools is best facilitated by
the learning of English. And, indeed, like Lippi-Green, Rampton demon-
strates that at school Creole, Panjabi, and Asian English occupied a
position subordinate to that of standard English. However, Rampton also
demonstrates that outside the classroom, within expressive youth cul-
ture—that is, within drama, popular music, sound-system culture, and
bhangra (a form of dance music that originated in the Panjab and that
integrated a range of popular musical influences, including hip-hop, in
its transposition to the West)—Creole had a very high status. The use of
Panjabi was also valued.


Generally speaking, both bhangra and sound-system culture involved com-
petitive hierarchies in which adolescents of Asian and Afro-Caribbean descent
did not readily cede advantage to outsiders . . . . aspirant Panjabi and Creole
crossers were novices, engaged not in “downward” but in “upward” conver-
gence toward what were now plainly prestigious varieties. (p. 11)


Methodologically, Rampton’s study of language in multiracial urban
youth culture builds upon the work of ethnographic sociolinguists
(Gumperz, 1982a, 1982b; Hymes, 1972a, 1972b). Theoretically, his work
departs from two key British texts: Hewitt’s (1986) study, White Talk, Black
Talk, and Gilroy’s (1987) cultural history, There Ain’t No Black in the Union
Jack. This foundation in both sociolinguistics and sociology allows
Rampton to place his linguistic analysis within an analysis of larger
historical, economic, cultural, and political processes at work in contem-
porary Britain. Such an interdisciplinary approach and analysis is an
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excellent model for other researchers trying to better understand the
complicated relationships among race, class, language, and multiracial
community.


LANGUAGE, RACE RELATIONS, AND THE TEACHING OF ESL


Clearly, Lippi-Green, Perry and Delpit, and Rampton come to their
questions of language, race relations, and discrimination from different
starting points. Writing for public education activists, Perry and Delpit
focus their inquiry on the subject of one particular language policy
debate—Ebonics—and use their work to educate readers on the intrica-
cies of that debate and its implications for antiracist education of African
American children in the United States. Linguists Lippi-Green and
Rampton link their research to questions, issues, and theories in the field
of (applied) linguistics as well as to work in other fields (e.g., cultural
studies, education, law, media studies, and sociology). Whereas Lippi-
Green focuses on questions of institutionalized racism and discrimina-
tion, Rampton’s interest centres on questions of identity and the ways in
which language crossing (over flexible, shifting linguistic boundaries)
can, in some instances, provide multiracial youth with new ways of
establishing community across racial differences.


Despite their different starting points, the authors of all three works
send a common message to us as ESL educators: They ask us to think
about the ways relations of power or authority show up in ESL class-
rooms. In an important article entitled “The Politics of the ESL Class-
room: Issues of Power in Pedagogical Choices,” critical ESL educator
Auerbach (1995) suggests that although issues of power and politics are
generally seen as important in language policy and planning initiatives,
educators often view classrooms as places that are insulated from
external political concerns. Lippi-Green, Perry and Delpit, and Rampton
show that the dynamics of power and domination are part of classroom
life and the pedagogical decisions that ESL teachers make on behalf of
their students.


 Lippi-Green’s work, for example, pushes us to question the assump-
tions underlying our pedagogy around pronunciation classes. Why do we
hold pronunciation classes? What do we hope for our students? What do
our students hope for themselves? What are we promising students who
enroll in our pronunciation classes? What promises can we actually
deliver on? If our students—who already speak fluent English—tell us
that they are enrolled in our class to lose their accent and learn to speak
like “native speakers”3 so that they can get promoted at work, and we


3 See Leung, Harris, and Rampton (1997) for an important perspective on the ways the
notion of native speaker is no longer pedagogically relevant for ESL educators. As replacements
the authors suggest the notions of language expertise, language inheritance, and language affiliation.
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know that it is not possible to substitute an accent for another in a
permanent and consistent way, what kind of pronunciation work, if any,
might be valuable to them? If, because of linguistic discrimination in
their workplaces, no amount of pronunciation work will help them get
promoted, what other pedagogical choices can we make that might help
students challenge linguistic barriers at work? Would reading and talking
about linguistic discrimination in the workplace—using the students’
own experiences and materials created from the discussions in Lippi-
Green’s work—help students prepare for promotion differently? Would
educating employers (through letters, conversations, and workshops)
about the myths of accent and standard language ideology be helpful?


 Similarly, Perry and Delpit’s work asks us to think carefully about the
question of which language (varieties) we want students to use in our
classrooms. As Auerbach (1995) suggests, many ESL teachers believe that
(so-called standard) English is the only acceptable language for commu-
nication in their classrooms and have developed elaborate games,
signals, and penalty systems to enforce the use of English only. Like
Auerbach, Perry and Delpit ask us to think about where these beliefs
come from, what we understand and do not understand about our
students’ (and their families’) language choices, and how the media’s
views on different language practices and policies have informed our
own views.


Finally, Rampton reminds us that our students have lives and negoti-
ate all kinds of different (linguistic) spaces outside our classroom.
Although our students’ progress in acquiring English in our classroom is
what preoccupies us, it is not necessarily what preoccupies them. To
develop effective curriculum and pedagogy, ESL educators need to learn
in which ways English language learning is useful, engaging, and
empowering for students and in which ways it is not (see Goldstein, 1997,
for another example of such work). We also need to become aware of the
tensions that might arise when our students’ use of each other’s
language(s) is seen as appropriation—and, thus, as adversarial—rather
than as crossing and connecting. Tensions arising over language prac-
tices work against the building of community that many ESL educators
try to develop in their classrooms. Understanding how such tensions are
created is key in dealing with them in classrooms through reflection and
dialogue.


CONCLUSION


Issues of power, race relations, and discrimination are embedded in
both the content and the processes of ESL pedagogy. The more that we
as ESL teachers understand about the relationships between language,
race, identity, and discrimination both outside and inside our classrooms,
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the more effective our work with learners will be. From their various
starting points and standpoints, Lippi-Green, Perry and Delpit, and
Rampton have given us much to think about as we strive to develop
relevant, empowering curriculum and pedagogy for our racially diverse
classrooms.
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The ESL Classroom: Teaching, Critical Practice,
and Community Development.
Brian Morgan. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1998. Pp. 167.


■ It is a pleasure to read a book that is not only interesting and insightful
but also stylistically engaging. With a skillful integration of theory and
practice, Morgan extends an invitation to readers to enter the world of
ideas, classrooms, and communities. The ESL Classroom: Teaching, Critical
Practice, and Community Development is in many respects unique in the field
of TESOL. It is written by an ESL teacher for other ESL teachers, but it
speaks with eloquence to researchers, theorists, and administrators in
the wider educational community.


The key concepts in the book are introduced in the first of seven
chapters, in which Morgan locates his work firmly within the context of
critical ESL pedagogy: “In addition to teaching language structure, we
might explore how language is used to STRUCTURE expectation,
participation, and exclusion in our society” (pp. 5–6). He points out that
critical language teaching is underrepresented in the field of ESL,
offering three reasons to explain its ambivalent status. First, he argues,
many ESL teachers are reluctant to address questions of social power in
their classrooms, taking the position that the teaching of language is a
neutral activity. “I teach ESL, not politics,” is the common cry. Morgan
contends, however, that giving priority to structures and functions is itself
a form of politics that regulates students’ expectations in covert ways.
Second, he makes the point that published work on ESL classroom
practices is frequently relegated to brief “in the classroom” sections,
which offer little opportunity for critical reflection and comprehensive
theorizing. As a result, critical ESL pedagogy appears to take place in a
theoretical vacuum that is ungrounded in the foundations of the
profession. Third, he notes that the history of the development of ESL as
a profession has privileged linguistic description over the social sciences,
reinforcing a hierarchy in which experts discover so-called truths about
language while practitioners apply such findings irrespective of their
local sociopolitical conditions.


Chapters 2–6, which constitute the bulk of the book, represent
Morgan’s response to these three issues, drawing as they do on critical
teaching practices in his own classrooms. Morgan demonstrates convinc-
ingly that the teaching of language is not a neutral activity, that reflection
and theorizing are integral to critical practice, and that practitioners
have much to tell experts about the truths of language. Consistent with
the goal of addressing teachers, each of the five chapters is centered
around a different theme to provide a comprehensive account of the
planning and evolution of a series of lessons, complete with teacher’s
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notes, reading extracts, dialogues, and student writing. However, the
lesson plans do not offer a set of recipes for teachers. By drawing on an
extensive body of theory, research, and practice, Morgan avoids the
oversimplification associated with many “how-to” ESL teaching manuals.
In addition to helpful suggestions for practice, the lesson plans provide
insight into the rich sociocultural context that made Morgan’s lessons
engaging for a particular group of students at a given time and place.
Furthermore, Morgan does not shy away from interrogating his own
complex relationship not only to his students but also to the theory he
draws on. Thus, although he questions on more than one occasion
whether his pedagogy may inadvertently silence some of his students, he
also acknowledges his “outsider” (p. 113) status in debates on feminist
pedagogy.


The themes covered in chapters 2–6 are contemporary issues that
affect the lives of the adult immigrants that Morgan teaches in Toronto,
Canada. The reader is transported back to the Gulf War, to the changing
world of work, to community policing issues, and to environmental
challenges. What is particularly noteworthy is the way Morgan seamlessly
weaves more traditional aspects of the ESL classroom—grammar, vo-
cabulary, phonetics—into these lessons. In one lesson on the Gulf War,
for example, Morgan was able to focus on differences between the
denotative and connotative meanings of words. In another lesson on the
changing role of women in society, Morgan was able to demonstrate how
different intonation patterns can assume very different social relation-
ships. The teacher’s notes offer particularly useful insights on the
strengths and limitations of his various classroom exercises. ESL teachers
will identify closely with the realities of Morgan’s classrooms and will
find␣ his reflections at once pedagogically reassuring and theoretically
challenging.


In chapter 7, the final chapter, Morgan considers the implications of
his work for both theorists and practitioners. He argues that theorists
cannot be complacent about their influence on classroom practice: ESL
teachers frequently do not have the resources to attend ESL conferences
and are sometimes suspicious of ESL theories developed by people who
are remote from the classroom. He argues, conversely, that even though
practitioners actively engage in theorizing about their day-to-day prac-
tice, they should be encouraged to enter more vigorously into public
debates on ESL and claim an equal footing with ESL theorists.


Both Pennycook (1989) and Norton (1997) have made the argument
that the world of language education is characterized by an inequitable
relationship between predominantly male theorists, on the one hand,
and predominantly female practitioners, on the other. Morgan’s work is
a welcome counterexample to this trend, collapsing as it does the
dichotomies between theory and practice. Moreover, at a time when
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debates on critical ESL pedagogy have outdistanced the realities of
classroom practice, Morgan’s book effectively addresses the perennial
question, “But how do you do critical work in ESL?”
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Errata


In the review of Productive Instructional Practices for English-Language
Learners: Guiding Principles and Examples From Research-Based Practice (Vol.
33, No. 2, p. 306), the authors’ names should have been given as Russell
Gersten, Scott K. Baker, and Susan Unok Marks. The reviewer’s name
should have been given on p. 307 as Fernando Pólito.


We regret the errors.
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readership.
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20090-2984 USA. Orders from the United Kingdom, Europe, Africa, or
the Middle East should be sent to American Psychological Association,
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3. Authors of full-length articles, Brief Reports and Summaries, and Forum
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5. Manuscripts submitted to TESOL Quarterly cannot be returned to
authors. Authors should be sure to keep a copy for themselves.
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by the author(s) that is similar in content to that of the manuscript.


8. The Editor of TESOL Quarterly reserves the right to make editorial
changes in any manuscript accepted for publication to enhance clarity
or style. The author will be consulted only if the editing has been
substantial.


9. The views expressed by contributors to TESOL Quarterly do not necessar-
ily reflect those of the Editor, the Editorial Advisory Board, or TESOL.
Material published in the Quarterly should not be construed to have the
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TESOL Quarterly expects authors to adhere to ethical and legal standards for
work with human subjects. Although we are aware that such standards vary
among institutions and countries, we require authors and contributors to
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meet, as a minimum, the conditions detailed below before submitting a
manuscript for review. TESOL recognizes that some institutions may require
research proposals to satisfy additional requirements. If you wish to discuss
whether or how your study met these guidelines, you may e-mail the
managing editor of TESOL publications at tq@tesol.edu or call 703-535-7852.


As an author, you will be asked to sign a statement indicating that you have
complied with Option A or Option B before TESOL will publish your work.
A. You have followed the human subjects review procedure established by


your institution.
B. If you are not bound by an institutional review process, or if it does not


meet the requirements outlined below, you have complied with the
following conditions.


Participation in the Research
1. You have informed participants in your study, sample, class, group, or


program that you will be conducting research in which they will be the
participants or that you would like to write about them for publication.


2. You have given each participant a clear statement of the purpose of your
research or the basic outline of what you would like to explore in
writing, making it clear that research and writing are dynamic activities
that may shift in focus as they occur.


3. You have explained the procedure you will follow in the research project
or the types of information you will be collecting for your writing.


4. You have explained that participation is voluntary, that there is no
penalty for refusing to participate, and that the participants may
withdraw at any time without penalty.


5. You have explained to participants if and how their confidentiality will
be protected.


6. You have given participants sufficient contact information that they can
reach you for answers to questions regarding the research.


7. You have explained to participants any foreseeable risks and discomforts
involved in agreeing to cooperate (e.g., seeing work with errors in
print).


8. You have explained to participants any possible direct benefits of
participating (e.g., receiving a copy of the article or chapter).


9. You have obtained from each participant (or from the participant’s
parent or guardian) a signed consent form that sets out the terms of
your agreement with the participants and have kept these forms on file
(TESOL will not ask to see them).


Consent to Publish Student Work
10. If you will be collecting samples of student work with the intention of


publishing them, either anonymously or with attribution, you have
made that clear to the participants in writing.
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11. If the sample of student work (e.g., a signed drawing or signed piece of
writing) will be published with the student’s real name visible, you have
obtained a signed consent form and will include that form when you
submit your manuscript for review and editing.


12. If your research or writing involves minors (persons under age 18), you
have supplied and obtained signed separate informed consent forms
from the parent or guardian and from the minor, if he or she is old
enough to read, understand, and sign the form.


13. If you are working with participants who do not speak English well or are
intellectually disabled, you have written the consent forms in a language
that the participant or the participant’s guardian can understand.


Statistical Guidelines
Because of the educational role the Quarterly plays modeling research in the
field, it is of particular concern that published research articles meet high
statistical standards. In order to support this goal, the following guidelines
are provided.


Reporting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should be explained
clearly and in enough detail that it would be possible to replicate the design
of the study on the basis of the information provided in the article. Likewise,
the study should include sufficient information to allow readers to evaluate
the claims made by the author. In order to accommodate both of these
requirements, authors of statistical studies should present the following.


1. a clear statement of the research questions and the hypotheses that are
being examined;


2. descriptive statistics, including the means, standard deviations, and
sample sizes, necessary for the reader to correctly interpret and evaluate
any inferential statistics;


3. appropriate types of reliability and validity of any tests, ratings, ques-
tionnaires, and so on;


4. graphs and charts that help explain the results;
5. clear and careful descriptions of the instruments used and the types of


intervention employed in the study;
6. explicit identifications of dependent, independent, moderator, inter-


vening, and control variables;
7. complete source tables for statistical tests;
8. discussions of how the assumptions underlying the research design were


met, assumptions such as random selection and assignment of subjects
and sufficiently large sample sizes so that the results are stable;


9. tests of the assumptions of any statistical tests, when appropriate; and
10. realistic interpretations of the statistical significance of the results


keeping in mind that the meaningfulness of the results is a separate and
important issue, especially for correlation.
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Conducting the analyses. Quantitative studies submitted to TESOL Quarterly
should reflect a concern for controlling Type I and Type II error. Thus,
studies should avoid multiple t tests, multiple ANOVAs, and so on. However,
in the very few instances in which multiple tests might be employed, the
author should explain the effects of such use on the probability values in the
results. In reporting the statistical analyses, authors should choose one
significance level (usually .05) and report all results in terms of that level.
Likewise, studies should report effect size through such strength of associa-
tion measures as omega-squared or eta-squared along with beta (the
possibility of Type II error) whenever this may be important to interpreting
the significance of the results.


Interpreting the results. The results should be explained clearly and the
implications discussed such that readers without extensive training in the
use of statistics can understand them. Care should be taken in making causal
inferences from statistical results, and these should be avoided with correla-
tional studies. Results of the study should not be overinterpreted or
overgeneralized. Finally, alternative explanations of the results should be
discussed.


Qualitative Research Guidelines
To ensure that Quarterly articles model rigorous qualitative research, the
following guidelines are provided.


Conducting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should exhibit an
in-depth understanding of the philosophical perspectives and research
methodologies inherent in conducting qualitative research. Utilizing these
perspectives and methods in the course of conducting research helps to
ensure that studies are credible, valid, and dependable rather than impres-
sionistic and superficial. Reports of qualitative research should meet the
following criteria.


1. Data collection (as well as analyses and reporting) is aimed at uncovering
an emic perspective. In other words, the study focuses on research
participants’ perspectives and interpretations of behavior, events, and
situations rather than etic (outsider-imposed) categories, models, and
viewpoints.


2. Data collection strategies include prolonged engagement, persistent
observation, and triangulation. Researchers should conduct ongoing
observations over a sufficient period of time so as to build trust with
respondents, learn the culture (e.g., classroom, school, or community),
and check for misinformation introduced by both the researcher and
the researched. Triangulation involves the use of multiple methods and
sources such as participant-observation, informal and formal interviewing,
and collection of relevant or available documents.


Analyzing the data. Data analysis is also guided by the philosophy and
methods underlying qualitative research studies. The researcher should
engage in comprehensive data treatment in which data from all relevant
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sources are analyzed. In addition, many qualitative studies demand an
analytic inductive approach involving a cyclical process of data collection,
analysis (taking an emic perspective and utilizing the descriptive language
the respondents themselves use), creation of hypotheses, and testing of
hypotheses in further data collection.


Reporting the data. The researcher should generally provide “thick descrip-
tion” with sufficient detail to allow the reader to determine whether transfer
to other situations can be considered. Reports also should include the
following.


1. a description of the theoretical or conceptual framework that guides
research questions and interpretations;


2. a clear statement of the research questions;
3. a description of the research site, participants, procedures for ensuring


participant anonymity, and data collection strategies, and a description
of the roles of the researcher(s);


4. a description of a clear and salient organization of patterns found
through data analysis—reports of patterns should include representative
examples, not anecdotal information;


5. interpretations that exhibit a holistic perspective in which the author
traces the meaning of patterns across all the theoretically salient or
descriptively relevant micro- and macrocontexts in which they are
embedded;


6. interpretations and conclusions that provide evidence of grounded
theory and discussion of how this theory relates to current research/
theory in the field, including relevant citations—in other words, the
article should focus on the issues or behaviors that are salient to
participants and that not only reveal an in-depth understanding of the
situation studied but also suggest how it connects to current related
theories.
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Editor’s Note


I would like to take this opportunity to thank the Editorial Advisory Board
and additional readers for their conscientious work reviewing manuscripts
over the past year. These efforts play a critical role in the quality of papers
published in TESOL Quarterly. As we look toward the new millennium, it
appears that English language teaching and learning may affect even more
of the world’s population than it does today. Therefore, the quality of the
theory, research, and practice expressed through TESOL Quarterly remains
vital.


In This Issue


■ The topic of culture and TESOL that has been a thread through the past
several years in TESOL Quarterly is taken up again in this issue. Other articles
address issues in program evaluation from several different perspectives.


• Dwight Atkinson tackles the question of how culture is understood in
the TESOL profession. His examination of the perspectives toward
culture implicitly or explicitly expressed in recent TESOL Quarterly
articles concludes that different views of culture exist in the field—one
accepting of a commonsense notion of culture as shared values and
beliefs, another that moves away slightly from this perspective, and a
third that rejects the commonsense view in favor of alternative con-
cepts. Drawing on work in critical anthropology and cultural studies,
he reexamines the concept of culture to outline a “middle-ground”
perspective of culture intended to move the discussion forward.


• Laura Collins, Randall H. Halter, Patsy M. Lightbown, and Nina Spada
report the results of research investigating the effectiveness of three
types of ESL instruction in school programs in Quebec. Equivalent ESL
curricula were taught over the regular 10-month school year in
distributed programs, over a 5-month period in massed programs, and
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over a 5-month period along with extracurricular activities in English
in massed-plus programs. Results based on a sample of 700 students
indicated superior posttest outcomes from the massed and massed-plus
programs when students with similar pretest results were compared
across programs.


• Jo A. Lewkowicz and David Nunan describe their program evaluation
from a process perspective, identifying some of the limitations that
emerged as they attempted to operationalize the theoretical ideals of
collaborative evaluation. Their Hong Kong–based evaluation, which
attempted to involve multiple stakeholders, found factors working
against the desired process. Problems included personnel turnover, an
itinerant workforce, different perspectives about procedure and re-
ports, as well as conflicting agendas. These findings illuminate the
practical constraints operating in an attempt to conduct a collaborative
evaluation of an EFL program.


• Jeff Siegel summarizes and interprets research evaluating the use of
stigmatized varieties of language in classrooms. He reviews research
covering three approaches to classroom use of stigmatized varieties:
instrumental programs, in which the stigmatized variety is used for
teaching initial literacy and content subjects; accommodation pro-
grams, in which the variety is welcome in the classroom but not used
for instruction; and awareness programs, in which the variety is an
object of study. The research offers no support for the hypothesis that
the use of the stigmatized variety in the classroom interferes with
acquisition of the standard and, in fact, indicates that positive effects
are associated with programs using the stigmatized variety. In addition
to recognizing the affective benefits of valuing learners’ language
varieties in the classroom, Siegel accounts for these results on the basis
of psycholinguistic theory, which suggests the value of separate mental
representations for the two systems, and second language acquisition
theory, which hypothesizes the value of promoting awareness of
differences between the two systems.


Also in this issue:


• The Forum: Anthony Bruton comments on J. D. Brown and Thom
Hudson’s “The Alternatives in Language Assessment” (Vol. 32, No. 4,
Winter 1998). He raises questions about some of their definitions and
categories and suggests additional items that need to be taken up by
language testers. Brown and Hudson reply with some clarifications of
terms and definition of the scope of their paper.


• Craig Sower and Dwight Atkinson continue the discussion of critical
approaches to culture through their comments on Ryuko Kubota’s
“Japanese Culture Constructed by Discourses: Implications for Applied
Linguistics Research and ELT” (Vol. 33, No. 1, Spring 1999). Sower
and Atkinson each raise questions about Kubota’s discussion of the
need for critical multiculturalism, and Kubota responds to both.
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• Teaching Issues: Two conceptions of the construct of genre are
summarized to suggest implications for TESOL. Frances Christie looks
at genre theory and ESL teaching from a systemic functional perspec-
tive, and Aviva Freedman discusses genre from the perspective of
rhetorical genre studies.


• Book Reviews and Book Notices: Reviewers comment on four recent
books—A Cognitive Approach to Language Learning, English for Academic
Purposes: A Guide and Resource Book for Teachers, English and the Discourses
of Colonialism, and Non-Native Educators in English Language Teaching. Six
more are summarized in the Book Notices section.


Carol A. Chapelle
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TESOL and Culture*


DWIGHT ATKINSON
Temple University Japan


Culture is a central yet underexamined concept in TESOL. In compari-
son to other fields such as anthropology and cultural studies, there has
been little serious discussion and critique of the concept in TESOL over
the last two decades. This article offers a reassessment of the notion of
culture in TESOL, taking recent work in critical anthropology and
cultural studies, and to a lesser degree TESOL itself, as a starting point.
It proposes a revised view of culture that is intended to serve TESOL
practitioners into the 21st century, or that can at least provide a takeoff
point from which such a view may be developed.


Except for language, learning, and teaching, there is perhaps no more
important concept in the field of TESOL than culture. Implicitly or


explicitly, ESL teachers face it in everything they do. Yet there has been
remarkably little direct attention given to the notion of culture in
TESOL over the past 15 years. The 1991 volume of TESOL Quarterly, for
instance, devoted in part to describing major trends and concepts in the
field, featured no general discussion of the concept; and only 10
full-length articles in the journal over the past 15 years have included the
term (or alternate forms of the word) in their titles.


One possible interpretation of this trend is that the field in general
has adopted a received, commonsense view of culture that seems to
merit little discussion, as it is so widely held in academia and the world at
large. This appears in fact to be the case in several related fields, such as
cross-cultural communication and psychology. A second possibility is that
the standard notion of culture has fallen into such disrepute in recent
years that TESOL practitioners and theorists have gradually come to
eschew it largely or altogether, finding other concepts and categories—
such as identity and difference—by which to treat some of the phenomena
that were earlier dealt with under culture. This appears actually to be the
case in parts of cultural anthropology and cultural studies.


Whatever the truth in regard to general approach or approaches to


* An earlier version of this paper was presented as part of the Applied Language Speakers
Series of the English Department, Indiana University–Purdue University at Indianapolis.
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culture taken in TESOL, it seems clear that the concept needs to be
straightforwardly examined, and to the degree necessary modified or
even radically reformed, if TESOL is to remain vital and current in the
21st century. It is to such a purpose that I devote myself in this article—
to examine and, if necessary, to reformulate the notion of culture in
TESOL. At the least, I hope to stimulate more active discussion of the
concept, due to the fact that it is of such central importance in the field.


VIEWS OF CULTURE IN TESOL


Let me begin by considering further the two (perhaps extreme)
possibilities outlined above: (a) that a received view of culture generally
obtains in TESOL, or (b) that standard notions of culture have been
found to be outdated and useless in the field and are therefore either
being avoided or actively replaced by alternative, nonstandard views of
culture.


By received view, I am referring to a notion of culture(s) that sees them
in their most typical form as geographically (and quite often nationally)
distinct entities, as relatively unchanging and homogeneous, and as
all-encompassing systems of rules or norms that substantially determine
personal behavior. Anthropologists Gupta and Ferguson (1997) label a
view of culture(s) that incorporates some of these attributes the
people-and-cultures perspective—“the idea that a world of human differ-
ences is to be conceptualized as a diversity of separate societies, each with
its own culture” (p. 1); they further suggest that this view has fallen into
disrepute in anthropology. Another anthropologist, Appadurai (1996),
captures additional aspects of a received view, including its role in
masking unequal access to social goods and power:


[a received view of culture sees it as] some kind of object, thing, or substance,
whether physical or metaphysical . . . [which] appears to privilege the sort of
sharing, agreeing, and bounding that fly in the face of the facts of unequal
knowledge and the differential prestige of lifestyles, and to discourage
attention to the worldviews of those who are marginalized or dominated.
(p.␣ 12)


By both these definitions, the uncritical use of terms such as Japanese
culture or Hispanic culture, or the straightforward teaching of American
culture that many TESOL professionals are engaged in (Harklau, 1999),
signals the received view of culture that these anthropologists wish to
problematize.


By alternative, nonstandard views of culture, on the other hand, I am
referring to postmodernist-influenced concepts emanating from cri-
tiques of received views such as those cited above. Terms such as identity,







TESOL AND CULTURE 627


hybridity, essentialism, power, difference, agency, discourse, resistance, and
contestation have been used to describe and call into question more
traditional views of culture. So used, these terms indicate the shared
perspective that cultures are anything but homogeneous, all-encompassing
entities, and represent important concepts in a larger project: the
unveiling of the fissures, inequalities, disagreements, and cross-cutting
influences that exist in and around all cultural scenes, in order to banish
once and for all the idea that cultures are monolithic entities, or in some
cases anything important at all. The term culture is sometimes avoided by
those working in this vein as one that is so encumbered and compro-
mised as to be misleading or dangerous (Gupta & Ferguson, 1997;
Shore, 1996; Strauss & Quinn, 1997).


A reasonable way to begin evaluating the existence and popularity of
these different positions in TESOL is to examine full-length articles in
the last 15 complete volumes of TESOL Quarterly (i.e., 1984–1998) that
deal directly with the notion of culture. Although hardly constituting a
scientifically constructed corpus, the 10 full-length TESOL Quarterly
articles containing the word culture (or some variant form) in their titles
provide a convenient sample for present purposes. Results of this
examination reveal that these articles can be broken down into three
more or less distinct groups: those that appear to accept a received view
of culture with little or no comment (six articles); those that express
some reservations about traditional or received notions of culture but
nonetheless use the concept (two articles); and those that may substan-
tially question or eschew culture as a useful concept (two articles).


In the first group, five of the six articles—Hansen (1984), Schumann
(1990), Short (1994), Hinkel (1995), and Atkinson and Ramanathan
(1995)—actually have little to say about culture per se.1 The fact that the
term appears in these papers’ titles but is not really further discussed or
defined suggests that they adopt a received view of culture—that is, that
there is no real need to discuss the term when there is general
agreement as to what it refers to. Short (1994), for example, describes a
new curriculum/course in content-based ESL, and the research and field
testing that went into its design. The course was organized around the
theme of protest in the American Revolution, and culture was definitely


1 There is one sense in which several of the articles in this first group (as well as that of Edge,
1996, discussed later) seem not to adopt a received view: Both Atkinson and Ramanathan
(1995) and Flowerdew and Miller (1995) use culture in its currently popular metaphorical
sense to describe social institutions and groups of different kinds and sizes—for example, the
cultures of L1 and L2 writing/language programs (Atkinson & Ramanathan, 1995). Despite the
fact that such cultures are not national or regional phenomena, they seem to be conceptualized
according to a received culture model in most other ways, as I try to make clear in my
description of Flowerdew and Miller (1995) below. (See Ramanathan & Atkinson, 1999a, for
discussion of such metaphorical uses of the term culture.)
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being explicitly taught in this context—but it is a fairly standard (though
multicultural) view of American culture.2


The sixth article in this first category—Flowerdew and Miller (1995)—
uses and comments on the term culture more extensively. The authors
organize their discussion of cultural influences affecting student and
teacher behaviors in and perceptions of university-level academic lec-
tures in Hong Kong into four dimensions: ethnic, local, academic, and
disciplinary culture. Although this approach might seem to run counter
to the received view characterized above, the four-part division seems
basically to recapitulate a received view. Thus, each of the four cultural
dimensions is portrayed as a more or less static, unproblematic, homoge-
neous entity in itself; the basic notion of culture is nowhere put up for
critique or discussion.3


In contrast, the two articles in the second group—Edge (1996) and
Parry (1996)—both explicitly attempt to move away from standard,
received views of culture. Edge, for example, describes both his position
on culture and the overall purpose of his article as


not attempting to pin culture down to a specific level of description. I begin
by using the term to refer to what others might prefer to call educational
subcultures. I then contextualize what I am calling TESOL culture in the
progressively larger cultural environments of national politics and interna-
tional exchange. (p. 11)


In the paragraph following this one, Edge further states that he will
“not [attempt] any essentialist . . . definition of what culture really
means” (p. 11). Later in the article, he justifies his emphasis on personal
examples and descriptions as “a counterbalance to the massive chunking
of millions of people into categories, such as Hindus or Californians, that
sometimes goes on when cultural differences are discussed” (p. 25).
Such attempts to distance his ideas from received views of culture,
however, do not prevent Edge from devoting most of his energy to
describing a “set of shared values” that represents, in his terms, TESOL
culture, although he is quick to deny that he is trying to portray it as a
“monolithic essence” (p. 12).


2 Multicultural views of (especially U.S.) culture have been strongly criticized for simply
multiplying—instead of problematizing at a basic level—the notion of static, monolithic
cultural groups. Bhabha, for example, writes that “[c]ultural diversity is the recognition of
pre-given cultural contents and customs; held in a time-frame of relativism, it gives rise to liberal
notions of multiculturalism. . . . Cultural diversity is also the representation of a radical rhetoric
of the separation of totalized cultures that live unsullied by the intertextuality of their historical
locations, safe in the utopianism of mythic memory of a unique collective identity” (cited in
Olson & Worsham, 1999, p. 15).


3 For example, Flowerdew and Miller (1995) define ethnic culture as the “social-psychological
features which affect the behaviour of students and which may contrast with the social-
psychological make-up of Western lecturers” (p. 356).
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The final two articles of the eight under examination here—Duff and
Uchida (1997) and Schecter and Bayley (1997)—do not discuss the
notion of culture in any detail, but they are part of a special issue on
identity, a concept that has gained currency within postmodern alterna-
tives to traditional approaches to culture.4 Thus, Duff and Uchida
investigated how four young EFL teachers in Japan incorporated cultural
perspectives into their teaching, how they understood (or more usually
did not understand) what they were doing in this regard, and how these
perspectives and understandings contributed to the “construction, nego-
tiation, and transformation of [these teachers’] sociocultural identities
and practices” (p. 470). The findings in regard to the four teachers are
modest: They held different ideas and positions about culture; in most
cases did not consider themselves to be teachers of culture, but rather
language teachers; and in several instances modified their teaching styles
and lesson content in minor ways to accommodate student desires and
expectations.5


As partial as it is, this brief analysis of TESOL Quarterly articles suggests
that there may be three more or less different views regarding the notion
of culture in the field: one that accepts a received view of culture; one
that moves away from a received view but still sees cultures in some sense
as repositories of shared, possibly normative values; and one that sees
culture as a problematic concept that should perhaps be avoided or
superseded by other, more useful, ideas.6


Notable for the direct critical attention they have given to the notion
of culture are three additional TESOL Quarterly articles: Zamel (1997),
Spack (1997b), and Kubota (1999). The first two of these appeared in
the Quarterly’s Forum section and were responding in part to L2 writing
research that the authors felt reduced students to cultural stereotypes.


4 Norton (1997) uses the term identity to signify “how people understand their relationship
to the world, how that relationship is constructed across time and space, and how people
understand their possibilities for the future” (p. 410). The fluid and ever-changing nature of
such identities is of central theoretical importance here: “[E]very time language learners speak,
they are not only exchanging information with their interlocutors; they are also constantly
organizing and reorganizing a sense of who they are and how they relate to the social world”
(p.␣ 417).


5 By focusing immediately on TESOL Quarterly in this section, I do not mean to suggest that
other work questioning the adequacy and significance of commonly held views of culture is
nonexistent in TESOL, applied linguistics, or related areas. For example, Pennycook (1994,
1998), Holliday (1994, 1996), and, in foreign language education, Kramsch (1993) represent
exceptions. I contend, however, that these—as well as the other studies cited above—still
represent the views of a relatively small number of applied linguists and TESOL professionals.


6 An alternative (but by no means mutually exclusive) interpretation of the different
approaches to culture taken in these 10 articles would be to see them as indicating a gradual
change over the last 10 years in TESOL from more traditional/received to more postmodernist/
critical understandings of culture. That is, the articles as I group them fall into three
chronologically distinct groups: received view—1990–1995; received-but-critical view—1996;
and critical view—1997.
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Zamel’s main concern is that “teachers and researchers who see students
as bound by their cultures may be trapped by their own cultural tendency
to reduce, categorize, and generalize” (p. 342), thereby causing them to
take “a deterministic stance and deficit orientation as to what students
can accomplish” (p. 341) in ESL classes. In opposition to this approach,
Zamel advocates Pratt’s (1991) notion of transculturation, a perspective
that celebrates the difference, variation, and creativity—at base, the open-
endedness—in ESL students’ current behaviors and future possibilities.


Spack (1997b) comes at the same basic problem from a similar
perspective: She worries that the ways teachers label and “essentialize”
(p. 768) ESL students (although Spack finds ESL itself an unacceptable
label and avoids it in this piece) have the effect of “rhetorically
constructing their identities” (p. 765), with potentially disastrous results.
Like Zamel, she is more generally concerned with the stereotyping
potential of reductive, static views of culture, whereas in fact cultures are
fluid, ever-changing, and nondeterministic. As a result, Spack argues that
“teachers and researchers need to view students as individuals, not as
members of a cultural group, in order to understand the complexity of
writing in a language they are in the process of acquiring” (p. 772).


Kubota’s article, “Japanese Culture Constructed by Discourses: Impli-
cations for Applied Linguistics Research and ELT” (1999)—published
while the present piece was being written—is an extended attack on
some of the same L2 writing researchers (myself included; for a
response, see this issue, p. 745) mentioned by Zamel (1997) and Spack
(1997b). Kubota argues that these researchers are guilty of orientalism
(Said, 1978) in their characterizations of Japanese culture and schooling
practices—characterizations that “draw a rigid boundary and create a
dichotomy between Western culture . . . and Japanese culture” (p. 11).
The latter is furthermore described by these researchers, according to
Kubota, in ways that emphasize tradition, homogeneity, harmony, and
group behavior (p. 11), whereas “individualism, self-expression, and
critical thinking” (p. 12) are used to characterize the former. She traces
this form of essentialism to powerful “discourses” (p. 16)—or naturalized
“power/knowledge” combinations (Foucault, 1980; see the next section
for further discussion)—that cast “Orientals” as maximally different,
irreducibly “other,” and inevitably inferior vis-à-vis “Westerners.” As a
solution to this problem, Kubota calls for a “critical multiculturalism”
that investigates such “othering” strategies and “transform[s] the status
quo” (pp. 27–28).


As indicated in the preceding review of TESOL Quarterly articles, (a)
culture is in general still very much an understudied notion in TESOL,
although (b) critical perspectives on culture have started to infiltrate the
field. In the next section, I describe in more depth recent critical
treatments of culture in the social sciences and cultural studies—
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reexaminations of the concept from which critical approaches to culture
in TESOL take their lead. Any new and more useful notion of culture in
TESOL needs to consider these critical traditions carefully.


RECENT REEXAMINATIONS OF CULTURE IN THE
SOCIAL SCIENCES AND CULTURAL STUDIES


Most critiques of received views of culture in the social sciences and
cultural studies can be traced directly to the rise of postmodernism in the
Western university. The term postmodernist itself has been applied to a
number of different kinds of scholarship and scholars, although at least
some of the latter strongly resist this description (Marcus, 1994).7 While
acknowledging such disclaimers, commentators such as Griffiths (1998)
have identified shared themes across the spectrum of work in this area:


There is no unified theory that can be labeled “postmodern” or “poststruc-
turalist” although there are threads linking different theorists. . . . Featured
strongly in many of them is the proclamation of the “death of the subject.”
This proclamation is based on the argument that there is no possibility of the
existence of a central theoretical construct of the Enlightenment, the
humanist subject: the bearer of the Rights of Man; the universal citizen with
his equality of access to the public sphere, to rational discourse and to the
fruits of education; and the holder of privileged knowledge of his own wants
and beliefs. The death of the subject is a precursor to the introduction of a
fragmented subjectivity constructed and reconstructed in a plurality of
discourses. The success of these arguments in academic circles has meant that
old, universal, humanist, liberal certainties of modernity have given way to
analyses which are grounded in the plurality and fragmentation which
characterise social groups. (pp. 184–185)


Miller (1993) provides a more succinct statement of the last point
made here: “A variety of postmodern critiques (in a variety of social
disciplines) have taken up the challenge to ‘think difference’” (p. 89).


Recent critiques of culture tend to reflect these descriptions closely.
First, they argue that there is no social group that is not constantly
infiltrated by outside influences. According to Ingold (1994),


What we do not find [when studying cultures] are neatly bound and mutually
exclusive bodies of thought and custom, perfectly shared by all who subscribe
to them, and in which their lives and works are fully encapsulated. The idea


7 Postmodernism has been variously defined in recent scholarship. My use of the term is meant
to signify a broad program of questioning received knowledge, or naturalized discursive
formations and ideologies, particularly where they can be seen as working to create and
maintain unequal access to social goods in and across societies (Lyotard, 1977; Pennycook,
1998). This is, to my mind, the most widely shared understanding of the term.
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that humanity as a whole can be parcelled up into a multitude of discrete
cultural capsules, each the potential object of disinterested anthropological
scrutiny, has been laid to rest at the same time as we have come to recognize
the fact of the interconnectedness of the world’s peoples, not just in the era
of modern transport and communications, but throughout history. The
isolated culture has been revealed as a figment of the Western anthropologi-
cal imagination. It might be more realistic, then, to say that people live
culturally rather than that they live in cultures. (p. 330)


Much academic effort has gone into establishing the interpenetration
and lack of strong boundaries between cultural groups in the past 15
years (e.g., Appadurai, 1996; Clifford, 1992; Gupta & Ferguson, 1997;
Pratt, 1991; Rosaldo, 1989). Pratt, for example, coined the term contact
zones to describe “the social spaces where cultures meet, clash, and
grapple with each other, often in highly asymmetrical relations of power,
such as colonialism, slavery, or their aftermaths as they are lived out in
many parts of the world today” (p. 34). Other writers (e.g., Anzaldúa,
1987) have developed the concepts of cultural borderlands and border
crossings.


In a second seminal study, Clifford (1992) developed the notion of the
disconcertingly hybrid native, as represented by the ethnographic infor-
mants upon whom cultural anthropologists have overwhelmingly relied
in their work. Quite at odds with their representation as “natives,” such
informants are virtually always multilingual, interculturally savvy, and
often well traveled—their very presence as cultural interpreters suggests
their complex “inside/outside” position vis-à-vis the community they are
called upon to represent. The more general point, however, is that such
individuals are not that unusual: Cultural groups are shot through with
inside/outside knowledge and experience—they are “sites of displace-
ment, interference, and interaction” (p. 101). Instead of viewing culture(s)
as “a rooted body that grows, lives, and dies” (p. 101), Clifford develops
the contrasting notion of cultures as traveling —unrooted, permeable
and permeating, ever-developing and changing, and inherently unstable.


A third influential study focusing on cultural unboundedness, instabil-
ity, and hybridity is that of Appadurai (1996). Appadurai argues that the
recent globalization of formerly localized individuals and media (not to
mention economies, technology, and political ideas and values) has led
to fundamental change at the cultural level, although cultures have
never been pure or separate. But this change does not equate simply to
Americanization or Westernization, as some have argued: Cultural
influences from the “West” have been relentlessly indigenized, some-
times to the extent that they become unrecognizable. More to the point,
cultural frames of reference have become increasingly deterritorialized—
Appadurai paints a picture of a world where people, ideas, and media
messages meet in full and chaotic flux in “diasporic public spheres”
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(p.␣ 4), constantly recombining in new and unpredictable ways. Ulti-
mately, Appadurai believes that the greatest change of all is in the
growing propensity of people to collectively imagine—to develop their
own imagined futures from the cultural bric-à-brac that globalization
provides.


If this first criticism of received views of culture concerns the infiltra-
tion of social groups by outside forces and their possible diasporization,
a second point has to do with their problematic status on “the inside.”
Just like outside influences, personal idiosyncracy, agency, and person-
internal cognitive disunity also subvert the idea of homogeneous cul-
tures—individuals frequently act in ways that modify, resist, or ignore
cultural norms. Again, much academic effort has gone into establishing
this view, and postmodernist notions such as subjectivity, identity, and
resistance have played major roles in bringing about the realization that
people both can and do take almost any position possible vis-à-vis
prevailing social practices in everyday life.


The notion of subjectivity (e.g., Butler, 1990; Foucault, 1982) highlights
the various social forces and influences that go into constituting indi-
viduals and their personalities, seeing the latter as made up of fairly
miscellaneous collections of often conflicting ways of looking at and
being in the world. Rather than suggesting, then, that humans have
internally rational, unified, and consistent selves, the notion of subjectiv-
ity indicates that personalities and personhood are fundamentally
disunified and fragmented. To take one frequently cited example,
women academics in the United States may be likely to look at, evaluate,
and behave in the world in ways that indicate basic conflicts between
their split social identities and subject positions as women and academ-
ics—to the extent, at least, that the academic profession in the United
States is a patriarchally organized and maintained field. When we
consider further that woman academic hardly begins to describe the
multiplex, interacting, and conflicting social identities and subjectivities
that make up any single individual—that women academics also come,
for example, from particular class/ethnic/racial/religious/political/
educational/geographical/national/sexual/experiential backgrounds
and subject positions—then some of the complexity and potential
disunity of all individuals and their personalities is foregrounded.


Given this premise, it is difficult to envision people as simply members
of homogeneous, unified cultural groups. That is, if individuals are so
various and internally inconsistent in themselves, how then can we posit
whole cultures that are not so? Isn’t it better, therefore, to put aside the
notions of both monolithic cultures and stable personalities, and focus
on the deep and profound differences that exist at all levels within them?


The notion of subjectivity, however, is not particularly friendly to those
of agency and resistance (e.g., Walkerdine, 1990). Whereas the former
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emphasizes the multiple ways one is positioned as a “subject” in/by one’s
society, the latter two concepts emphasize the will of individuals—
typically those in positions of disempowerment, such as women, chil-
dren, the poor, and the discriminated against—to decide their own life
courses, even in the face of marginalization, disenfranchisement, and, in
many cases, violence. Thus, the ability of disempowered individuals to
resist the influence of dominant ideologies and discourses has been
illustrated time and again in the lives of poor and working-class people
(e.g., Willis, 1977), women (e.g., Rockhill, 1993), African Americans
(e.g., Fox-Genovese, 1988), and, to a lesser extent, “disadvantaged”
learners of ESL (e.g., Canagarajah, 1993, 1999b).8


Partly on the basis of these first two points, a third criticism of culture
has been made: that cultures themselves can therefore be seen as highly
constructed ideologies/ideal systems meant to reduce out very real
differences among people in bounded geographical areas and social
groups, and to exclude both the possibility and reality of outside
influence and individual differences among them. The modern move-
ment toward the autonomous nation-state has substantially motivated
the growth of such pure culture ideologies (Anderson, 1983), but this
phenomenon can perhaps be seen most clearly in current attempts—
such as the Hindu fundamentalist movement in India (e.g., Pandey,
1998)—to revise history and culture in order to justify particular
political/ideological campaigns and agendas.


Hovering above and pervading these first three critiques of the notion
of culture is a fourth and final point: the all-encompassing nature of
power. Although this critique is difficult to formulate in a single
statement, a rough approximation might be that power is implicated in
basically all sociocultural phenomena, but received views of culture(s)
typically idealize such phenomena so that this fact is hidden or left out of
the picture.


The special focus on power in social institutions can be traced
substantially to Foucault (esp. 1979, 1982). Foucault saw power as
intimately related to subjectivity: Power “applies itself to immediate
everyday life which categorizes the individual, marks him by his own
individuality, attaches him to his own identity, imposes a law of truth on
him which he must recognize and which others have to recognize in
him” (1982, p. 212). Power is thus diffused throughout the social
world—it does not only operate from the top down—and is an inescap-
able part of social life. A major possessor of the power to produce


8 This is not to suggest, of course, that categories such as working-class person, woman, and
African American do not frequently co-occur in the same individual and thus can be treated as
exclusive of one another. Recent critical scholarship (e.g., Gupta & Ferguson, 1997) has taken
pains to make this point clear.
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subjects in this way, however, is the modern nation-state, a political form
that derives both its raison d’etre and its success from the ability to
“normalize” subjects through such technologies of discipline as legal
systems, prisons, schools, hospitals, the military, and asylums. At the same
time as such states often hold out the promise of individual rights, they
act as “totalizing” forces in the lives of their citizens. Various discourses, or
socially valued and naturalized knowledge-power combinations, are also
inequitably distributed throughout society, so that, for example, lawyers
exercise almost total control over one’s legal standing, or medical
doctors over the state of one’s body.


Critical theorists, anthropologists, and educational researchers have
used Foucault’s analysis of power to investigate its role in particular
cultural—including educational—institutions. Gee (1990), for example,
finds the inequitable distribution and maintenance of dominant discourses
via schooling in the United States to be a major means of reproducing a
fundamentally unjust social structure (see also Bourdieu, 1982; Kress,
1989). A number of postcolonial theorists (e.g., Bhabha, 1994; Said,
1978) have also seen the “oriental-occidental” cultural opposition as part
of a larger discourse through which the West has valorized its own
institutions, at the same time justifying the depredations of colonialism/
neocolonialism. More generally in relation to this last point, the groups
who have power in society also define or represent culture(s) in ways that
tend to benefit them and promote as natural their own social practices—
struggles over the politics of representation (West, 1993; Hall, in press) are
therefore struggles over political and cultural power.


Although the four areas of cultural critique I have mentioned in this
section are of enormous importance and value to a better understanding
(or possibly superseding) of the notion of culture, the larger project of
which they are part has itself been criticized. According to Shore (1996),
an anthropologist writing on the state of his field (and whose immediate
frame of reference at the beginning of this quotation is postmodernist
research on globalization),


To the extent that the field of anthropology has responded to these changes
in the world it studies (and which also produces it), these theoretical shifts
are constructive adaptations of a discipline to new challenges. The intense
self-examination of anthropology has also made visible social voices and
processes that earlier ethnographic practice had muted or left out altogether.
. . . But one of anthropology’s main contributions to the human sciences has
always been to foreground the significance of cultural variation in human life.
Without a robust concept of culture, anthropology loses its distinctive
analytical power, and a significant aspect of human life remains undertheorized
and unexamined. The poststructuralist critique of traditional conceptions of
culture is potentially of great importance to anthropology, but only if it is
used to refine the notion of culture rather than to discard it. (p. 9)
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Even critical anthropologists themselves have expressed reservations
in regard to doing away with the notion of culture altogether, or revising
it to the extent that it loses its special analytical potential. Thus, Clifford
(1986), a leading cultural critic, writes that “[c]ulture is a deeply com-
promised concept I cannot yet do without” (p. 10). (See also Ramanathan
& Atkinson, 1999a; Rosaldo, 1989.)


A MIDDLE-GROUND APPROACH TO CULTURE


The reservations expressed by leading anthropologists toward doing
away with the notion of culture altogether should give us pause for
thought in TESOL. The import of such comments as Spack’s (1997b),
for instance, that we “need to view students as individuals, not as
members of a cultural group” (p. 772), is to suggest that the notion of
culture fundamentally has no place in the field. I would like instead to
argue that culture should continue to occupy a central place in TESOL,
but that the concept needs to be substantially revised and updated, based
partly on the criticisms detailed above.


Luckily, theories of culture and society are currently available that
tend to balance the older, received emphases on cultural stability,
continuity, and homogeneity with the newer, critical emphases on
heterogeneity, fragmentation, power, and difference. Focusing especially
on language, for example, the Russian literary theorist and linguist
Bakhtin (1986) recognized that both homogeneity and heterogeneity
are fundamental properties of social groups and social practices—he
termed these the centripedal versus centrifugal forces of social life. The
French sociologist Bourdieu (1977) has likewise represented social life as
a dialectical struggle between social fields and individual habitus, whereas
Foucault (1972) described the opposing social properties of inclination
(or instinct or desire, depending on the translation) versus institution.


One very influential approach to conceptualizing the relationships
between abstract social systems and concrete (and typically nonsystematic)
actions of human beings is that of structuration theory (Giddens, 1979,
inter alia). According to Giddens, social systems with their normative
behavioral expectations are always and only abstract and virtual—they
have no existence in and of themselves. They come into existence only to
the degree that they are instantiated in the concrete actions of human
beings in the living of everyday life. Abstract social systems are therefore
constantly being reinvented and reformed in everyone’s everyday ac-
tions, while these actions themselves derive their social meanings and
significances from their relations to the abstract systems of norms. The
constitution of abstract social systems and concrete social actions is
therefore reciprocal—they operate dialectically and feed into each other
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continuously, neither existing without the other. In this view humans are
agentive in creating their environments, but not in a wholly uncon-
strained way. Cultural models and schemes provide basic guidelines for
behavior, but these guidelines are constantly being reworked and re-
made in the messy crucible of everyday human behavior.


Complementing and enriching such dialectical understandings of
society and culture is the work of cognitive anthropologists, social
linguists, and students of situated cognition. These scholars take on the
whole a sociocognitive perspective—a point of view that tries to account for
culture as represented (in part) in peoples’ heads at the same time as it
resides (in part) in everyday social practices, social tools, and social
products (Atkinson, 1999). As with Giddens’ (1979) structuration,
however, it is only in the interaction between “culture in the head” and
“culture in the world” that cultures can truly be said to come into
existence. In a sense, this approach can be said to unite psychology and
anthropology, leading to what has variously been called “an ethno-
graphic conception of the mind” (Shore, 1996, p. 5), “the social mind”
(Gee, 1992), and “a cognitive theory of cultural meaning” (Strauss &
Quinn, 1997). Holland and Quinn (1987), Holland, Lachicotte, Skinner,
and Cain (1998), Hutchins (1995), Lave and Wenger (1991), and Rogoff
(1990) are others who have made valuable contributions to these and
related perspectives; the influence of Lev Vygotsky and various neo-
Vygotskian activity theorists has also played a substantial and inspira-
tional role. Although the following discussion is based largely on Gee
(1992) and Strauss and Quinn (1997), all those mentioned so far have
advanced a theory of society and culture that avoids reducing them to
either homogeneous, monolithic edifices or fragments drifting chaoti-
cally in space.


Strauss and Quinn (1997) describe culture as


not some free-floating abstract entity; rather it consists of regular occurrences
in the humanly created world, in the schemas people share as a result of
these, and in the interactions between these schemas and the world. When we
speak of culture, then, we do so only to summarize such regularities. (p. 7)


Culture for Strauss and Quinn is a “fuzzy concept,” and cultures are
unbounded phenomena, because they are based on “people’s (more-or-
less) shared experiences” (p. 7) of the world, and such experiences can
at best only partly be shared. As a result, “each person [is] a junction
point for an infinite number of partially overlapping cultures” (p. 7).
Likewise, Gee (1992) and Shore (1996) see the kinds of learning by
which the socialization of novice social group members takes place as
based on variable personal experience, but such groups also go to great
lengths to ensure that novices have the “right kinds of experiences” and
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learn how to interpret their different experiences in the “right kinds of
ways” (Gee, 1992, p. 48; see also Ely & Gleason, 1995; Schieffelin & Ochs,
1986).


Gee (1992) bases his conception of the social mind on the idea that
cultural models, social practices, and social products exist interactively
but incompletely “in the head” and “in the world.” To illustrate, he gives
the following example:


[C]onsider the way people move around a city. Some people undoubtedly
have quite impressive “maps” of the city in their heads, others have less
complete ones, and some people have quite impoverished ones. However,
people do not need to have any very full representations in their minds . . . ,
since the structure of the city, out in the world as it is, determines a good deal
of their movement. . . . People’s “knowledge” of the city is stored, in good
part, out in the city itself. Their “city schema” . . . is not just made up of things
in their heads, it is also composed of the structures in the city itself, as well as
physical maps (and things like public transportation schedules) that people
can read. (p. 12)


In this way, much of what people “think” is actually located in socially
constructed practices, products, models, and tools in the world. When
people dress, or play a game, or bake a cake, or take a graduate degree,
or assume the role of teacher or student in a classroom, they participate
in conventional ways of acting and being in the world that exist (in part)
independently of their cognitive apparatus and that come to them
already deeply saturated with sociocultural significance. As social prac-
tice and social tool par excellence, language itself has been well studied
in this regard: In Bakhtin’s (1990) influential view, for instance, lan-
guage users only borrow words “from the social stock of available signs”
(p. 933)—signs that already have their significances in large part built
in.9


Gee (1992) further identifies particular socially conventionalized
combinations of sociocultural knowledge, social practice, social prod-
ucts, and social tools as Discourses, building on Foucault (Gee, 1990, p.
160, note 12). Like Foucault, Gee sees such Discourses as deeply
implicated in the exercise of power in society—the control of certain
dominant Discourses is a significant part of what gives individuals from one


9 Gee (1992, pp. 5–7; see also Fillmore, 1975) illustrates some of the more subtle ways in
which social/ideological meaning comes already built into language in his discussion of the
word bachelor. Instead of simply signifying a single male, the word appears to covertly index a
system of asymmetrical genre roles whereby being a single male—and generally the older the
better—is socially desirable, whereas being a single female, especially as one gets older, is not
(compare the word spinster). Further, the meaning of bachelor seems to be tacitly based on an
idealized social image of masculinity. Thus, Gee asks whether gay men, men in vegetative states,
or Catholic priests, for example, could fall within commonly held social definitions of bachelor.
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sociocultural subgroup in a larger society advantages over another. This
is the case, for example, with U.S. mainstream, middle-class literacy
practices (sometimes called essayist literacy—see Gee, 1990; Scollon &
Scollon, 1981), which, although they are in various respects different
than those of other social groups in the United States (e.g., Heath,
1983), are substantially continuous with those of the schools.


The notion of schema—so important over the last two decades in L2
reading research (e.g., Carrell, 1985; Carrell, Devine, & Eskey, 1988;
Carrell & Eisterhold, 1983)—plays a central role in sociocognitive
approaches to culture, although the notion itself has been broadly
revised and updated. In this revised view, schemas are much less simply
the property of individual’s brains, and substantially less prefabricated
and stable than previously thought. Connectionist theories of mind (e.g.,
Churchland, 1989; Rumelhart, McClelland, & the PDP Research Group,
1986) are enlisted in this revised understanding to show that mental
phenomena such as memories, thoughts, and ideas are often con-
structed more or less on-line from ever-evolving, context-dependent
networks of neural connections in the head interacting with worldly
phenomena. Gee (1992, chaps. 2–3), for example, argues that most of
what really exists in people’s brains are such connections and the
“weights” that make some connections more likely to occur than others.
Both the connections and their relative weights are based on past
experience and socialization, but the resulting schemas are by no means
wholly determined by them. Instead, such schemas are generated in
interaction with ongoing, changing phenomena in the world and are
therefore highly context dependent.


The import of the revised connectionist version of schema theory, as
with other aspects of sociocognitive views of society and culture, is that
they are now much more flexible notions—ones that may be able to
account more readily for both the shared perspectives with which more
traditional understandings of culture have been preoccupied, and the
fragmentation and difference impacting individuals and social groups
that are the prime concern of recent cultural critique. According to
Strauss and Quinn (1997), once again,


Schemas are construed in connectionist models as well-learned but flexibly
adaptive rather than rigidly repetitive. They can adapt to new or ambiguous
situations with “regulated improvisation” . . . . The reactions that are the
output of connections are improvisational because they are created on the
spot, but regulated because they are guided by previously learned patterns of
associations; they are not improvised out of thin air. (pp. 53–54)


Thus, schemas and networks of connections, including but not limited
to “culture in the head” (i.e., socially shared and disciplined schemas
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and networks), interact with worldly phenomena, including, but not
limited to “culture in the world” (i.e., social practices, products, and
tools).


As has already been hinted at, sociocognitive views of culture and
society have many points in common with Giddens’ (1979) structuration
model. In fact, they can be thought of as providing a significant fleshing
out or concretizing of the model at the level of cognition and social
practice—as delineating the actual mechanisms by which structuration is
carried out. Thus, through the schematic property of regulated improvisa-
tion, cognitive cultural knowledge is continuously renewed, with implica-
tions for the renewing of social practices, tools, and products as well.
Likewise, social knowledge-practice-tool-product combinations, or Dis-
courses, undergo change in their own right; as Gee (1992) describes it:
“[A]ctual acts (performances) constitute the ever growing and changing
history of the Discourse. Each performance must be similar enough to
earlier ones to get recognized, but each has the capacity to be just ‘new’
enough to also change what counts as a recognizable performance in the
future” (p. 109). Cultural knowledge, partly cognitive and partly social, is
therefore constantly reconstrued and reconstructed in the agentive
activities of human beings, although not in a wholly unconstrained way.


In sum, a middle-ground approach to culture acknowledges the
important place of shared perspectives and socialized practices in the
lives of human beings. To the extent that schemas or neural networks
(arguably, at least to some degree, in the head) and social practices,
tools, and products (arguably, at least to some degree, in the world) are
shared across individuals and situations, cultures can be said to exist. But
improvisation, indeterminacy, and change are also inevitable in the
meeting of schemas/neural networks with worldly phenomena, and
because no one can be said to share exactly the same set of schemas/
neural networks or experiences with the world (and many schemas and
experiences are themselves fundamentally idiosyncratic, and therefore
noncultural—Gee, 1992; Shore, 1996), neither can any two people be
said to share precisely the same cultures. Using Bakhtin’s (1986)
formulation mentioned above, one can therefore talk of the centripedal
versus centrifugal forces acting on culture and social life, and see them
(following, especially, Giddens, 1979) as acting in a more or less
dialectical, mutually constitutive, and mutually reinforcing manner.


SIX PRINCIPLES OF CULTURE


The discussion to this point has been necessarily abstract: One cannot
talk about culture in any very satisfying way without discussing its
theoretical background, especially when such discussions are currently
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so important in related fields and disciplines. Based on the above
discussion, in this section I infer six principles of a revised view of culture
that, though still somewhat abstract, can inform TESOL research and
teaching. Although some of them, taken individually, will seem obvious
(and perhaps ridiculously so), these principles function in relation to
each other and therefore as a whole; each principle should thus be
considered in the context of its partners.


Principle 1: All humans are individuals.


This most obvious of principles must be stated first, because tradi-
tional views of culture have been widely criticized for their tendency or
ability to reduce individuals to their cultural types. Limerick (1997)
compares the power of cultural description in this regard to Dr.
Frankenstein’s monster—once loosed, it is impossible to control. The
deep infiltration of cultural stereotyping into the sociomental lives of
individuals and social groups has been effectively exposed in a number
of different arenas: Said’s (1978) treatment of orientalism and Scollon
and Scollon’s (1981) account of Anglo North American–Athabaskan
cross talk are but two landmarks in this endeavor. It thus appears that
in-depth cultural description, if not fundamentally based on such
tendencies (Kincheloe & McLaren, 1994), may have at least the unwit-
ting effect of stimulating a basic human urge to categorize those in some
ways different from oneself as radically, irreducibly other.10 Partly for this
reason—but more importantly simply because they correspond to actual
states of affairs—cultural descriptions that account for individual hetero-
geneity and difference within cultural groups are absolutely necessary
for a well-rounded understanding of culture. All cultural groups are
made up of individuals.


This is the same basic point made by Zamel (1997) and Spack (1997b)
in their Forum contributions to the TESOL Quarterly, described above.


10 I hope it is obvious from what I have written here and elsewhere (e.g., Ramanathan &
Atkinson, 1999a; see also the Forum, this issue) that I do not support the idea that all in-depth
cultural description reduces to—or is fundamentally based on—the desire to categorize people
in order to differentiate them from oneself (and thereby at least tacitly to diminish them). But
people do live culturally, and in order to understand them and to make common cause with
them, one must also understand their cultural lives. Perhaps the most enduring reason,
therefore, to study culturality in depth is to learn how better to communicate and to live with
others, whether as teacher, learner, neighbor, visitor, or—above all else—more fully humanized
human being (Geertz, 1983). Relatedly, (a) cultural researchers have always been interested in
cultural commonalities or universals (Ochs, 1996) under the rubric of ethnology (e.g.,
Watson-Gegeo, 1988); and (b) some of the most powerful cultural descriptions in my own
experience have been of social groups in which I am clearly a nonmarginal participant (e.g.,
Heath, 1983, chap. 7).
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Although theirs are salutary warnings, Spack’s solution—already cited—
that “teachers and researchers need to view students as individuals, not
as members of a cultural group” (p. 772) seems to rival in reductiveness
and categorical nature the very problem it seeks to solve, that is, it
reduces students to fundamentally acultural types. This point is further
developed under Principle 2 below.


Sociocognitive approaches to culture account for individuality and
personal agency in various ways. Because neural networks and schemas
are based on personal experience and are sensitive to new/novel input
from the environment, they are individual, often highly idiosyncratic
constructions with a built-in predisposition to change. Conflicting schemas
held by the same individual—both idiosyncratic and shared—can also
lead to cognitive dissonance and radical rethinking and reschematizing
for that individual when the conflict becomes conscious or is made so by
others. Likewise, sociocultural practices-in-the-world such as language
are constantly changing by means of the structuration dynamic outlined
by Giddens (1979) and discussed previously. This is not to say, however,
that stabilizing and conserving social forces do not also have powerful
influences: Effective oral language use in particular speech communi-
ties, for example, generally falls within a fairly small, well-defined
bandwidth on the much larger spectrum of things humans can do with
their vocal apparatus. Likewise, socially relevant schemas (e.g., knowl-
edge of traffic rules and how to drive, of ordering fast food, or of
conducting oneself as a teacher or student in a classroom) are broadly
conditioned and disciplined (Gee, 1992) in ways that make them
anything but haphazard, highly idiosyncratic constructions.


Principle 2: Individuality is also cultural.


Somewhat paradoxically, perhaps, in regard to the foregoing prin-
ciple, a second principle argues for the culturality of individuality.11 That
is, much of what one regards as one’s personal makeup may also have
cultural roots. In the words of one leading critical anthropologist, “Even
when they appear most subjective, thought and feeling are always
culturally shaped and influenced by one’s biography, social situation,
and historical context” (Rosaldo, 1989, p. 103). Another way of putting
this, perhaps, is that individuals are individuals-in-context—they do not
exist separately from their social worlds. This does not reduce individuals


11 Closely related to the discussion here, Atkinson (1997) and Ramanathan and Atkinson
(1999b) describe differing perspectives on the very concept of the individual itself across
cultural groups.
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to cultural types, however—the concepts of regulated improvisation and
structuration mentioned in the previous section are central here: Al-
though what we start with as individuals are our genetic phenotypes
(already culturally conditioned, it should be noted) and the sociocognitive
materials at hand (i.e., cultural models, social practices, social tools,
people predisposed to socialize us, the ability to form—and modify—
neural networks and schemas, etc.), this starting point in no way predicts
a determinate outcome. Highly creative, revolutionary individuals such
as M. K. Gandhi, for example, developed strikingly new ways of looking
at and changing the world out of what they learned and knew as
individuals-in-society. Less extraordinarily but perhaps more relevantly,
all individuals of course piece together their own solutions to everyday
problems in highly personal, often highly creative ways.


The implications of this point for TESOL are substantial: Knowing
students individually also involves knowing them culturally. Although
this precept will have different realizations in different teaching and
learning environments, one broad implication is that “the teacher
cannot afford to be anything but a researcher” (Holliday, 1994, p. 31).
Furthermore, such articulated knowledge of who students are individu-
ally-culturally leads logically to the need to develop appropriate pedagogies—
approaches to learning and teaching that dynamically respond to that
knowledge. With such a basis in knowing students at a deep level,
according to Holliday, “[a]ll techniques and methodologies must be
continuously in question” (p. 31).


Principle 3: Social group membership and identity are
multiple, contradictory, and dynamic.


Older views of culture have often treated individuals as largely or
wholly defined by their membership in a single cultural/social group.
They have therefore tended to neglect the fact that all human beings
exist in multiple social worlds, have multiple social allegiances, and play
multiple social roles—all of which, additionally, are continuously chang-
ing. In influential work already in part reviewed, Gee (1990) conceptual-
izes individuals as embedded in multiple Discourses—conventionalized
complexes of schematic knowledge, social practices, social tools, and
social products that “identify oneself as a member of a socially meaning-
ful group or ‘social network,’ or . . . signal (that one is playing) a socially
meaningful role” (p. 143). He further points out that the values inherent
in any particular Discourse can conflict with those of other Discourses, in
part because Discourses are exclusive in nature and, relatedly but
paradoxically, because they define themselves in opposition to other
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Discourses. The example of women academics in the United States was
introduced previously to illustrate potential conflicts in such Discourse-
defined subject positions.


Sociocognitive approaches to culture take the discontinuous and
often conflicting nature of social roles and subject positions fully into
account. Thus, connectionist versions of schema theory account for the
mechanisms by which conflicting social values and roles occur within
individuals—at least where they exist at a nonconscious level—by posit-
ing their representations in wholly separate networks of connections.12


They further introduce the possibility that such networks can become
linked in the future—leading to forms of cognitive dissonance and
reschematizing that operate as major sources of conceptual change. In
this way and others, one’s understanding and performance of one’s
social roles, or Discourses, are open to constant development and
change: The current focus across academic disciplines on identity (e.g.,
Norton, 1997, in TESOL; Schiller, 1994) signifies one approach to
capturing the dynamic and fluid nature of social group membership and
role enactment.


Harklau (1999) describes the case of long-term immigrant college
ESL students in the United States who are bombarded by writing topics
such as “Discuss attitudes toward the elderly in the United States and your
culture [italics added],” and teacher catchphrases like “As people new to
American culture . . . .” Although typically well intentioned, such assign-
ments and comments assume simple, either/or cultural identities, neu-
tralizing these students’ extremely rich and relevant experience and
placing them at a distinct disadvantage by defining their transcultural
(Pratt, 1991; Zamel, 1997) identities out of court. The acknowledgment
and acceptance of multiple, complex cultural identities—which must
have its foundation in really knowing one’s students individually-culturally
(see Principles 1 and 2 above)—should be a first principle of ESL
teaching and teacher preparation; it follows logically from the approach
to culture I am trying to develop here.


12 Strauss and Quinn (1997, p. 132) give the following example of conflicting schemas based
on wholly separate networks of connections: Self-reliance is a basic cultural value across
substantial portions of U.S. society. For many U.S. men who hold this basic value, however, it
must have a schematic representation that is wholly separate from the schemas related to
everyday maintenance of one’s body and immediate environment through cooking, cleaning,
washing, ironing, sewing, and so on, or else these activities would not (at least traditionally) be
considered a wholly different sort of thing—that is, “women’s work.” Represented in wholly
different neural networks, such schemas would never come into conflict and therefore wouldn’t
cause perceived discontinuities in one’s thinking or personality—unless, that is, the conflict was
consciously brought to one’s attention, or the schemas became linked for some reason at the
level of neural networks.
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Principle 4: Social group membership is consequential.


Despite the need to foster understanding of individual-cultural com-
plexity and heterogeneity, however, it is easy to overemphasize the
instability of social identities, especially in an intellectual climate where
“think difference” rules. As Bourdieu (1991, cited in Strauss & Quinn,
1997) has expressed it,


The power of suggestion which is exerted through [socially mediated] things
and [socializing] persons and which instead of telling the child what he must
do, tells him what he is, and thus leads him to become durably what he has to be [italics
added], is the condition of the effectiveness of all kinds of symbolic power
that will subsequently be able to operate on a habitus predisposed to respond
to them. (p. 96)


Cross-cultural studies of early socialization and enculturation (includ-
ing, importantly, language socialization—e.g., Ely & Gleason, 1995;
Heath, 1983; Rogoff, 1990; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986) have contributed
enormously to the understanding of how “novices” get inducted into
social groups, and how social practices attain relative spatial and tempo-
ral durability. Equally, the whole ethnographic tradition in the social
sciences has decisively established the principle that human life is
universally a highly social (i.e., socially mediated) endeavor. Such re-
search has of course also been severely criticized for emphasizing the
shared, consensual—in a sense, the neutral—character of social life,
whereas the unequal distribution of power and resources gets left out of
the picture or is understated. It is important to note here, however, that
there are excellent counterexamples (e.g., Heath, 1983) that, while they
give intricate descriptions of shared cultural values and norms and their
reproduction in closely defined social groups, also reveal how such social
practices are used to disadvantage their “owners” when they encounter
social institutions like schools.13 In L2 education,14 such research as
Cortazzi and Jin’s (1996) account of primary and secondary English
education in the People’s Republic of China is extremely valuable for
what it does provide—articulated knowledge of dominant models of
education and culture affecting all language learning (see also Bell,
1995; Carson, 1992; Carson & Nelson, 1996; Clancy, 1986; Heath, 1986;
Li, 1996; Scollon, 1991; Shen, 1989; Yamada, 1997). But such research


13 Heath’s Ways With Words (1983) is a prime exemplar here, although no work is completely
above criticism (e.g., Cintron, 1993; deCastell & Walker, 1991).


14 I use the term L2 education here and elsewhere to signify all formal educational contexts in
which additional, nonnative languages are learned. It thus includes situations, common over
much of the world, in which students commonly command several languages in addition to the
one they are learning in a formal context.
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must always be balanced with, and ideally incorporated into, perspectives
that reveal the individuality and agency of those who have already been
deeply socialized and enculturated—Spack’s (1997a) portrait of the
learner “Yuko’s” odyssey through the dangerous waters of U.S. higher
education and Leki’s (1995) treatment of the coping strategies of five
nonnative U.S. university students come immediately to mind in this
connection.


Principle 5: Methods of studying cultural knowledge and
behavior are unlikely to fit a positivist paradigm.


Although well-established methods for studying cultural models, so-
cial practices, and cultural heterogeneity and difference have been or
are being developed, they are still underappreciated and underused in
L2 education contexts (Davis, 1995; Holliday, 1996; Lazaraton, 1995).
Especially designed to account for cultural knowledge and behavior,
current qualitative and ethnographic approaches offer a wide range of
possibilities, from teacher-initiated action research, to curriculum design
and program evaluation projects, to basically nonapplied attempts to
understand sociocultural deep action (Holliday, 1994) in and beyond the
classroom.


Holliday (1994, 1996; see also Breen, 1985) has been especially
persuasive as an advocate for treating basically all formal learning and
teaching contexts as cultural constructs, and for placing them in
progressively wider understandings (e.g., school, community, educa-
tional, national, transnational-disciplinary) of culture. He sees this
approach as addressing the need in TESOL and applied linguistics to
develop a “sociological imagination”—“the ability to locate oneself and
one’s actions [as teacher and researcher] critically within a wider
community or world scenario” (1996, p. 235).


Ethnographic approaches in particular have been promoted for their
flexibility (e.g., Holliday, 1996; Hornberger, 1994; Ramanathan &
Atkinson, 1999a; Watson-Gegeo, 1988)—a major characteristic of ethno-
graphically oriented research is its context-sensitive emergent quality. In
stark opposition to most quantitative methodologies, ethnographic re-
search incorporates into its very definition the notion that the research
questions and tools designed to address them will grow organically out of
the sociocultural context under study. It is partly for this reason that
ethnographically oriented research is so difficult to justify and define
using concepts like validity, reliability, and generalizability—terms that
come directly out of a well-developed quantitative research tradition.
Rather, the justificatory concepts that seem most relevant in ethno-
graphic approaches are particularizability (Ramanathan & Atkinson,
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1999a, pp. 55–59), understanding (Maxwell, 1992), and thick description
(Geertz, 1973)—all signifying various aspects of the ability to capture
some of the complex uniqueness characterizing every cultural scene, and
from the perspectives of the social actors involved. Although traditional
ethnographic approaches, like traditional notions of culture, have come
under heavy criticism in recent years, a variety of modified or alternative
practices are currently under development in the social sciences and
education (e.g., Carspecken, 1996; Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Hall, in
press), and have begun to find their way into TESOL and applied
linguistics (Canagarajah, 1993, 1999b; Ramanathan & Atkinson, 1999a,
pp. 59–64).


Principle 6: Language (learning and teaching) and culture are
mutually implicated, but culture is multiple and complex.


This final principle concerns the vexed question of whether teaching
language must automatically entail teaching culture (e.g., Alptekin &
Alptekin, 1984). In the words of Lave and Wenger (1991), a basic tenet
of socially situated theories of learning is that


participation in the cultural practice in which any knowledge exists is an
epistemological principle of learning. The social structure of this practice, its
power relations, and the conditions for legitimacy define possibilities for
learning. (p. 98)


In principle, then, knowledge of language—including, centrally, how
to use it—cannot be developed without at the same time developing
knowledge of the sociocultural contexts in which that language occurs
and for action in which it exists. Hymes (1972) and other early pro-
ponents of the notion of communicative competence (e.g., Canale &
Swain, 1980)—not to mention scholars as far back as Bakhtin (1929/
1990), Firth (1957), and Malinowski (1923)—were clearly concerned to
incorporate this idea into their theories of language-in-use.


At the level of teaching, however, the question of what it means to
inculcate the cultural context of particular language varieties (e.g.,
“American English”) is fraught with difficulty. As many have pointed out
(e.g., Alptekin, 1996; Canagarajah, 1999a), this is all the more problem-
atic in EFL situations, especially where well-established varieties such as
Indian English, not to mention highly qualified teachers who are lifelong
speakers of these varieties, exist. However, even in regard to English for
academic purposes teaching in North American, British, and Oceanic
higher education, where the focus is typically on introducing the
language(s) and culture(s) of the university, questions have been raised
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as to what extent students should be expected to accommodate to the
hegemony of academic discourses, and to what extent they should be
encouraged to critique and resist dominant models and norms (e.g.,
Benesch, 1996; Zamel, 1993).


Adding to the complexity of the language-culture question is the
recent critiquing and complexifying of the very notion of culture(s), as
described throughout this paper. The explicit teaching of culture often,
if not always, depends on stereotypes and ideologically fraught simplifi-
cations—or, at the least, someone-in-particular’s notions of culture (that
“someone” usually being the curriculum designer, the teacher, or the
textbook writer). Newer approaches to inculcating cultural-disciplinary
knowledge encourage language learners to do their own cultural re-
search (e.g., Johns, 1997), but in some cases such research may depend
on the explicit understandings of cultural informants who are not
particularly well equipped to provide special insight and guidance in this
regard.15


CONCLUSION: TESOL AND CULTURE


In her seminal work on learning as guided participation in social activity,
Rogoff (1990) explicates the relationship between individual acts and
sociocultural activity in her theory:


[I]ndividual effort and sociocultural activity are mutually embedded, as are
the forest and the trees, and . . . it is essential to understand how they
constitute each other. Rather than according primacy to the role of sociocul-
tural activity or of the individual, the aim is to recognize the essential and
inseparable roles of societal heritage, social engagement, and individual
efforts. (p. 25)


Although I have sometimes felt the need to deal with issues of
individuality and culturality separately in this article, ultimately neither
can be usefully studied or understood without seeing one as part of the
other. Thus, I have sometimes used the ungainly neologism individual-
cultural, as well as other terms such as individuals-in-context.


It is my belief that if we can develop a notion of culture in TESOL that
takes into account the cultural in the individual, and the individual in


15 For example, it might be argued from a postmodern perspective that a liminal (Bhabha,
1990) academic-cultural member such as an advanced graduate student might be able to tell
beginning graduates or undergraduates more about many aspects of academic-cultural life
(e.g., dealing with faculty members, writing dissertations) than could a senior faculty member.
Certainly, at least, their views would be likely to differ considerably, with neither one being any
more true than the other. It is exactly for this reason that Johns (1997, chap. 7) proposes that
students-as-(cultural)-researchers need access to a wide variety of resources.
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the cultural, then we will have a conceptualization that will stand us in
good stead in the 21st century. I hope that some of the ideas I have
proposed here will be useful, at least as sociocognitive thinking tools that
help us to move in that direction. Perhaps when dealing with such
complex issues as culture one neither can nor should hope for more.


What I do not intend to propose here, and what I would not like to be
seen as proposing, is a specific theory or definition of culture. Rather, I
am trying to present a way of looking at the vexed notion of culture
ecumenically—of taking into account a wide range of cultural understand-
ings and critiques, and trying to show that they do not necessarily need to
be viewed as oppositional or mutually exclusive. To put it more positively,
I believe that I am trying to show how concepts that have often been seen
as working against each other can work together, and in so doing provide
us with more expansive and useful vantage points.


Certainly, the world is changing rapidly at the millennium, and in
many ways is growing more transcultural than ever before. This should
not be taken to mean, however, that culture or cultures are disappearing.
Changing, yes—always and ever changing; radically in need of redefini-
tion and reconceptualizing—certainly. But to do without a meaningful
concept of culture in the coming century would be like doing without
the notion of the individual itself: It would be to imagine a world beyond
imagining.
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In the French primary schools of Quebec, increased popularity in
experimental programs that provide young Francophone learners with
intensive ESL instruction has been accompanied by increased variation
in the way the instructional time is distributed. In a massed program,
students complete the regular curriculum in French in 5 months and
spend the remaining months learning English. In a distributed pro-
gram, the intensive ESL instruction is spread across the full 10 months
of the school year.


Within the cognitive psychology and general education literature,
there is substantial evidence in favour of distributed over massed
practice. There has been less research in the language program
evaluation literature contrasting the learning outcomes of students
receiving similar amounts of L2 exposure in different distributions, but
the findings suggest an advantage for massed learning. The present
study compared the learning outcomes in two versions of the massed
program and one version of the distributed program of students of the
same age and L1, with similar amounts of prior exposure to English.
Pretest and posttest measures from 700 students revealed superior
outcomes for the massed learning conditions. The interpretation of the
findings takes into account selection criteria, overall instructional time,
and instructional practices in the different ESL programs.


In the French-language primary schools in Quebec, an innovation in
language education referred to as intensive ESL has grown in popular-


ity since the mid-1980s. Typically offered to Francophone learners in
their final year of elementary school (Grade 6), intensive ESL gives
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students the opportunity to spend a substantial part of one academic
year learning English, far more time than students in the regular ESL
program receive. The intensive ESL approach differs from the French
immersion approach that is offered to English-speaking children through-
out Canada in that the L2 is not used as a medium of instruction for
other school subjects. Many school boards across the province offer
intensive ESL (Watts & Snow, 1993, p. 2), and with increased popularity
has come increased variation in the way the time allotted for instruction
is distributed over the 10-month school year. In one massed program,
students complete the regular curriculum in French for the first or the
final 5 months of the year and concentrate on English for the remaining
5 months, spending most of every school day in ESL activities. In another
program, which we call distributed, the ESL instruction is spread across
the full 10 months of the academic year, and students spend approxi-
mately half of each school day in ESL and complete an intensive version
of the regular program in French at the same time.1


Considerable research has been done in the 5-month massed pro-
gram, and it has been found successful in terms of students’ develop-
ment of basic communication skills in English both at the end of their
intensive course and in the long term (Dussault, 1997; Lightbown &
Spada, 1991, 1994), students’ attitudes towards learning English (Spada
& Lightbown, 1989), and their performance in other subject matter
(Raymond & Bonneville, 1995). Although the massed program remains
the most popular, some schools have opted for the distributed program
based on the belief that spreading the learning period out over the
entire year allows students to consolidate their knowledge and possibly to
learn more English with less disruption to the organization of the school
year. To date, however, there has been no published research comparing
language learning in the different programs.


In this study we assessed student outcomes in English in the massed
and distributed intensive ESL programs, thereby providing educators
with information on their relative effectiveness. At the same time, the
comparison of differently configured versions of a similar language
program permitted an investigation of an important language learning
issue: the effect of the distribution of instructional time on the acquisi-
tion of an L2. As the study evolved, we found that it was also necessary to
take into account overall instructional time.


1 Throughout this article we use the terms massed and distributed to distinguish between one
intensive ESL program in which instruction is concentrated in a 5-month period and another in
which instruction is spread over 10 months. These terms have been borrowed from cognitive
psychology for describing second and foreign language programs. However, it is obvious that
these are relative terms, and we will specify the definitions used for the purposes of this study
when we describe the instructional contexts of the research.
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DISTRIBUTED VERSUS MASSED
LEARNING CONDITIONS


Two areas of research are relevant to the issue of distributed versus
massed learning conditions: one within cognitive and educational psy-
chology, the other within language program evaluation. The findings
lead to somewhat different predictions for student outcomes in the
massed and distributed intensive ESL programs.


Within the psychological literature, there would appear to be support
for the belief that distributing ESL instruction over 10 months would
afford learners a more effective language learning experience. There is a
substantial body of research comparing the amount of learning that
results from “spaced” or distributed conditions with learning outcomes
in concentrated or massed conditions. In a chapter reviewing this
research and the implications of the findings for educational settings,
Dempster (1996) concludes that “the [superior] effects of distributed
practice . . . are among the most dependable, robust, and ubiquitous
phenomena in the entire psychological literature” (p. 338).


The implications of these findings for language learning are not
readily apparent, however, when one considers the typical learning
targets and learning conditions that characterize this paradigm. The
studies have generally investigated the learning of discrete items such as
nonsense syllables (Ebbinghaus, 1885/1964; Jost reported in McGeoch,
1943), uncommon or specialized vocabulary (Dempster, 1987; Reynolds
& Glaser, 1964), and mathematical operations (Gay, 1973; Pyle, 1913).
The learning condition usually consists of reviews in the form of
repeated presentations or tests on the specific items, either successively
(the massed condition) or spaced over time intervals ranging over
relatively short periods—from seconds to weeks. Furthermore, the
relatively rare studies that failed to find spacing effects include those in
which the learning situations were actually more analogous to classroom
language learning—in which the to-be-learned items were presented in
different rather than repeated contexts (Dempster, 1987; Postman &
Knecht, 1983) or in which the repetitions consisted of paraphrases of
readings or lectures (Dellarosa & Bourne, 1985; Glover & Corkill, 1987;
see also Dempster, 1988, 1996).


It is difficult to predict on the basis of the findings from the
psychological literature which of the intensive ESL programs might lead
to more successful learning. In all intensive ESL programs, the exposure
to and practice in the L2 are distributed over several months, and the
same aspects of language may be encountered in a variety of contexts
and in different modalities. At the end of their intensive ESL experience,
it is not how well students are able to recall discrete items but rather their
overall communicative ability that is of interest.
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Stern (1985) notes that concentrating language learning in the form
of intensive, compact or free-flow (as opposed to drip-feed ) courses has
existed since at least World War II. Yet there have been very few studies
contrasting the learning outcomes of students receiving similar amounts
of exposure to a second or foreign language in different distributions.
Early studies of the time factor were concerned with identifying how
much time was required to attain various levels of proficiency in different
languages (Cleveland, Mangone, & Adams, 1960). In addition, research
explored correlations between instructional time and proficiency in
order to determine the optimal time at which foreign or second
language instruction should begin (Carroll, 1967, 1975; Stern et al.,
1976; Swain, 1981). Although both Carroll (1975) and Stern (1985)
concluded that increased instructional time generally resulted in in-
creased learning, they also identified other contributing variables, in-
cluding the distribution of instructional time. However, in studies that
have examined the effects of different distributions of time, often the
presence of confounding variables such as age and type of program
make the findings difficult to interpret.


Turnbull, Lapkin, Hart, and Swain (1998) provide evidence that
substantial differences in instructional time do not necessarily lead to
substantially different gains in learning. They investigated French profi-
ciency among early, middle, and late immersion students at the end of
Grade 12. Early immersion students, who had accumulated two to three
times more instruction than their middle and late counterparts, were
superior on speaking and some listening measures, but there were fewer
differences between the groups on reading and writing measures.
Moreover, the authors note that the differences between the groups were
not proportional to the differences in the amount of time spent on task.
They also compared the proficiency of middle and late immersion
students who had had the same number of hours of French by the end of
Grade 12. Where there were differences, they tended to be in favour of
the late immersion students, suggesting an advantage for more massed
learning conditions. However, the authors caution that recency effects
may also be a contributing factor, for in order to have accumulated the
same number of hours, the late immersion students had by definition
taken more secondary school courses in French. They further suggest
that the students who chose the demanding late immersion program
may have been more academically gifted and more motivated than their
middle immersion counterparts.


Wesche, MacFarlane, and Peters (1994) report positive attitudes and
gains in oral proficiency among French L2 students in an experimental
Grade 5/6 class in which students received increased and concentrated
exposure to French. However, no comparison was made with classes
receiving more spaced amounts of the same type and amount of
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instruction. Spada and Lightbown (1989) compared Grade 6 intensive
ESL learners in the 5-month program with older secondary students who
had comparable amounts of exposure over a longer period of time and
found superior outcomes for the intensive students. However, the
approach to language teaching in the two groups differed—the older
students had had audiolingual instruction, whereas the instruction in the
intensive classes was communicatively oriented.


One case study of massed and distributed learning conditions that
managed somewhat greater control over intervening variables was done
by Lapkin, Hart, and Harley (1998). They compared the same amount of
French instruction in three Grade 7 classes at the same school in two
massed conditions and one distributed condition: half-days over 10
weeks, 80 minutes per day over 5 months, and 40 minutes per day over 10
months, respectively. They also controlled for parents’ bilingualism and
L1 literacy. The findings from a battery of tests showed somewhat greater
improvement for the massed groups over the distributed group on some
of the reading and writing measures, although comparisons among all
three groups on all measures could not be made.


In summary, none of the language program evaluation research has
found an advantage for distributed L2 instruction. Although the findings
thus far may lead to the hypothesis that more concentrated exposure to
English may lead to better student outcomes, the evidence is not
conclusive.


In this study, we compared the learning outcomes of students who had
the same L1 background, age, prior L2 exposure, type and recency of
instruction, and contact with the L2 outside the school. Because the
study was carried out in an existing educational context, some variables
were difficult or impossible to control. Although this places certain
limitations on the interpretations and the conclusions that may be drawn
from the study, research of this type also has advantages. Summarizing
Cronbach’s approach to validity, Lynch (1996) argues that the advantage
of comparing existing programs is a gain in ecological validity that can
actually contribute to the generalizability of the findings, provided steps
are taken to properly document the context, procedures, and results.


METHOD


Instructional Contexts


Three different intensive ESL instructional programs were the focus
of investigation:
1. Distributed: In this program, students received approximately 2 hours


per day of exposure to English over the full 10 months of 1 school
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year. The remaining hours in the school day were devoted to the
regular Grade 6 curriculum that was taught in French. Students from
a wide range of academic ability were admitted to classes in this
program. In most cases, there was only one intensive ESL class in a
school. As a result, contact with English was restricted to the
intensive ESL classroom.


2. Massed: Students spent most of every school day in ESL classes for
5␣ months of one school year. A few courses, such as religion and
physical education, continued to be taught in French. The regular
Grade 6 curriculum was taught in French during the remaining
5␣ months. Admission to these classes was limited to students who had
above-average academic ability. In most cases there was only one
intensive class in a school. As in the distributed program, the use of
English was limited to the ESL classroom.


3. Massed plus: This program was like the massed program in that
students spent 5 months in full-day intensive ESL classes. It was
different from the massed program in that all students in the school
were in Grade 6 and did intensive ESL during either the first or the
last 5 months of the school year. Furthermore, the school policy
encouraged and fostered opportunities for exposure to English at
other locations in the school, for example, in the school cafeteria,
corridors, and playground. Students from a wide range of academic
ability were admitted to classes in this program.


All schools involved in this study were in areas where contact with
English outside the school was minimal. All teachers were proficient
speakers of English with at least 5 years of ESL teaching experience. The
instructional approach in all three intensive ESL programs emphasized
communicative interaction. There was rarely any teaching of metalinguistic
rules, and the teachers’ feedback usually focused on the clarification of
meaning rather than on discrete language features. There were very few
differences in curriculum and materials in the different programs. All
teachers followed the basic Grade 6 ESL curriculum and supplemented
it with a variety of materials. That is, they focused primarily on commu-
nicative activities involving listening and speaking, although students
spent some time doing pleasure reading and writing short texts (often
written versions of oral presentations or skits). When there were differ-
ences among the programs, they tended to be of the type that offered a
richer learning experience to the students in the massed and massed-plus
programs because of the regular, sustained contact with English that they
offered.2


2 Some massed-program teachers had students engage in journal writing, a few had their
Grade 6 students peer-tutor ESL students in lower grades, and others reported integrating
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Participants


Over 700 Grade 6 students and 24 teachers3 from 17 schools partici-
pated in the study: 9 classes from the distributed program, 12 from the
massed program, and 5 from the massed-plus program. Prior to their
participation in intensive ESL, these French-speaking students had had
approximately 60 hours of ESL instruction in each of Grades 4 and 5.


Procedures


Several different tasks and tests were used to assess the students’
English knowledge and use. All students were pretested as they began
their intensive ESL experience and posttested as they came to the end of
that experience. All the language measures had been used in previous
research with intensive ESL classes in Quebec elementary schools (e.g.,
Lightbown & Spada, 1997) and thus were known to be appropriate for
this population. Results from the language measures were examined in
light of classroom observations and teacher and student questionnaires.


Pretest


The Aural Vocabulary Recognition (AVR) test required students to
match words to pictures (see Appendix A). A tape-recorded voice
presented words, each of which was read only once. The students had a
few seconds to find the matching picture (presented in sets of eight per
page) and write the letter identifying the picture in the appropriate
space on an answer sheet. In previous studies of intensive ESL, we found
that the AVR discriminated among students at a very low level of
knowledge of English.


The pretest was administered to all students when they had been
exposed to about 20 hours of intensive English, but the distribution of
the hours differed. That is, for the 5-month groups, the pretesting took
place at the end of their first week of intensive ESL; the 10-month groups
were pretested in their third or fourth week.


meaning and form instruction during routine activities, for example, taking advantage of
Monday morning discussions of weekend activities to focus on the use of past tense. Having
access to the students for most of the day all week allowed massed-program teachers more
opportunities to provide these types of language learning experiences for their students.


3 Students were in 26 intact classes. Two teachers in the distributed program taught two
different classes.
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Pretest Results


Analysis of variance of the pretest results (Table 1) showed significant
differences between the three groups, F(2,706) = 62.49, p < .10.4 This
finding of pretest differences made statistical comparisons of posttest
performance of the three groups problematic.5 We therefore created
subgroups of students drawn from all 24 classes by specifying four bands
of scores on the AVR in which students were not different in their
performance.6 Band A had the lowest scores; Band D, the highest; and
Bands B and C fell in the middle. Three of the four bands (all but Band
D) included students from both of the 5-month programs and the
10-month program.


Comparisons among students in the three programs in the highest
band (D) were not possible because only two students in the massed-plus
program had scores that fell within the range of this band. The results of
the pretests may reflect the selection criteria used by the different
schools: The lowest group (Band A) contained comparatively few stu-
dents from the academically successful pool (massed), and the highest
group (Band D) contained few from the academically heterogeneous
pool (distributed and massed-plus programs). Figure 1 shows the per-
formance on the AVR pretest of the students from all programs in each
of the four bands. The descriptive statistics for the four bands on the
pretest are shown in Table 2.


4 The alpha level of .10 was used to determine whether the groups were equivalent on the
pretest measure of English ability. This comparison needed to be made because random
assignment to groups was impossible, and random assignment is one of the assumptions for
comparing posttest scores using parametric statistical tests.


5 One possible solution would have been to use analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) with the
pretest as a covariate. However, the appropriateness of using ANCOVA to remove substantial
pretest differences is questionable. See Lynch (1996, p. 101) for a brief discussion of ANCOVA
in quasi-experimental designs. Chapter 4 of Cook and Campbell (1979) gives a detailed
treatment of these issues.


6 Two other pretests (a cloze test and a listening comprehension test) were also adminis-
tered. The direction of differences found on the AVR was the same for these tests. However,
these two tests contained only 10 items, and both proved to have lower Kuder-Richardson 21
reliability coefficients than the AVR did (AVR: distributed = .85, massed = .82, massed plus = .77;
cloze: distributed = .59, massed = .67, massed plus = .51; listening: distributed = .46, massed =
.69, massed plus = .49). Consequently, only the AVR was retained for placing students in
subgroups. The assumptions of equal variance and normality were met in each subgroup.


TABLE 1
Pretest Means, by Instructional Program


Program n M(%) SD


Distributed 236 62.03 14.06
Massed 324 68.99 12.46
Massed plus 149 54.90 12.59







r


The regrouping of students into bands according to their pretest
performance allowed us to compare the posttest performance of stu-
dents from the three programs who began their intensive English
experience with similar amounts of English. In addition, it allowed us to
explore the question of whether the advantages of any program were
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dependent on how much English a student knew at the time of the
pretest.


Posttest Measures


Three measures were administered during the last 2 weeks of the
intensive program (see Appendix B).7 We did not use the AVR as a
posttest in this study because we had found in previous research that, at
the end of an intensive ESL course, it no longer discriminated among
students, as most of them achieved very high or perfect scores. The
posttests were administered in the order in which they are described
below and took approximately an hour to complete.


Yes/No. In this test of vocabulary recognition (adapted from Meara,
1992), students were shown lists of words and asked to indicate whether
they knew the word or not by marking a box beside each word. On each
page of this test, there were 40 English words and 20 pseudo words,
which look like English words but have no meaning. The pseudo words
made it possible to control for guessing, as students’ scores were
calculated to take account of their claims to know words that do not
exist.


MEQ. The Tests relatifs à l’apprentissage scolaire et parascolaire, anglais
langue seconde, are a series of tests that were originally developed by the
Ministère de l’Éducation du Québec in the early 1980s for Secondary 3
(Grade 9) students. On the basis of previous research, we used 32 items
from these multiple-choice tests. The main emphasis is on listening
comprehension, but there is also some requirement to read short
sentences.


Narrative. Students were shown a picture (adapted from Jigsaw Two,
Abbs, Worrall, & Bolduc, 1982) of a little boy, his mother, and two police
officers. Students were asked to think about what had happened, what
was happening, and what was going to happen and to write their story on
the blank lines provided under the picture and on an additional sheet.
To encourage students to write as much as possible, they were told that
the occasional use of a French word would be acceptable in situations
when they had no idea how to render their idea in English. Dictionaries
were not used. Data on this measure were available for the massed and
distributed programs only.


 7 The classes were posttested at the convenience of the participating schools. The testing in
all distributed and massed programs was spread over a 2-week period, and the students who
were tested closer to the end of their intensive ESL experience came from both programs.
Students in the massed-plus program were all tested on the same day in the last week of classes.







For students in all four pretest hands, posttest performance differed
according to the intensive ESL program that students experienced. The
consistent pattern was for students in the massed and massed-plus
programs to perform better than those in the distributed program on
both the MEQ and the Yes/No tests (see Figures 2 and 3). On both tests,
students in the massed-plus program performed better  than their
academically heterogeneous counterparts in the distributed program
and the academically successful students in the massed program. As
academic ability was not a criterion for participation in the massed-plus
program, these results suggest that the greater amount of time spent in
this program may indeed create conditions in which students can learn
more English.


On the MEQ test, mean comparisons showed significant differences
favouring the massed-plus program over both the massed and distrib-
uted programs within all three bands in which the massed-plus students
were represented (A, B, and C) (see Tables 3 and 4). In addition, the
massed-program students performed significantly better than the
distributed-program students in Bands A, B, and C.


On the Yes/No test, students in the massed-plus program performed
significantly better than students in the distributed program in Bands A,







A B
Band
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B, and C. Students in the massed-plus program also performed better
than the massed students, but the differences were not significant.
Students in the massed program performed significantly better than
students in the distributed program in Band B only.


Assessment of the performance of students in the massed and
distributed programs on the narrative task was based on four 4-point
scales (see Appendix C). The first two scales, length of text and use of
French words, gave information on the degree to which students were
able to recount a sustained narrative in English. The two remaining
scales, use of verb inflections and sentence structure and complexity,
rated how well students could make use of grammatical devices in
English to report shifts in time and perspective, and to express relation-
ships between people and events. After a training session in which the
scales were refined, two of the researchers independently rated approxi-
mately 25% of the texts. Because there was 90% agreement between the
two researchers on these texts, the remaining texts were rated by one of
the two researchers.


Figures 4, 5, 6, and 7 show the results on the narrative task for students
in Bands A, B, C, and D. Overall, student performance was consistent
with the pretest groupings. The students in Band A used the most French
and produced the shortest and grammatically simplest texts, whereas
those in Band D wrote the longest and most complex narratives. Bands B
and C fell between. Within the same band, students in the massed
program almost always scored higher than students in the distributed


TABLE 4
Comparison of Posttest Means, by Band and Program


MEQ test Yes/No test


Band Program n M (%) SD n M (%) SD


A Distributed 36 39.50 12.07 31 47.39 15.32
Massed 9 49.65 11.42 8 58.75 11.60
Massed plus 49 70.41 10.03 47 63.53 16.09


B Distributed 100 55.59 12.27 96 60.59 12.36
Massed 112 65.01 12.34 110 72.18 9.60
Massed plus 67 75.14 11.31 68 76.00 11.27


C Distributed 82 67.84 10.41 80 73.52 9.25
Massed 151 73.20 10.66 151 76.85 11.49
Massed plus 28 83.60 8.78 27 80.85 12.31


D Distributed 18 78.65 11.66 17 81.12 7.30
Massed 49 83.04 11.9 49 83.18 7.98
Massed plus 2 — — 2 — —


Note. Dotted lines join groups that are significantly different from each other using the Tukey
Multiple Ranges test, p < .05.
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program, but only a few of the differences were significant. (See Table 5
for details.)


The results from all posttest measures suggest that, regardless of how
much English they had at the beginning, by the end of the intensive
experience the trend was for massed- and massed-plus-program students
to know more vocabulary and understand and produce more English
than students in the distributed program. The differences were not
dramatic, but they were consistent. The findings on the language
measures must be interpreted in light of the selection criteria and overall
instructional time in the three programs.


Selection criteria. Previous research in intensive ESL has shown that the
criteria used to admit students to these classes are not always clearly
defined (Dussault, 1997). Watts and Snow (1993) identified seven cate-
gories of selection criteria but found that, in some cases, school boards
defined the same selection criteria differently. Academic performance, for
example, sometimes meant that only students who had performed in the
upper percentiles in French and mathematics in the previous year were
selected for intensive ESL or simply that students were admitted if they
were not at risk of failure. Even within the same school board, the
procedures for admitting students to intensive ESL sometimes varied.


The schools in the present study did indeed use different selection
criteria. However, there was consistency within each program. The
distributed and massed-plus classes were open to virtually all students.
The principal criterion for admission was for both students and parents
to accept that extra effort was involved. As a result, some students with
below-average academic ability and even some students whose behaviour
had been problematic in previous years were included in these two
programs. Only students whose academic weakness or behaviour prob-
lems were extreme were excluded. On the other hand, the schools
offering the massed program set above-average academic ability (mea-
sured by performance in other subject matter in French) and, in many
cases, exemplary behaviour as criteria for admission. This suggests that
differences in the performance of the groups could be based, at least in
part, on factors other than the program of intensive ESL they experienced.


Instructional time. Prior to undertaking this project, we had been led to
believe that the distributed classes had virtually the same total amount of
instructional time as the massed classes and that the difference between
these programs was in the way the time was allotted. However, as the
study progressed, it became apparent that the total amount of ESL
instruction time in the massed and distributed programs differed. It was
difficult to get exact information about the total ESL time, particularly in
the distributed program, in which students followed a cyclical, rather
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than weekly, timetable. The length of the cycle varied both across and
within school boards. Based on information provided by the teachers,
which we verified with the teachers and the school boards, we calculated
that students in the massed program typically received 18–20 hours of
English a week for 5 months, for a total of nearly 400 hours. In the
distributed program, students received approximately 8 hours a week for
10 months, giving them approximately 300 hours of contact with
English. Students in the massed-plus program received a similar amount
of classroom exposure as those in the massed program, but, in addition,
they continued to use English in the broader school context. The
interpretation of the results needs to take into consideration the
different amounts and kinds of instructional time experienced by
students in the different programs.


DISCUSSION


The findings of superior outcomes for students in massed instruction
are consistent with previous language program evaluation research, in
which no advantage for the distributed learning condition has been
found. The findings of this study do not appear to be consistent with the
psychological literature, in which clear advantages for distributed prac-
tice have been found. However, given the differences in learning targets
and conditions, it is not surprising that the communicative L2 classroom
context yields different findings. Furthermore, if the distributed learn-
ing condition typically consists of repeated exposure to the language
over an extended period of time, it is clear that learners in all three
programs studied here benefit from this type of presentation even
though the repetition spans different time periods.


The most successful outcomes in this study were observed in the
massed-plus program. This confirms other research findings in that
students in the massed-plus program whom we observed in previous
studies consistently performed as well as those who were included in this
study (Lightbown & Spada, 1997). Because students in this program
were drawn from a wide range of academic abilities, we may conclude
that superior academic ability is not a requirement for successfully
learning English in intensive communicative classes. Given the pretest
results, however, academic ability may have played a role in how much
English was learned in the drip-feed access to English that students had
experienced in the years prior to intensive ESL. In a discussion of the
contribution that language learning aptitude makes when the instruc-
tional conditions are less than optimal (i.e., when exposure is very
limited), Skehan (1986), referring to Carroll’s model of school learning,
suggests that high-aptitude students can extract the maximum learning
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in time-pressured situations. Although we have no formal measures of
language learning aptitude for the participants in this study, the superior
pretest performance of the academically successful learners selected for
participation in the massed program may have reflected the students’
ability to learn more English in the little time they had been exposed to
the language. The substantially greater numbers of hours of instruction
in intensive ESL, on the other hand, removed the time pressure,
allowing students of various abilities sufficient time for language learn-
ing. In the end, students in the massed-plus program surpassed students
in the other programs, even when those students had begun intensive
ESL with more knowledge of English and even when those students had
a history of being more academically successful.


One conclusion that may be drawn from this study is that the superior
performance of students in the massed and massed-plus programs is due
to the fact that these students simply had more exposure to English. Yet
research findings from both language program evaluation (Turnbull
et␣ al., 1998) and cognitive psychology (the total time law issue; see
Dempster, 1988; Melton, 1970; Underwood, 1970) show that there is not
necessarily a linear relationship between amount of instructional time
and amount of learning. In this study, the differences between the
massed and distributed programs were not as substantial as might be
predicted in light of the fact that the students in the massed program
had as much as 100 hours more ESL classroom time. The relatively small
difference between the outcomes of the massed and distributed groups
may suggest that the kind of learning that takes place in the communica-
tive classroom context reaches a plateau at some point and that the
simple addition of more classroom hours of the same type of exposure
will not lead to a proportional increase in learning. Future research will
need to assess performance at various points during the intensive ESL
experience, when students have had the same total number of hours of
exposure.


Another issue calling for further research is the influence of the type
of activities that students in the three programs experienced. Although
the instructional approach within the ESL classes was very similar,
students in the massed and massed-plus programs used English for most
of the day, every day. This allowed for certain kinds of language use in
sustained learning activities that would have been harder to implement
in the shorter periods of ESL instruction in the distributed classes. In the
massed and massed-plus programs, because their ESL teacher was also
their homeroom teacher, students also experienced a wider variety of
interpersonal communications in English—including many “noninstruc-
tional” activities associated with a day at school. Full-day classes may also
have permitted a more varied pace throughout a school day rather than
a sense that every minute of classroom time should be used for “English
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instruction” activities. Students in the massed-plus context had opportu-
nities to use English in an even greater variety of situations—asking for
information from the school secretary, playing in the schoolyard, or
socializing over lunch. Such differences may have an influence on the
kinds of language students learned (see Tarone & Swain, 1995) and their
ability to access this knowledge during oral interaction. In this study, for
practical reasons, productive ability in English was assessed through a
written narrative. To investigate the influence of the different types of
exposure to English provided by the massed programs, future research
will need to include measures of oral performance as well. Another
difference that may have influenced the outcomes is the positive attitude
toward the learning of English that was present throughout the school.
Students in the massed and distributed programs were necessarily
sensitive to the fact that it was not considered appropriate to use English
outside the classroom. This might also have affected their learning in
ways that are difficult to measure.


CONCLUSION


We compared the language learning of a large sample of young
Francophone students receiving different types of intensive ESL instruc-
tion. Although we found superior outcomes for students whose program
offered more concentrated and sustained ESL exposure, students in all
three programs made considerable progress in learning English. At the
end of their special onetime intensive ESL experience, students were
confident of their ability to use English and enthusiastic about learning
more English in the future. Although the level of proficiency in English
attained by most students in all three classes would probably be classified
as intermediate, the students were far more advanced than those whose
only exposure to English was in the regular drip-feed classes. Teachers
and school administrators recognize that the students who come from
intensive programs are different from the regular ESL population at the
secondary level. Although many secondary schools do not offer ESL
classes designed to serve the needs of more advanced students, second-
ary schools that do have enriched or accelerated classes place students
who have completed intensive programs in them.


Future research comparing different programs of intensive ESL will
need to address questions about how the distribution of time in different
programs leads to different long-term outcomes in English proficiency.
In our ongoing research, we will continue to investigate how this
innovative program for L2 instruction continues to evolve. In particular
we will look at how students can progress beyond the intermediate level
they achieve in the intensive classes as they are now designed and
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whether variations in the instructional practices in intensive ESL lead to
different outcomes. In the sociopolitical context of Quebec, it is also of
great importance for future research to further investigate how the
experience of intensive ESL affects students’ performance in other
school subjects, including French, which is the majority language and
the language of instruction.
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APPENDIX A


Sample Page From Pretest
Aural Vocabulary Recognition Test


Audio text: 1. bell
2. policeman
[etc.]
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APPENDIX B


Excerpts From Posttests
Yes/No Vocabulary Test


Sample


Read through the lists of words carefully.
For each word:
• if you know what it means, place a check mark (✓) beside the word.
• if you don’t know what it means, or if you are not sure, leave the box blank.
Do not guess. Put a check mark beside the word only if you are sure you know the word in
English. Some of these words are not real English words.


Here are some examples in French.
1. (✓ ) chat  2. (✓ ) école  3. (  ) couquir
You know what chat means. You know what école means. You do not know what couquir means.
Couquir looks like a French word, but it is not a real French word.


1. ( ) wallage 21. ( ) condick 41. ( ) rather


2. ( ) foot 22. ( ) look after 42. ( ) trust


3. ( ) hallett 23. ( ) hear 3. ( ) pocock


4. ( ) west 24. ( ) pencil 44. ( ) churchlow


5. ( ) hospite 25. ( ) roof 45. ( ) group
[etc.]


Tests relatifs à l’apprentissage scolaire et parascolaire,


anglais langue seconde (MEQ)
Sample Item


Deuxiéme Section
DIRECTIVES: Choisis parmi les quatre phrases suggérées celle qui correspond le mieux à celle
que tu auras entendue.


Exemple: (The books are ours.)
(A) They belong to us.
(B) They belong to her.
(C) They are my books.
(D) They are difficult.


A B C D E
La réponse est: h h h h h


Nous continuons.


16. (I can’t sell my old bike.)
(A) He needs to buy an old bike.
(B) He sold his old bike to a friend.
(C) He’d like to sell his old bike.
(D) He found someone with an old bike to sell.
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Narrative Task
Expression Écrite


Nom: _______________________________ Prénom: __________________________________
École: ______________________________


Ce qu’il faut faire: Regarde l’image.
Imagine ce qui vient de se passer.
Imagine ce qui se passe en ce moment.
Imagine ce qui va arriver ensuite.


Maintenant, écris EN ANGLAIS une petite histoire où tu racontes ce que tu viens d’imaginer.


_________________________________________________________________________________


_________________________________________________________________________________


_________________________________________________________________________________


[etc.]


APPENDIX C


Rating Scales for Narrative Task


Score 1 2 3 4


Length < 50 words 51–100 words 101–150 words > 150 words


Use of French many words and several words a few words 1 or none
phrases


Verb inflection none on 1 or 2 verbs several (minimum many
of 3)


Sentence some complete but some variation in variety of clause
structure fragments and/or generally short clause length, may types (simple,


run-on sentences sentences include a few sub- complex,
ordinate clauses compound)
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The Limits of Collaborative Evaluation
JO A. LEWKOWICZ and DAVID NUNAN
The University of Hong Kong


In recent years, the literature on educational evaluation has promoted
the virtues of collaborative approaches to evaluation, in which those
being evaluated are seen as participants in a process rather than as
subjects to be manipulated and assessed. This article describes the
development of a collaborative evaluation model and its application to
a curricular innovation project within the secondary school system in
Hong Kong. The focus of the article is on the limits of collaboration in
long-term evaluation projects with multiple stakeholders.


The idea of collaboration between various stakeholders in the evalua-
tion process is relatively new in the field of language program


evaluation. However, when such collaboration has been tried, the results
have been encouraging (see, e.g., Alderson & Scott, 1992; for a summary
of recent evaluation studies with varying degrees of stakeholder involve-
ment, see Rea-Dickins & Germaine, 1998). The reduced threat posed by
the evaluators appears not only to enhance the commitment of all those
involved in the evaluation process but also to allow a more accurate
picture of the program itself to emerge. This model, therefore, appeared
to be appropriate for the evaluation of the Intensive English Language
Program (IELP) discussed in this article. The evaluation, which was to be
conducted over a 3-year period, was initiated by the British Council in
Hong Kong. Its aims were twofold: (a) to determine how the bridging
program for upper secondary school pupils could be improved and
(b)␣ to provide a means of accountability to the Education Department,
which provided the funding for the program. Before turning to the
details of the program and the evaluation procedures implemented, we
look at how the idea of collaborative evaluation emerged and how it
influenced our study.


THE EMERGENCE OF COLLABORATIVE EVALUATION


Since the 1960s, the growing interest in establishing whether and to
what extent innovative social programs work has resulted in a rapid
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expansion of research in the field of evaluation. As Pawson and Tilley
(1997) note, “As we move towards the millennium . . . everything, but
everything needs evaluating ” (p. 1). This phenomenon of evaluating
everything has in recent years been coupled with the development of a
plethora of approaches to evaluation and an ongoing debate among
researchers as to which approach evaluators should adopt in pursuing
their line of inquiry. A noticeable tension has emerged between those
who adhere to a traditional, quantitative or experimental approach to
evaluation, such as Suchman (1967) and Shadish (1995), and those such
as Guba and Lincoln (1981) and Stake (1980), who believe that
evaluation should be a naturalistic, qualitative activity. Cook (1997)
likens this tension to an unequal war in which


advocates of qualitative methods have fought hard, attacking the accomplish-
ments of quantitative research and making a powerful case for the utility of
what they prefer. But for the most part the quantitative advocates have not
fought back. (p. 33)


Cook’s explanation for this is that advocates of quantitative methods
seem to accept the need for qualitative methods provided that their use
does not exclude the use of quantitative methods.


Classical Quantitative Evaluation


Education, like other areas of social activity, has not escaped the
scrutiny of the evaluator, and the development of educational evaluation
has followed much the same pattern as the evaluation of other fields of
social activity. The 1970s saw an expansion of educational evaluation,
which reflected the innovation and change that was a hallmark of
education in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Funding authorities wanted
to know whether they were getting value for their educational dollar.
Educators, at the same time, were interested in finding out whether their
innovations were worth the hard work and institutional destabilization
brought about by change.


Writing in the 1970s, Parlett and Hamilton (1976) noted that


As a new field, program evaluation has encountered a wide range of
problems, both theoretical and methodological. Current concerns include
the “roles” of evaluation; the neutrality of the evaluator, the value of
classroom observation, the function of “formative” evaluation, the use of
“objectives,” and the value of long-term studies. Confusion is engendered as
rival proposals, models, and terminologies are voiced and then rapidly
countered. As a developing field of study, evaluation proceeds in the absence
of coherent or agreed frames of reference. More generally, within educa-
tional research two distinct paradigms can be discerned. (p. 142)
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At the time they were writing, Parlett and Hamilton argued that the
dominant paradigm was the classical or agricultural paradigm (based on a
traditional, quantitative approach to conducting research), which was
derived from the experimental and mental-testing traditions in psychol-
ogy. They claimed that virtually all evaluation studies resided within that
paradigm. This was certainly the case in language education, in which
large-scale comparative studies were widely cited and discussed. These
studies were designed to investigate and adjudicate on the superiority of
one of two competing language teaching methods, the traditional
grammar-translation method and the audiolingual method.


A well-publicized example of such a study was carried out by Scherer
and Wertheimer (1964). The results of their expensive, 2-year investiga-
tion of the effectiveness of programs using the two methods were
predictable. Students instructed according to grammar-translation were
better at skills emphasized by the grammar-translation method (reading
and translation), whereas students in the audiolingual programs were
better at listening and speaking. Another widely cited study conducted
within the agricultural paradigm was carried out by Smith (1970). This
massive study, initially involving 3,500 students of French and German,
evaluated the effectiveness of three different methods: the traditional
method, the audiolingual method, and a middle-of-the-road method (a
combination of the grammar-translation and audiolingual approaches).
The study came to the surprising and controversial conclusion that the
traditional method was superior to the audiolingual method.


These studies were criticized on numerous grounds. Some lacked
experimental control; they were, for example, seen as being preoccupied
with ensuring external validity at the expense of internal validity, whereas
others were criticized for employing inappropriate testing measures.
Another general criticism was that few studies actually collected observa-
tional data on what went on in the classroom. There was therefore no
way of knowing whether or not teachers actually adhered to the methods
they were supposed to be using. As Long (1984) and, more recently,
Spada (1990) have pointed out, without observational data on classroom
processes, product outcomes are often uninterpretable. (For an excel-
lent historical overview of language program evaluation, see Lynch,
1996.)


Alternative Models of Evaluation


Partly as a response to the failure of the classical, quantitative studies
to identify the clear-cut superiority of one type of program over another,
a number of applied linguists looked to alternative models of evaluation
that could take account of the development of programs from a variety
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of perspectives rather than just focus on the outcomes of specific
methods. They looked to models that were “transactional” in that they
could respond “to the requirements that various audiences have for
information concerning the program” (Lynch, 1996, p. 80). One such
model was that of illuminative evaluation, developed within the field of
general education by Parlett and Hamilton (1976). It drew methodologi-
cal and metaphorical inspiration from social sciences such as anthropol-
ogy and sociology and was concerned with description and interpreta-
tion rather than with measurement and prediction.


The aims of illuminative evaluation are to study the innovatory programme:
how it operates, how it is influenced by the various school situations in which
it is applied; what those directly concerned regard as its advantages and
disadvantages; and how students’ intellectual tasks and academic experiences
are most affected. It aims to discover and document what it is like to be
participating in the scheme, whether as teacher or pupil; and, in addition, to
discern and discuss the innovation’s most significant features, recurring
concomitants and critical processes. (Parlett & Hamilton, 1976, p. 144)


Illuminative evaluation was intended as a more democratic and pluralis-
tic process than classical evaluation. Its democratic impulse is reflected
in the desire to represent the perspectives and viewpoints of a range of
stakeholders in the educational process using a variety of data-gathering
techniques. The multiplicity of perspectives and viewpoints considered
in the evaluation allows for a more accurate and fair description of what
is actually going on throughout a program.


The recent rising trend of stakeholder involvement in program
evaluation is noted by Rea-Dickins and Germaine (1998). They point to
some of the advantages of such involvement: It eases data collection,
enhances professionalism within the field, and contributes to partici-
pants’ commitment to the changes being evaluated. Yet specific ex-
amples of evaluations, particularly those with a strong participatory
element, remain relatively rare in the applied linguistics literature.
Noteworthy exceptions include those reported by Alderson and Scott
(1992), Jansen (1995) and Mackay, Wellesley, Tasman, and Bazergan
(1998).


 The first and most widely publicised participatory evaluation was the
one carried out by Alderson and Scott (1992) of English for specific
purposes courses in federal universities in Brazil. This evaluation was
designed from the beginning to involve as many participants as possible.
Aware of the degree of threat perceived by those who are the object of an
evaluation, the evaluators believed that a participatory approach would
reduce the level of that perceived threat. They were also concerned with
avoiding the jet-in, jet-out expert (JIJOE) syndrome and felt that an
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evaluation that involved insiders as collaborators in the evaluation would
help obviate this syndrome.


One feature of Alderson and Scott’s (1992) evaluation worthy of
comment is the fact that it grew out of a need perceived by classroom
teachers, not one mandated by a ministry of education or funding
authority. In their report on the project, the evaluators comment that


Both the informality and non-authoritarian quality of the Project structure
carried implications for the model of evaluation that would be appropriate.
In other words, it is no accident that the evaluation model used—and
defended here—is participatory, and attaches more weight to the insider than
the outsider. (p. 28)


There were obvious differences between the Brazilian project and the
evaluation of Hong Kong’s IELP, which is the focus of this article.
Although neither evaluation was initiated by the respective funding
providers, the stimulus for the evaluation in Brazil came from the
classroom teachers, thus ensuring their cooperation and involvement in
the project. Such cooperation could not be guaranteed in the IELP
because the teachers had not been identified when the evaluation was
initiated. The evaluation of the IELP was proposed by the middle
management team within the British Council, which was responsible for
the project and its success as well as for the hiring and briefing of
teachers. We therefore saw similarities between the two situations. We
were encouraged by the conclusion of the evaluators in the Brazilian
project that, some reservations notwithstanding, the participatory model
was “both possible and rewarding” (Alderson & Scott, 1992, p. 57). We
thus believed that the participatory approach was warranted in the IELP
evaluation.


BACKGROUND TO THE IELP EVALUATION


The IELP arose out of a recommendation in Education Commission
Report No. 4 (Education Commission, 1990) in Hong Kong, which
suggested the introduction of a bridging program to help students switch
from a Chinese-medium secondary education to an English-medium
tertiary education. (In Hong Kong, some secondary school students
learn through the medium of English, and others through the medium
of Chinese, yet all who want to go on to tertiary education are required
to pass the Use of English examination, a proficiency examination
testing a comprehensive range of language skills needed for entry into
tertiary education, to demonstrate a level of English competence that
will allow them to survive in an English-medium teaching environment.)
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The British Council successfully tendered for developing and running
this bridging program in 1993. The proposed program was to give
students learning through the medium of Chinese a positive advantage
when embarking on their final 2 years of secondary school study (Form
6 and Form 7) leading to A-level examinations, which are required for
entrance to university. Specifically, the IELP courses were to help the
students pass the Use of English examination.


The IELP was divided into three separate levels or courses to meet the
demands of students at different stages in their school career (see Table
1). The pre–Secondary 6 (pre-S6) course was developed for students
entering Form 6, the beginning of their final 2 years of study leading to
A-level examinations and university entrance; the Secondary 6 (S6)
course was for those who had completed their first year of A-level study in
Form 6; and the Secondary 7 (S7) course was for students who had taken
but failed the Use of English examination at the end of Form 7.


Students were required by the Department of Education to participate
in the pre-S6 and S6 courses to be eligible for the S7 course. The three
courses were offered during the students’ summer holidays, but not
concurrently. The S7 course, an intensive 3-week program designed to
help the students pass the Supplementary English Examination (SEE),
was held in July. The 4-week intensive S6 course followed, and the final,
10-day pre-S6 course was held towards the end of the summer. All the
courses were run 5 days a week for 6 hours a day, with classes being
conducted by both native and nonnative speaker teachers who were


TABLE 1
Timing of the IELP Courses in Relation to Secondary Schooling


Timing Stage of secondary education IELP course and aims


September–June Form 5 (Final year of
compulsory education)


August Pre-S6: Provide a transition
(end of school from Form 5 to From 6; increase
holidays) confidence in using English


September–June Form 6 (Start of work on courses
leading to A-level exams and
Use of English exam)


July S6: Build confidence in using
(school holidays) written and spoken English


September–May Form 7 (Second year of A-level
and Use of English study)


early July S7: Help students pass the
(beginning of Supplementary English Examination
school holidays) in late July


September University
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hired specifically to teach in the program. Some of the teachers were
resident in Hong Kong, but others were invited to come to Hong Kong
for the duration of the summer program. The latter were teachers of
EFL/ESL from other parts of the world, such as the mainland of China,
Spain, and Poland, who had no other teaching commitments during the
summer and who wanted to gain additional experience or earn some
extra money. Hiring these teachers was necessary because there were not
enough qualified teachers within Hong Kong who were willing to spend
the summer teaching.


After 3 years of running the program, the British Council included
provision for an independent evaluation in its bid to continue these
courses. This evaluation was to demonstrate to the Education Depart-
ment that the funds were continuing to be spent effectively and, on an
ongoing basis, provide the British Council with information on how the
courses could be improved. The evaluation was to be a long-term
endeavor lasting the entire 3 years of the British Council’s involvement
with the program, and the information collected was to be cumulative.


When we were approached by the British Council to conduct the
evaluation, we reviewed current practices of program evaluation and
were encouraged by the results of the Brazilian project (Alderson &
Scott, 1992). We recognized that the evaluation’s dual purpose of
providing both evidence of course effectiveness and information for
course improvement would require an approach that was more than
purely illuminative. Yet we still believed that a participatory model was
not only possible but also desirable. We wanted to avoid the JIJOE
syndrome, preferring instead to be part of the team. We knew the
educational context and situation in which the courses operated and had
a good familiarity with the examination for which the students were
being prepared. We also worked within the university system to which
students aspired, and we were very familiar with the language demands
that would be made on the students. We thus felt we could contribute to
as well as learn from the data collection and interpretation.


THE MODEL


Once we had reached a verbal agreement with a senior British Council
representative, we drew up a formal proposal for the evaluation. Included
in it were five key principles that were to guide the entire process. (See
the Appendix for other underlying principles.) These principles were
informed by our understanding of good collaborative evaluation prac-
tice (outlined in our discussion of the literature above) and by our initial
negotiations with the British Council regarding the nature and form of
the evaluation. The principle underlying the entire process was to
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involve as many of the stakeholders as possible throughout the evalua-
tion process. Thus, the evaluation was to be transactional, with views
being sought from a variety of participants at every stage of input as well
as at the stage of data interpretation.
1. Negotiate a set of procedural principles for the conduct of the


evaluation. In line with Rea-Dickins and Germaine (1998), we
believed that this stage was most important because, as evaluators, we
were keen on enhancing the commitment of all those involved in the
evaluation process to the principles of the evaluation. We also
believed that such negotiation would help reduce the “them-and-us”
dichotomy that often arises when evaluators are brought in from
outside (the JIJOE syndrome).


2. Develop an evaluation brief in collaboration with the stakeholders.
Because the evaluation was to last for 3 years, it was important to
determine how and when the data were to be collected and to elicit
the help of the course directors and teachers in collecting the data;
again, this step was necessary if stakeholders were to be committed to
an evaluation, according to Rea-Dickins and Germaine (1998). At
the outset we recognized that data were to be collected selectively
over the 3 years and that everyone concerned needed to understand
the focus of each phase of data collection.


3. Collect data from all stakeholders. To fully appreciate what was going
on during the teaching and to understand why some students who
had the opportunity to enroll failed to do so, we needed to obtain
data from all stakeholders. We also needed to view all groups of
stakeholders as equally important in providing input for the
data-gathering process.


4. Negotiate the content of reports and recommendation. Again, we
believed that the evaluation should be seen not as top-down but as
one involving a number of parties.


5. Provide feedback to the participants in the form of interactive
workshops. Such workshops, though possibly novel in their ap-
proach, would in our opinion provide an opportunity for dialogue
and for planning future stages of the evaluation, which was impor-
tant for a long-term project.


In the spirit of the first of these principles, that the procedural
principles for conducting the evaluation should be negotiated, we
submitted a draft proposal to the British Council for comment and
amendment. We felt that our drafting the proposal in the first instance
would help expedite the procedure, though in retrospect, as we note in
the Lessons Learned section, we recognize that drawing up these
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principles together with the instigators of the evaluation may have
facilitated their implementation.


EVALUATION PROCEDURE


In line with the second principle of the evaluation, we met with the
three course directors and the evaluators soon after the proposal had
been accepted. At this meeting all parties agreed on the following
aspects of the evaluation procedure:


1. Both quantitative and qualitative data would be collected over the
3-year period. Data sources would include student and teacher
questionnaires and follow-up interviews, case studies of a limited
number of students from the time they entered the program to their
entrance to university or employment, classroom observation, and
an analysis of samples of students’ spoken and written work. In
addition, the evaluation would seek information from teachers in
Chinese-medium schools who taught the eligible students during the
rest of the year and from the students who did not enroll in the
program. Not all sources were to be tapped in any one year.


2. Each year the evaluation would focus on different aspects of the
program. In the first year the evaluators would focus on obtaining an
overview of the program, and in subsequent years, it was suggested,
the focus could shift towards a more detailed investigation of certain
aspects of the program, such as students’ oral performance over the
duration of the course and the perceptions of the course held by
stakeholders not directly involved in the program, including school
heads and students who failed to attend the program. However, the
agenda for the second and third years was to be set on completion of
the previous year’s report.


The first phase of the evaluation took place in summer 1997. At the
start of each course, before data collection, we held a briefing session
with all the teachers to inform them about the evaluation and seek their
views. However, it was not possible to involve the teachers in setting up
the evaluation process, as they had not yet been identified when this
process had to be worked out. Also, there were too many teachers (over
150) for all of them to be involved.
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Sources of Data


During the first phase of the evaluation, information was collected by
means of the following instruments. (Details of the questions and in-
terview content are not given here in order to maintain confidentiality.)


Student precourse questionnaires. Designed to elicit students’ perceived
needs and difficulties, these questionnaires were distributed to all
students (in the S7 course, 309 students; in S6, 1,130; and in pre-S6, 815).
Students were asked to indicate whether they liked learning English,
identify their three main difficulties in learning English, and list the ways
they found best to learn the language.


End-of-course questionnaires. These questionnaires, based on those de-
signed by the British Council for data collection in previous years, were
distributed to all student participants. The questionnaires mainly con-
cerned students’ opinions about their teachers, the classroom activities
in terms of their usefulness and their level of difficulty, and the self-
learning component if one was included in the course. (The S7 course,
because it was too short and because it was specifically designed to help
the students through the SEE in July, did not include a self-access
component.) Most of the questions required students to indicate their
level of agreement with different statements on a 4-point scale, although
some encouraged students to elaborate their answers.


Questionnaires completed by teachers and administrators involved in the
course. These were divided into five sections: (a) background informa-
tion, (b) the level of support received from the British Council, (c) the
quality of teaching materials, (d) the level and teachability of the
students, and (e) general questions about the program’s strengths and
weaknesses. Again, many of the questions were closed, though teachers
were encouraged to include detailed comments at the end of the
questionnaire.


Interviews with selected students, teachers, and administrators involved in the
project. Teachers were asked to indicate on their questionnaires whether
they were willing to be interviewed, and those who were available at the
time the researchers were also available were selected. A total of 19
teachers were interviewed. From those students who indicated on their
questionnaire that they were willing to participate in an interview, 42
students were selected. In addition, the administrators of two of the
three centres were interviewed. These interviews were designed to
supplement and clarify information collected through the question-
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naires. When appropriate, the interviews were conducted in Chinese.
Responses were grouped under the general headings of (a) comments
about the students (and, for teachers involved with more than one
group, about the differences and similarities between the two cohorts of
students) and (b) comments about the program, the materials, and the
administration.


Observation of selected classes. With the permission of the teachers
concerned, we observed 15 classes in two of the three centres. The
observations focussed generally on what was going on in the classroom
and how the materials worked rather than on the quality of the teaching.
However, the observer (one of the evaluators) freely gave feedback when
the teachers asked for it, but the observer did not report it.


Written language samples. We collected samples of in-class writing, includ-
ing essays, letters, introductions to essays, and others depending on the
level of students and the timing of the writing practice, for a number of
groups (pre-S6, 96 students; S6, 64 students; S7, 64 students) towards the
beginning and end of each course. Samples were collected at various
points during the S6 and pre-S6 courses to determine the common
difficulties experienced by the two groups of students and to see whether
there were any discernible improvements in language use as a result of
these courses.


Analysis and Follow-up


Once all the data had been collected and analyzed, we drafted a
report and sent it to the British Council. At a meeting with the course
directors and middle management personnel, we were led to understand
that we would have to introduce a number of changes (see Results of the
Evaluation). The report was subsequently revised on the basis of the
comments made at the meeting, and we submitted written feedback and
a final version for 1997 to the British Council. This was then forwarded
by the British Council to the Education Department.


As a follow-up to the first phase of the evaluation and in preparation
for the second, approximately 20 of the teachers in Hong Kong and the
course directors took part in an interactive workshop. At this workshop,
differences in the expectations of the parties involved quickly became
apparent. We wanted to share our findings and elicit views on how to use
one aspect of the course to illustrate some of the problems we had
identified, whereas the teachers were interested in how to improve their
teaching; that is, the teachers saw the workshop as a teacher-training
session. To respect the teachers’ wishes, we adapted the session accordingly.
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RESULTS OF THE EVALUATION


The information collected from the sources described above was
comprehensive. Because the main purpose of this article is to reflect
upon the evaluation process itself, we note only that both the teachers
and the students were happy to provide us with their comments and that
most of the participants were satisfied with the program. Although the
participants identified problems and difficulties and made recommenda-
tions for improvement of the courses, the majority of teachers and
students saw the program as worthwhile. Of particular note was that the
teachers were very highly regarded by the students, with over 90% in
each group agreeing in the end-of-course questionnaires that their
teachers were helpful and friendly, that they could answer the students’
questions, and that they were well prepared for the lessons. At the same
time, the students were considered well motivated and easy to teach, with
all 19 teachers interviewed saying that they had enjoyed the students and
teaching in the course.


Having compiled a generally favorable report on the basis of this
information, we were somewhat surprised that the draft report first
submitted to the British Council was seen as negative and that the most
persistent request at the meeting to discuss the draft was to make the
final report sound more positive. The parties at the meeting also
recommended that we avoid highlighting negative comments through
the use of bullet points “when positive comments [were] not given the
same treatment.” The discussion of the draft report revealed that the
different stakeholders in the evaluation process (see Table 2) variably
accepted the principles laid down at the outset of the evaluation and that
commitment to these principles varied over time.


We found individual course directors to be considerably more reticent
than either the management or the teachers and students to contribute
to the evaluation, perhaps because they felt most threatened by the
evaluation. In addition, the teachers who initially were very willing to
cooperate and contribute to the evaluation appeared to lose interest and
ultimately seemed uninterested in the findings reported after the first
phase of the evaluation. This change in attitude would appear to be in
part the result of the different outcomes of the evaluation desired by the
various stakeholders (see Table 2). Of primary importance for the British
Council, for example, was to secure continued funding for the program,
which could be guaranteed only on the basis of a positive final report;
hence the perceived need for a reworked report even at the expense of
compromising fairness and reliability, which we considered fundamental.
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EVALUATING THE EVALUATION PROCESS


At the end of the first stage of the evaluation process, it became clear
that, given the context within which the evaluation took place, the
potential effectiveness of a collaborative model had its limits. Six factors
in particular seemed to militate against a truly participatory evaluation:
(a) turnover of personnel, (b) an itinerant workforce, (c) lack of
appreciation of procedural principles, (d) differing perceptions of the
status of the draft report, (e) conflicting agendas, and (f) misinterpreta-
tion of the report.


Turnover of Personnel


Although at the outset the instigators of the evaluation were very
enthusiastic about the collaborative nature of the endeavor, this enthusi-
asm appeared, to some extent, to wane. The apparent good relationship
among the various parties involved did not prevent the existence of a
distance between us as the evaluators and the middle management,
which became more marked as a result of a turnover in middle man-
agement personnel. As negotiations proceeded after the data collection
phase and into the second phase of the project, the new personnel did
not appear to be equally committed either to the evaluation itself or to
the principles underlying the evaluation.


TABLE 2
Stakeholders’ Desired Outcomes of the Evaluation


Stakeholder Desired outcome


Funding body Evidence of money well spent and support for continued
funding


British Council administration Report resulting in the continued funding of the project
IELP course coordinators Vindication of the program and the materials
Teachers in the program Positive evaluation of the project and of their teaching;


indications where materials could usefully be enhanced
Teachers in schools Students who pass the Use of English exam but who do not


demand changes to teaching methods employed in schools
as a result of IELP experience


Students Passing grade on the Use of English exam
Evaluators Fair, reliable, and informative evaluation representing a


diversity of views
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Itinerant Workforce


Teachers for the program are recruited from different parts of the
world. They come to Hong Kong for the duration of the course for which
they are hired and have little interest in the program beyond completing
their contract successfully. Many of them are not available either before
or after the course, and even those who remain in Hong Kong move to
other duties and responsibilities at the end of the summer. This
impermanence made it difficult to involve the teachers other than at the
data collection stage, even though when first approached many indi-
cated a keen interest in the evaluation process and the final outcome.
The teachers did not follow up the evaluation and were not readily
available to the evaluators, having moved on to other duties and
responsibilities.


Lack of Appreciation of Principles of Procedure


Another problem resulted from varying interpretations of the prin-
ciples underlying the evaluation. At the outset we negotiated a number
of principles that were circulated to those involved in the evaluation (see
the Appendix). Included in these principles was the notion that we
would try to represent a complete range of views. In the draft report we
attempted to do this. Among other comments, we noted that one of the
supervisory teachers (each supervisory teacher being in charge of a
group of eight teachers) was concerned about the level of professional-
ism of a small number of his team members. We also noted that one of
the teachers was concerned about the course being too paper intensive
and that some teachers felt the courses were too intensive, finding it
“difficult to reconcile the exam orientation with a summer program.”
The participants saw these comments as unrepresentative and ungen-
eralizable and specifically asked us to delete them from the report, even
though we noted in each case that these views were expressed by a
limited number of people. It appears that our attempt to provide a fair,
reliable, and informative evaluation representing a diversity of views was
interpreted as additional criticism of the program. Our attempt at a
transactional evaluation had failed because we were given to understand
that the comments needed to be eliminated.


Differing Perceptions of Status of the Draft Report


The middle management perceived the status of the draft report
differently from the way we did. We saw it as a document for discussion
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that would be revised in light of comments from some of the teachers in
the program and from the middle managers who received the docu-
ment. We believed that a fruitful process of negotiation would follow,
allowing all parties to better understand the program, its strengths, and
its weaknesses. The report was intended as a device for facilitating a
collaborative dialogue between the evaluators and some of the other
stakeholders in the evaluation process.


Unfortunately, the recipients of the draft report saw it in a different
light. To them, the report was a negative critique of their work and their
efforts. During the meeting set up to talk about the draft report, they
were reluctant to engage in a discussion beyond indicating what they saw
as necessary changes. Some of these changes involved our being asked to
delete information not because it was felt to be factually incorrect but
because it was considered unrepresentative and hence ungeneralizable,
reflecting the views of a limited number of people (see Lack of
Appreciation of Principles of Procedure, above). We had included these
comments in the report in an effort to reflect the views of as many
different stakeholders as possible. The recipients nevertheless put pres-
sure on us as evaluators to remove these comments and make the report
more positive, as the middle management felt that the Education
Department would view the report as very critical of the program, which,
in turn, would affect its funding. Negotiation of the form of the final
report seemed to break down when the report was perceived as a threat.
What also became evident at the meeting was that the concept of equal
partnership had at least temporarily failed.


Conflicting Agendas


The different stakeholders in the evaluation brought different ways of
understanding the evaluation process and desired different outcomes of
the evaluation (see Table 2). The problem of differing expectations was
exacerbated by staff turnover. Conflicting agendas among the different
stakeholders were therefore not surprising. Apparently, whenever an
evaluation of this nature is conducted, the fact that stakeholders have
different interests to protect means that those interests may prove to be
in conflict with one another. In our case such conflicts caused problems
at every stage in the evaluation process and became particularly apparent
during the interactive workshop organized at the end of the first phase of
the evaluation. As noted above, we as evaluators wanted to (a) provide
the teachers and administrators attending the workshop with feedback
on Phase 1 of the evaluation and (b) find out what they wanted us to
focus on in the second phase. The teachers, on the other hand, were
primarily interested in ways of enhancing their teaching. They regarded
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the arranged session as a teacher-training workshop, with some of the
participants explicitly stating that it was our job as evaluators to decide
how we should proceed in the next phase of the evaluation.


Misinterpretation of the Report


A considerable amount of misunderstanding seemed to result from
not involving a cross-section of stakeholders. As the evaluators, we were
expected to come up with a report for comment. We tried to balance our
report to reflect both the positive aspects of the program and those
identified as needing some reflection and possible change. On the basis
of the data we collected, the IELP seemed to fulfill its objectives and
provide students with a good opportunity to improve their English
language ability, even though these gains were not necessarily measur-
able in terms of test results. (Only the S7 group took a formal assess-
ment—the SEE—at the end of the course, and just over 20% of those
who took the examination passed it. This is not altogether surprising
given the short duration of the course.) To support our positive
assessment, we provided quantitative evidence in the form of our analysis
of student and teacher questionnaire data and a summary of our
interview findings. On the basis of these data we concluded our report
(Nunan & Lewkowicz, 1997) as follows:


There appears little doubt that students attending the IELP program benefit
from the experience. The reduced class sizes and the intensity of the course
ensure that students gain a great deal of practice and develop confidence in
using the language. (p. 21)


The report also commented on the high quality of teaching:


Of note, however, was the level of professionalism of the teachers. The
atmosphere in the classes observed was relaxed and friendly and in all the
classes students were encouraged to participate in the activities. The teachers
showed considerable talent in turning rather dry tasks into enjoyable activities
by, for example, setting them up as a competition. (p. 10)


The organization of the program was also noted as an area of success.
The courses had to be arranged under tremendous time pressure with
teaching staff coming from within and outside Hong Kong. This war-
ranted the comment that


The administration of the IELP is a major undertaking that given the
constraints, the British Council managed remarkably successfully. A good mix
of teachers was hired, despite the additional burden this year of having to
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apply for working permits for those coming from outside Hong Kong.1 These
teachers were briefed and ready to undertake their teaching duties in good
time. (p. 19)


However, these genuinely positive comments were often scattered
throughout the report, and the bulky quantitative data were provided in
appendixes. This organization apparently gave the impression that the
positive comments were unbalanced relative to the stronger focus placed
on areas of potential improvement, even though this was not our
intention. The tension was, in our opinion, an inevitable outcome of an
evaluation of this nature, which needs to provide detail about how to
implement changes and improvements if comments are to be under-
stood. If we had devoted the same amount of detail to the positive
aspects of the course, the comments, we believe, would have sounded
top-down and patronizing. They may have also appeared to imply that
the recipients could not be relied on to look at the relevant and detailed
data provided in the appendixes.


LESSONS LEARNED


Enhancing the collaborative nature of the evaluation would require
addressing the issues identified above. Based on our reflections on the
experience, proposed solutions to the problems that came up are
suggested in Table 3.


Despite these suggestions for improved collaborative evaluation, we
acknowledge that in an evaluation in this context true collaboration may
not be possible. Conflicts may persist as a result of the different
expectations of all those involved in the evaluation process. What the
evaluation report writers view as a fair and valid point may be seen as a
threat by the recipients of that report. This threat may come about
because of a misunderstanding of the evaluators’ intentions and may
recede with the perspective of time. However, those on the receiving end
of an evaluation may fear that their audience—in our case, the Educa-
tion Department—would not appreciate what has been written.


Perceptions of fairness inevitably differ among the different stake-
holders in the evaluation process. To avoid creating tension between the
different parties, all the participants who will be directly involved in the
evaluation should be involved from an early stage. As Pawson and Tilley
(1996) note and our study confirms, for evaluation to be realistic,


1 Prior to the handover of Hong Kong to China on July 1, 1997, no work permit was required
for British passport holders. Since then anyone wishing to work in Hong Kong must have
residence status or a valid work permit.
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practitioners, participants, and policy makers need to enter into dia-
logue and understand the complexities of the changes or innovations
being introduced. Early involvement of stakeholders, in turn, would
support the need for stakeholder training (see Table 3). Unfortunately,
despite the value of such training, it may be impractical in terms of time
and logistics. It would not have been possible, for example, to negotiate
the principles underlying the evaluation described in this article with the
teachers and students, as they had not been identified at the time the
terms of reference for the evaluation were being drawn up. However, we
could have drawn up the guidelines with the course directors rather than
presenting them with draft guidelines for comment (see Table 3). This
might have helped reduce some of the subsequent misunderstandings.


CONCLUSION


The extent to which collaboration is possible in the evaluation process
appears to be limited. This may be because of the asymmetry of power
that persists among the various stakeholders in this process (Pawson &
Tilley, 1997) and the fact that by, its very nature, evaluation is judgmental
(Rea-Dickens & Germaine, 1998, p. 13). Some stakeholders continue to
see evaluation as a threat, and perhaps the most that can be achieved is
a recognition that limitations exist. At all stages in the process, consider-


TABLE 3
Possible Responses to Problems Experienced


Problem Response


Turnover of personnel Request that evaluators be informed of any changes of key staff;
arrange a briefing meeting with the new staff.


Itinerant workforce At the outset, identify and work with key staff who are
committed to the program and accessible; do not try to work
with everyone.


Lack of appreciation of Draw up a set of procedures with those most directly involved in
principles of procedure the evaluation; do not present them with a set of procedures for


approval.
Differing perceptions of Avoid discussing a completed draft of the report; have the
draft report recipients see and comment on different sections as they are


completed; encourage recipients to contribute to the writing
process.


Conflicting agendas Build stakeholder training into the evaluation so that conflicts
can be identified and addressed.


Misinterpretation Incorporate findings of questionnaire surveys, interviews, and
of the report the like into the body of the report, not the appendixes, to help


dispel the idea that these findings are somehow less important
than the critique of the program.
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able effort is needed to ensure transparency and trust. Without such
transparency and trust, the evaluation process is unlikely to result in
program improvement.
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APPENDIX


Principles Underpinning the Evaluation
• No participant in the project will have privileged access to the data of the evaluation.
• No participant will have a unilateral right to, or power of veto over, the content of the


report.
• The evaluators will attempt to represent the range of viewpoints encountered in the


evaluation.
• Explicit and implicit recommendations made by the evaluators will not be regarded as


prescriptive. As far as possible, recommendations will reflect the views of the participants,
not the evaluators.


• The evaluators will assume that they can approach any individuals involved in the project to
collect data. Those approached should feel free to discuss any matter they see fit, and all
such discussions will be treated as confidential by the evaluators.


• The release of specific information likely to identify informants will be subject to negotia-
tions with these informants.


• The criteria of fairness, relevance, and accuracy will form the basis for negotiation between
the evaluators and participants in the study. Where accounts of the work of participants can
be shown to be unfair, irrelevant, or inaccurate, the report will be amended. Once draft
reports have been negotiated with the participants on the basis of these criteria, they will be
regarded as having the endorsement of those involved in the negotiations with regard to
fairness, relevance, and accuracy.


• There will be no secret reporting. Reports will be made available first to those whose work
they represent.


• Interviews and meetings will not be considered off the record, but those involved will be
free, both before and after, to restrict aspects or parts of such exchanges or to amend their
statements.


• The evaluators will be responsible for the confidentiality of the data they collect.
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Stigmatized and Standardized
Varieties in the Classroom:
Interference or Separation?*


JEFF SIEGEL
University of New England (Australia)


The public tends to view pidgins, creoles, and minority dialects (such as
African American Vernacular English) as corrupted or degenerate
forms of standardized languages and to fear that their use interferes
with students’ acquisition of the standard. As a consequence, stigma-
tized varieties are banned from most classrooms. This article critically
examines this popular view by summarizing research on educational
programs in which stigmatized varieties have been used in the class-
room and by reviewing relevant theory and research in psycholinguistics
and second language acquisition. The research on educational pro-
grams shows that, contrary to the prevailing viewpoint, using the
stigmatized variety in formal education seems to have a positive rather
than a negative effect on the acquisition of the standard.


Common educational language policy is to use only the so-called
standard, that is, the varieties of language found in written texts and


the mass media—the kinds of language needed to get a college educa-
tion or a high-paying job. Although they are really just the varieties of the
powerful, unmarked by any features associated with a particular power-
less group, they have become valued by the general public as being more
logical, more precise, and even more beautiful than other varieties. In
contrast, the other, nonstandard varieties are stigmatized as corrupted
forms of the standard and kept out of the classroom. These stigmatized
varieties include social dialects, such as working-class English; regional
dialects, such as Appalachian in the United States; and ethnic or
minority dialects such as African American Vernacular English (AAVE)
and Australian Aboriginal English. Pidgins and creoles, such as Melanesian
Pidgin and Hawai‘i Creole English, are also stigmatized, as they are often


* Earlier versions of this article were presented at the Second Language Research Forum in
Honolulu, Hawai‘i (October 1998), and at the conference of the Society for Pidgin and Creole
Linguistics in Los Angeles, California (January 1999).
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considered to be degenerate versions of the particular standards to
which they are lexically related.


Over the past 35 years, linguists have shown that these varieties are
legitimate, rule-governed forms of language and in no way intrinsically
inferior to the standard (e.g., Labov, 1969). But as Mackey (1978) has
noted, “Only before God and linguists are all languages equal” (p. 7).
Thus, continuing negative attitudes towards stigmatized varieties prevent
them from being used in education, in spite of research (e.g., Thomas &
Collier, 1997) showing that children learn better in a variety of language
that they are familiar with. Such policies are defended by the assertion
that the learning of the standard will suffer if time is wasted on another
language variety, even though research (e.g., Cummins, 1993; Snow,
1990) has cast doubt on this time-on-task argument.


But the main justification for banning stigmatized varieties from the
classroom is that they will actually interfere with students’ acquisition of
the standard. This article critically assesses this interference argument. It
starts off by presenting some views on interference as a problem in lan-
guage acquisition. Then, through a summary of the results of research
on educational programs using stigmatized varieties, it shows that the
concerns about negative effects on the learner’s standard variety are not
warranted. Explanations for these results are offered based on research
in psycholinguistics and second language acquisition (SLA); implica-
tions for teaching and future research are suggested.


INTERFERENCE: A LEGITIMATE CONCERN?


Interference, or negative transfer, can be defined as the use of L1
features inappropriately in the L2, or confusion between the two. (For a
general discussion of language transfer, see Ellis, 1994a, pp. 299–345.)
There are many reports that the fear of interference has kept nonstand-
ard varieties and pidgins and creoles out of the classroom. For example,
with regard to Bislama, the dialect of Melanesian Pidgin spoken in
Vanuatu, Thomas (1990) describes deliberations at the 1981 Vanuatu
Language Planning Conference:


One of the most common fears concerning the introduction of Bislama as a
language of education is that, owing to lexical similarities, negative transfer
occurs when pupils subsequently learn English. This fear was also expressed
at the conference, when it was claimed that when children learn Bislama at an
early age “it tends to interfere with their learning of English.” (p. 245)


In a more recent book on vernacular literacy, Charpentier (1997)
reiterates and reinforces this point of view. He describes hostility toward
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the idea of teaching in Bislama and “the failure of pidgin as a school
subject and medium of instruction” because of learners’ confusing
Bislama and English:


The combination of English and Pidgin (or source language X and lexically
X-based pidgin) seems to lead to a social, psychological, and pedagogical
blockage, seriously compromising any passage to literacy. The children in
particular cannot seem to figure out the respective roles and characteristics of
the two codes. (p. 236)


Similarly, Elsasser and Irvine (1987) say that one reason literacy in
Creole is not taught in the Caribbean is the assumption that “students’
limited writing ability is due to linguistic interference” and that “time
devoted to writing in Creole detracts from students’ ability to learn to
write English” (p. 137). Winer (1990) notes that Caribbean English
Creoles are widely accepted in the schools, mainly in the study of
literature, but observes, “Nonetheless, both educators and the public are
concerned over the extent to which acceptance of the vernacular might
negatively affect students’ competence in standard English” (p. 241).


Such views seem to reflect the behaviorist point of view prevailing in
the 1950s and 1960s, which assumed that the main obstacle to learning
was interference from prior knowledge. It was thought that old habits
from the L1 got in the way of attempts to learn new habits in the target
language. However, empirical SLA research of the late 1960s and 1970s
(e.g., Dulay & Burt, 1973) showed that interference or negative transfer
accounts for only a small proportion of learners’ errors. Nevertheless,
although it is not as pervasive as once thought, transfer clearly does
occur in SLA, and research over the past 25 years has concentrated on
identifying the factors that promote or inhibit it (Ellis, 1994a). One such
factor is language distance, or the degree of typological similarity or
difference between the L1 and the L2. Apparently, the more similar
varieties are, the more likely it is that transfer (and thus interference)
will occur (Kellerman, 1977, 1979; Ringbom, 1978, 1987). Because
nonstandard dialects, pidgins, and creoles appear to be similar to the
standard variety in their lexicons and many grammatical rules, this
observation from SLA research is probably relevant. Thus, as Lin (1965)
points out, “The interference between two closely related dialects—such
as a nonstandard dialect and standard English—is far greater than
between two completely different languages” (p. 8; see also Shuy, 1971).
More recently Wolfram and Schilling-Estes (1998) comment that


When two systems are highly similar, with minor differences, it is sometimes
difficult to keep the systems apart . . . . In some ways, it may be easier to work
with language systems that are drastically different, because the temptation to
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merge overlapping structures and ignore relatively minor differences is not as
great. (p. 287)


Opinions differ with regard to the actual extent of the problem of
interference in the classroom. For example, in a study of the writing of a
group of 10th-grade African American students in the United States,
Wolfram and Whiteman (1971) describe several kinds of errors in
standard English that they attribute to dialect interference. However, in
a review of this study and others, Hartwell (1980) points out that such
errors occur randomly and only a small proportion of the time, and he
presents evidence showing that problems in writing are due to reading
difficulties rather than to interference. Disagreement also exists in
relation to the degree of interference in reading; see, for example,
Baratz (1969) versus Venezky and Chapman (1973) and Wolfram (1994).
(For a review of the earlier literature, see Scott, 1979.) A detailed study of
the writing of first- and final-year secondary school students in Trinidad
(Winer, 1989) showed that interference from the local creole accounted
wholly or partially for 65% of errors in standard English. On the other
hand, a study of the writing of children aged 9 to 11 in St. Lucia (Winch
& Gingell, 1994) showed no clear evidence of interference from the local
creole. Viewpoints also differ with regard to regional dialects: Williams
(1989) versus Williamson and Hardman (1997) in Britain; Stijnen and
Vallen (1989) versus Giesbers, Kroon, and Liebrand (1988) in the
Netherlands; and Rosenberg (1989) versus Barbour (1987) in Germany.


Regardless of the extent to which interference has been observed in
the language of nonstandard dialect speakers, it does not necessarily
follow that using a stigmatized variety in the classroom exacerbates the
problem. In fact, with regard to the Trinidad situation, Winer (1989)
suggests two approaches to dealing with interference that would make
use of the creole: (a) “an overtly contrastive method” (p. 170) of com-
paring the creole with standard English and (b) the development of
literacy in the creole. These suggestions contrast with the assumption
that keeping the stigmatized variety out of the classroom prevents
interference with the standardized variety and that allowing it in the
classroom causes greater interference. Even though interference may
occur, the question is whether or not evidence supports the assumption
that working with a stigmatized variety in the classroom is detrimental to
the acquisition of the standard.


RESEARCH ON EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS


Important evidence comes from three types of instructional programs
that have incorporated a stigmatized language variety: instrumental,
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accommodation, and awareness. In instrumental programs, the stigma-
tized variety is used as a medium of instruction to teach initial literacy
and content subjects such as mathematics, science, and health. In
accommodation programs (Wiley, 1996, p. 127), the variety is not a
medium of instruction or subject of study, but it is accepted in the
classroom; students are allowed and even encouraged to use their home
varieties in speaking and sometimes writing. In awareness programs, the
stigmatized variety is an object of study in the context of discussions of
language diversity or of literature.1 Such programs may also use a
contrastive approach in an attempt to make students aware of the
grammatical and pragmatic differences between their own varieties and
the standard. All three types of programs generally have the objectives of
promoting additive bilingualism or bidialectalism and improving stu-
dents’ linguistic self-respect.


Instrumental Programs


The only reported studies of instrumental programs from around the
world are listed in Table 1. The purpose of Murtagh’s (1982) study in
Australia was “to find out whether or not a bilingual program which uses
Creole and English as languages of instruction facilitates the learning of
both Standard English and Creole” (p. 15). He compared several
measures of the oral language proficiency in Kriol and in English of
students in the first three grades at two different schools: the Kriol/
English bilingual school at Barunga and an English-only school at
Beswick Reserve, where the children are also Kriol speakers. The overall
results were that students at the bilingual school scored significantly
better in both Kriol and English than those at the monolingual school
did, especially in Grade 3.


Ravel and Thomas (1985) examined the educational reform that led
to the use of Seselwa (Seychellois or Seychelles French Creole) as the
medium of instruction in primary education. They compared Grade 3
students in 1983, the last Grade 3 to be taught in English, with Grade 3
students in 1984, the first to be taught in Seselwa. The findings were that
the creole-educated students performed better than the English-educated
students, not only on standardized tests but also in school subjects,
namely, English and mathematics. Bickerton (1988) reported the results


1 This type of program is similar to some in the language awareness movement in Britain
(Hawkins, 1987; James & Garrett, 1991), but the emphasis here is on nonstandard varieties. The
dialect awareness programs developed in the United States (Wolfram, 1998; Wolfram, Adger, &
Christian, 1999) deal with nonstandard varieties but do not specifically promote the acquisition
of the standard.
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of a similar study done 2 years later that showed the creole-educated
students achieving higher scores in French, mathematics, science, and
social studies. He concluded, “The prediction by the enemies of creole,
that education in creole would lower scores in English and French, has
failed to be borne out” (p. 3).


The two Scandinavian studies (Bull, 1990; Österberg, 1961) each
compared two groups of regional dialect–speaking students—an experi-
mental group initially taught in their dialect and later in the standard
and a control group taught entirely in the standard. The results of both
studies were that the students who learned initially in their regional
dialect outperformed the other students in reading speed and compre-
hension in the standard variety. (See also Rickford, 1997, 1999.)


Research in Papua New Guinea (Siegel, 1992, 1997) examined the
performance of three cohorts of primary school students on school-term
tests in English, mathematics, and general subjects over a 6-year period.
Of students who learned initial literacy and numeracy in Tok Pisin
(Melanesian Pidgin) and those who had learned only in English, the
former scored significantly higher in all subjects, including English.


In studies focussing on the use of reading materials in the students’
home varieties, or dialect readers, Leaverton (1973) and Simpkins and
Simpkins (1981) both found that experimental groups using materials
based on AAVE made significantly more progress in reading than control
groups using conventional reading materials (see Labov, 1995; Rickford
& Rickford, 1995). Kephart (1985, 1992b) examined the effects of


TABLE 1
Research on Instrumental Programs


Study Type of program Level Location (variety)


Murtagh (1982) Bilingual Primary Australia (Kriol)
Ravel & Thomas (1985) Primary Seychelles (Seselwa


[Seychelles French Creole])
Bickerton (1988) Primary Seychelles (Seselwa


[Seychelles French Creole])
Österberg (1961) Initial literacy First year Sweden (regional dialect)
Bull (1990) First year Norway (regional dialects)
Siegel (1992, 1997) Preschool Papua New Guinea


(Melanesian Pidgin)
Leaverton (1973) Dialect readers Grade 1 United States (AAVE)a


Simpkins & Simpkins Grades 7–12 United States (AAVE)
(1981)
Kephart (1985, 1992b) Junior Carriacou (Carriacou


secondary English Creole)


a African American Vernacular English.
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teaching literacy through the local Creole English in Carriacou (West
Indies) to a small group of 12-year-olds who had failed to learn to read
standard English competently. A phonemic orthography was used to
represent the children’s speech, and reading materials were based on
their stories and anecdotes. The children were tested at regular intervals
in standard English, and these results were compared with those of a
control group who did not learn literacy in the creole. The target group
showed considerable enjoyment of and enthusiasm for reading and
improved their performance, although not conclusively. Nevertheless,
Kephart (1992a) notes, “The research showed that reading Creole
English neither confused nor impaired the children’s reading of English,
as predicted by some educators” (p. 8).


Accommodation Programs


The available studies of accommodation programs, all in the United
States, are listed in Table 2. Cullinan, Jagger, and Strickland (1974)
evaluated a literature-based oral language program for AAVE-speaking
students that involved full acceptance of the children’s natural language
in the classroom. The experimental group, consisting of learners in-
volved in the program, showed greater gains in control over standard
English than the control group, consisting of those not involved. (The
differences were statistically significant for the kindergarten groups.) In
a similar program for speakers of Hawai‘i Creole English (HCE),
teachers allowed students to reply in HCE and did not try to correct
them. Over time, students involved in the program increased their scores
on standardized tests of abilities in both standard English and HCE (Day,
1989).


Piestrup (1973) examined the effectiveness of six different teaching
styles among teachers of AAVE-speaking first graders. The most success-
ful teachers (in terms of the students’ reading scores) were those who


TABLE 2
Research on Programs With an Accommodation Component


Study Level Location (variety)


Cullinan, Jagger, & Strickland (1974) K–Grade 3 New York (AAVE)a


Day (1989) K–Grade 4 Hawai‘i (HCE)b


Piestrup (1973) Grade 1 California (AAVE)
Rynkofs (1993) Grade 2 Hawai‘i (HCE)
Campbell (1994) High school U.S. inner city (AAVE)


a African American Vernacular English. b Hawai‘i Creole English.
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spoke with the children in AAVE and engaged the students by encourag-
ing them to talk and by listening to them. The least successful teachers
were not aware of the systematic dialect differences and constantly
interrupted students to correct their language to conform to the
standard. Rynkofs’ (1993) ethnographic study describes one teacher’s
program of writing workshops for HCE-speaking second graders. In the
workshops, children were allowed to write in any language variety, and
early versions of their work included many HCE features. But through a
process of modelling and recasting rather than correction, the students
became more proficient in written standard English, as shown by their
writing in school.


Finally, Campbell (1994) reports on an inner-city senior high school
program that allowed freedom of expression in the students’ home
variety (AAVE) or in standard English and included some discussion of
language variation. The results were increased self-esteem among the
students and increased use of standard English.


Awareness Programs


The studies of programs with an awareness component are listed in
Table 3. Van den Hoogen and Kuijper (1992) evaluated aspects of the
Kerkrade Project, which took place in the Netherlands from 1973 to
1982. They found that the introduction of the use of the regional dialect
in the classroom increased the rate of participation of dialect-speaking
children as well as the mean length of their utterances.


Project Holopono (“success”), which took place in Hawai‘i from 1984
to 1988, involved approximately 300 students of limited English profi-


TABLE 3
Research on Programs With an Awareness Component


Study Level Location (variety)


Van den Hoogen & Kuijper (1992) Primary Netherlands: Kerkrade Project
(regional dialects)


Actouka & Lai (1989) Primary Hawai‘i: Project Holopono (HCE)a


Harris-Wright (1999) Primary Georgia (AAVE)b


Afaga & Lai (1994) High school Hawai‘i: Project Akamai (HCE)
Fischer (1992a, 1992b) High school Illinois (Caribbean creoles)
Taylor (1989) College Illinois (AAVE)
Hoover (1991) College California (AAVE)
Scherloh (1991) Adult Ohio (AAVE)


a Hawai‘i Creole English. b African American Vernacular English.
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ciency in Grades 4–6 in eight schools, half of the students being HCE
speakers (Actouka & Lai, 1989). The program included some awareness
activities, such as contrasting features of HCE and standard English and
emphasizing appropriate contexts for each. The evaluation of the final
year of the project showed an increase in oral proficiency in standard
English among 84% of the students.


A second program in Hawai‘i, Project Akamai (“smart”), ran from
1989 to 1993 (Afaga & Lai, 1994). Aimed at more than 600 HCE speakers
in Grades 9 and 10 in 11 schools, the program included some contrastive
awareness activities as well as the use of local literature containing HCE.
An evaluation of the final year of the project reported increases of 35–
40% on tests of standard English use and oral language skills.


The Caribbean Academic Program (CAP), for creole-speaking high
school students who have emigrated to the United States from the
Caribbean, aims to make students recognize that creoles and English are
separate languages and that they differ linguistically. Both standard
English and various Caribbean English creoles are used in the classroom
for speaking, reading, and writing (Fischer, 1992a; Menacker, 1998b).
Classes at the high school where the program is run are divided into four
levels (or tracks) based on academic ability, ranging from Level 1 (the
lowest) to advanced (the highest). In 1991–1992, 73% of the CAP
students were in the lowest level, and none were in the two highest levels.
But after 1 year in the program, only 7% remained in the lowest level; 30
of 37 (81%) had moved up at least one level. In addition, 26% were in
the two highest levels, and 12 students (24%) had moved up two or more
levels (Fischer, 1992b).


With regard to AAVE, the DeKalb Bidialectal Communication Pro-
gram uses a contrastive approach to make students aware of differences
between AAVE and standard English. Preliminary figures showed that
verbal scores had improved and greater progress had been made in
reading since the beginning of the program (Harris-Wright, 1999; see
also Rickford, 1997, 1999.) Taylor (1989) also used contrastive tech-
niques with an experimental group of AAVE-speaking university students
to make them aware of differences between their speech and the
standard while using conventional English teaching methods with a
control group. After 11 weeks, the use of AAVE features in standard
English writing increased 8.5% in the control group but decreased 59%
in the experimental group. At the end of a program in which teacher
trainees discussed the rule-governed nature of AAVE and looked at Black
writing genres, 200 of the students involved scored above the main-
stream in writing tests (Hoover, 1991). Finally, Scherloh (1991) reports
that using a contrastive approach for an adult education program
resulted in a reduced dropout rate and a significant increase in perfor-
mance, as demonstrated by pretests and posttests in standard English.
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In addition to the programs described in these studies, success has
been reported in similar programs: in the Virgin Islands with Caribbean
Creole speakers (Elsasser & Irvine, 1987), in Alaska with Native Ameri-
can speakers of Village English (Delpit, 1988), and in Los Angeles with
AAVE speakers (Los Angeles Unified School District & LeMoine, 1999).


Summary


In summary, all the available studies and reports described above
demonstrate various positive results of making use of the students’ own
varieties of language in education: greater participation rates, higher
scores on tests measuring reading and writing skills in standard English,
and increases in overall academic achievement. The results of these
studies clearly contradict claims that using a stigmatized variety in the
classroom exacerbates interference and is detrimental to the acquisition
of the standard. In fact, these studies seem to show the opposite.


ACCOUNTING FOR THE RESULTS


Several factors may have led to the positive results found in educa-
tional programs that used the students’ own varieties of language.
1. A possible factor in the success of instrumental programs is that


acquiring literacy skills in a familiar variety of language is easier than
acquiring them in a second dialect, and these skills then transfer to
the standard (Collier, 1992; Snow, 1990).


2. In all types of programs, the use of a familiar language facilitates the
development of self-expression (UNESCO, 1968, p. 690), especially
when students have no fear of correction. This self-expression may
be a prerequisite for cognitive development.2


3. Teachers in all three types of programs hold more positive attitudes,
because teaching in such programs requires an awareness of the
legitimacy and the complex, rule-governed nature of their students’


2 For example, in a study of cognitive development and school achievement in an HCE-
speaking community, Feldman, Stone, and Renderer (1990) found that students who did not
perform well in high school had not developed transfer ability. Here transfer refers to the
learner’s discovery or recognition that abstract reasoning processes learned with regard to
materials in one context can be applied to different materials in a new context. For this to
occur, new materials must be talked about, described, and encoded propositionally. The
problem in Hawai‘i is that some students do not feel comfortable using the language of formal
education, standard English, and their own nonstandard variety is conventionally not used in
school.
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vernaculars; therefore, the teachers have higher expectations for
their students.3


4. Students have more positive attitudes—more linguistic self-respect,
more interest, and, therefore, increased motivation.


These advantages are well known to many educators, who nevertheless
insist on keeping stigmatized varieties out of the classroom, quite often
because of the fear of interference. One reason this fear is perpetuated
is that it appears to be theoretically justified by the research on
interference mentioned above. However, other research in psycholin-
guistics and SLA may help account for the success of the programs
outlined above. This research, described below, suggests that the acquisi-
tion of two linguistic systems requires the development of a separate
mental representation for each and that this is promoted by an aware-
ness of the differences between the two.


Separation Between Two Linguistic Systems


In the study of the Kriol/English bilingual program in Australia,
described above, Murtagh (1982) attributes the higher language profi-
ciency of the bilingual program students to their “progressively greater
success at separating the two languages” as a consequence of “the two
languages being taught as separate entities in the classroom” (p. 30). If
separation of the two linguistic systems is the key to success, this
construct needs to be defined as clearly as possible and its contribution
to the development of an additional language variety must be understood.


These issues are addressed in psycholinguistic studies about the
mental representation and processing of more than one language
variety. The majority of researchers now believe that the two languages of
a bilingual person are not organized as a single extended language
system (Bialystock, 1994). Rather, at least some elements of the L1 and
the L2 are stored in separate areas of the brain and processed in
different ways. The most popular view of separate representations is the
subset hypothesis (Paradis, 1997, pp. 341–342), in which the L1 and L2
are considered to be subsystems of a larger language system. More
specifically, the hypothesis posits that two subsets of neural connections,
one for each language, can be activated or suppressed independently.
(See also Green, 1986; Grosjean, 1997; Poulisse, 1997.) This view also


3 For example, Edwards (1979, pp. 97–98) describes the vicious circle of linguistic prejudice
in Britain: teachers mistaking language problems of creole-speaking children for stupidity, then
stereotyping, and eventually lowering expectations, leading to lower student performance and
thus reinforcing the stereotype.







712 TESOL QUARTERLY


seems to apply to lexically similar languages, such as Jamaican Creole
and standard English (Davidson & Schwartz, 1995).


Two fairly recent psycholinguistic studies are specifically relevant to
language varieties that are typologically close, such as a stigmatized
variety and the standard. In the first study, Woutersen, Cox, Weltens, and
de Bot (1994) looked into the mental organization of the bilingual
lexicon in speakers of standard Dutch and the nonstandard Maastricht
dialect. They adapted the lexicosemantic model proposed by Levelt
(1989), in which each lexical item is associated with a particular concept
and has two parts: the lemma and the lexeme. The lemma contains
semantic and syntactic information, including the meaning of the item
and the specifications for its use (i.e., morphosyntactic and pragmatic
information, such as grammatical category and function). The lexeme
contains phonological and morphological information about the actual
form of the item. Woutersen et al. found that nonfluent speakers of both
dialects (speakers of the standard who had limited familiarity with the
Maastricht dialect) appeared to have just one lemma with two associated
lexemes, one from the L1 and one from the L2 (see Figure 1). On the
other hand, fluent speakers of both dialects (educated speakers of
Maastricht) had two separate lemmas for a concept, one for each variety,


FIGURE 1
Mental Organization of the Lexicon for Nonfluent Bilinguals


Source: Woutersen et al. (1994, pp. 464–465).
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and each with an associated lexeme (Figure 2). For example, the
concept sick in the mental lexicon of the fluent speakers would have two
separate lexemes for the standard/nonstandard pair (ziek in Dutch and
kraank in Maastricht), but in the nonfluent speakers’ lexicon the same
concept would have only one.


In the second relevant study, de Bot (1992) proposed an adapted
version of Levelt’s (1989) monolingual Speaking Model in order to
explain bilingual and bidialectal speech production. Levelt’s model
consists of four steps and three autonomous information-processing
components (see Figure 3). The model is quite complex, and only the
relevant aspects are discussed here.


The conceptualizer conceives the communicative intention and plans
the message. Macroplanning consists of selecting the information to
express in order to realize the communicative goals. Microplanning
comprises planning the form of message, in which the conceptualizer
uses knowledge about the immediate environment, the world in general,
and what has already been said in the conversation to produce the
preverbal message. The formulator converts the preverbal message into a
speech plan through the processes of grammatical encoding and phono-
logical encoding and by using lexical knowledge. Put quite simply, the


FIGURE 2
Mental Organization of the Lexicon for Fluent Bilinguals


Source: Woutersen et al. (1994, pp. 464–465).
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formulator selects the appropriate lexical units and applies the relevant
grammatical and phonological rules. The combination produces a
phonetic plan (or inner speech). The next component, the articulator,
transforms this phonetic plan into overt speech.


In de Bot’s (1992) adaptation of Levelt’s (1989) model, illustrated in
Figure 4, microplanning in the conceptualizer includes the choice of


FIGURE 3
Levelt’s (1989) Model of Speech Monolingual Production (Simplified)
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PREVERBAL MESSAGE


language or language variety. The lexicon contains two language-specific
subsets of lemmas and lexemes. But most importantly, there are two
separate formulators, one for each language.4


4 This bilingual model is refined somewhat by de Bot and Schreuder (1993).


FIGURE 4
De Bot’s (1992) Model of Bilingual Speech Production
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The implication of this model and similar ones is that lack of fluency
corresponds to lack of separation. As Paradis (1994) notes, “The way in
which L2 may be processed differently from L1 will depend on the
extent of linguistic competence in L2” (p. 414). To use an adaptation of
Levelt’s (1989) model, for example, in the early stages of L2 acquisition,
learners may acquire an L2 lexeme but associate it with a semantically
related L1 lemma and produce utterances using the L1 formulator. The
result is L2 phonetic strings being used with L1 meaning, phonology,
and syntax.5 This is classical interference. With more exposure to the L2,
the learner gradually begins to acquire separate L2 lemmas and build up
an L2 formulator, and interference is reduced.


With regard to typologically similar languages or dialects, de Bot
(1992, p. 9) suggests that speakers can successfully use the same lexical
knowledge and the same processes of grammatical and phonological
encoding (i.e., the same formulator) for some aspects of both varieties.
However, separate representations are eventually necessary for complete
fluency. This theory is backed up by Stern’s (1988) study of acquisition of
standard German by speakers of Swiss German.6 In the early stages,
acquisition is mainly lexical, with the development of new linguistic
registers modelling on the first dialect—much like a continuation of L1
acquisition. But in certain aspects of phonology, morphology, and syntax
in later stages, acquisition is more like L2 acquisition.


Thus, speakers of stigmatized varieties attempting to speak the stan-
dard may simply learn some new lexemes or pronunciations and use
them according to their existing language system. However, in some
areas, the standard variety has a different system of lexical correspon-
dences and of grammatical and phonological rules, and using the
existing system of the stigmatized variety in these areas results in
interference. Therefore, speakers must develop separate representations
(i.e., a separate formulator and subset of the lexicon, according to de
Bot’s 1992 model) for the standard variety if it is to be acquired fully.


Awareness of the New Linguistic System


Recent research in SLA has emphasized the importance of linguistic
awareness for the acquisition of a new system. Summarizing the perspec-
tives of a number of researchers, Ellis (1994b) describes the psycholin-
guistic processes hypothesized to promote acquisition of the new system:


5 For example, a learner of French might say (with an English accent) notre voiture a passé les
instead of notre voiture les a dépassés, meaning “our car has passed [i.e., overtaken] them.”


6 Because Swiss German is not a stigmatized variety, the sociolinguistic factors involved in the
acquisition of the standard may differ; however, the psycholinguistic processes can be assumed
to be the same.
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(a) noticing, (b) comparing, and (c) integrating. Noticing is defined by
Tomlin and Villa (1994) as “detection within selective attention” (p.
199). According to Schmidt’s noticing hypothesis (1990, 1993, 1994),
attention to target language (L2) forms is necessary for acquisition.
Comparing refers to the process of evaluating the new system relative to
existing knowledge, which is necessary to convert input into intake—that
is, information stored in the temporary memory, which may later be
accommodated in the interlanguage system. The claim is that “new items
and rules will only become intake if learners establish how they differ
from their existing interlanguage representation” (Ellis, 1994b, p. 94).
This claim is similar to the notice-the-gap principle (Schmidt & Frota,
1986; Swain, 1998) or what James (1992) calls matching. Learners can
then integrate this intake to modify their interlanguage system. Integrat-
ing is the process of adding knowledge of the new linguistic system to
existing interlanguage knowledge.


Noticing and comparing are unlikely to occur naturally for learners
when many aspects of the L1 and L2 are similar, as in situations involving
a stigmatized variety and the standard. When the new linguistic system is
comprehensible, learners may not experience the communication diffi-
culties that prompt the noticing of linguistic form. For example, Craig
(1966) noted that often when speakers of Jamaican Creole are being
taught standard English, “the learner fails to perceive the new target
element in the teaching situation” (p. 58). Cheshire (1982) also ob-
served that nonstandard-dialect-speaking children in British schools are
unaware of specific differences between their speech and standard
English: “They may simply recognise that school teachers and newsreaders,
for example, do not speak in quite the same way as their family and
friends” (p. 55). Similarly in the Netherlands, Van den Hoogen and
Kuijper (1992, p. 223) found that speakers of nonstandard dialects
learning standard Dutch often could not detect errors in their speech
caused by linguistic differences between the varieties.7


Craig (1966, p. 57) points out that in most foreign or second language
learning situations when English is the target, learners initially are not
able to recognize or produce any aspects of the language. And when it is
acquired, English does not form part of their native language repertoires
and therefore remains separate and distinct (see also Wolfram &
Shilling-Estes, 1998, p. 291). But in situations when standard English is
the target for speakers of stigmatized varieties, learners already recognize
and produce some aspects of it as part of their repertoires, and sepa-
rating the two varieties is often a problem. Craig (1966, 1976, 1983)
defines levels of knowledge of standard English features into four classes:


7 Similarly, in the advanced stages of SLA, learners often do not recognize the differences
between their speech and that of native speakers (see Swain, 1998).
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A those actively known (used spontaneously in informal speech)
B those known but used only under stress (in formal situations but not


habitually)
C those known passively (that could be understood according to


context but not produced)
D those not yet known
Although D forms exist (see Sato, 1989), they are rare, and as a result
speakers of stigmatized varieties are under the illusion that they already
know the standard. This has also been pointed out by Fischer (1992a)
and Nero (1997a, 1997b) with regard to Caribbean immigrants in the
United States.


The lack of awareness of differences may be one cause of the high
degree of transfer (e.g., Ellis, 1994b, p. 102; Van den Hoogen & Kuijper,
1992, p. 223). On the surface it would appear that the smaller the
typological distance between L1 and L2, the greater the likelihood of
transfer. However, Kellerman (1977) notes that actual linguistic distance
may not be as important as the set of speakers’ perceptions about the
distance—what he calls psychotypology. In other words, transfer from L1 to
L2 is more likely if the learner perceives the languages as similar. Also
significant is Kellerman’s (1979) assertion that this perceived language
distance is “highly susceptible to change”: “Actual learning experience
will thus tend to affect perceptions of distance” (p. 40).


It follows, then, that if students become aware of more differences
between their own variety and the standard, they will begin to see the
varieties as less similar and more distant, thus decreasing the amount of
negative transfer or interference. Thus, from the point of view of both
the acquisition of individual features and the notion of psychotypology,
the obvious pedagogical solution would be techniques to make sure
speakers of a stigmatized variety notice the differences between their
vernacular and the standard.


APPROACHES TO TEACHING THE STANDARD


In the 1960s and 1970s, educators took note of the differences
between the language varieties of their students and the standard, and
syllabuses were often based on these differences—although the students’
varieties were still banned from the classroom. This was the era of
teaching standard English as a second dialect, especially for speakers of
AAVE (Allen, 1969; Carroll & Feigenbaum, 1967). It was thought that
second dialect acquisition was similar to SLA; thus foreign language
teaching methods were used (Feigenbaum, 1969, 1970; Stewart, 1970).
At that time audiolingual methods were popular, so classes included a lot
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of drilling of the standard English features that differ from those of
AAVE.


In terms of the acquisition of these standard features, some successful
results were reported—for example, by Lin (1965) and Hagerman
(1970) for speakers of AAVE and by Ching (1963), Crowley (1968), and
Peterson, Chuck, and Coladarci (1969) for speakers of HCE. However,
using foreign language teaching methods for students speaking stigma-
tized varieties presents certain problems (Jagger & Cullinan, 1974;
Johnson, 1969; Politzer, 1973; Shuy, 1971), and overall these programs
did not fulfill their initial promise. One reason is that emphasis on the
attainment of standard forms versus those used by the students gives out
the message of right versus wrong, thus denigrating the student’s own
varieties, either directly or indirectly. In addition, all approaches focus-
sing exclusively on forms share certain weaknesses: What learners already
know is not taken into account, learners are not given the chance to
contribute to the learning process, not enough attention is paid to
context and the communicative needs of the learners, and the lessons
are often boring (see, e.g., Long, 1998; Wolfram & Shilling-Estes, 1998).


The shift to communicative approaches in later years produced even
worse results. Craig (1966, 1983) observes that, unlike learners of a
foreign language, learners of a standard variety have no communicative
reason to keep using the target (i.e., the standard) in the classroom. It is
too easy for them to slip back into their own variety and still be
understood. In a more recent work, Craig (1998) reiterates this point,
saying that in such situations, “learners can all retain their normal
language usage for performing communicative tasks, and there is no
need to learn anything new” (p. 12).


Consequently, many scholars have suggested going back to a contrast-
based approach, but one that involves the students in looking at both
their own language and the standard. For example, Winer (1989)
proposes “an overtly contrastive method”:


A teaching approach which consciously used positive transfer and focused on
areas of overlap which are difficult for learners to disentangle on their own
should serve to decrease hypercorrections and negative transfer in English by
increasing the perception of language distance and by facilitating recognition
of difference as well as true similarities between the two languages. (pp. 170–
171; see also Rickford, 1999; Wolfram & Shilling-Estes, 1998)


A recent development is the awareness type of program described
earlier, in which the students’ own language is used as a bridge to
learning the standard. Such programs focus on differences in the
context of learning about linguistic and cultural diversity in general.
There are open discussions about language variation and the use of
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different varieties in different contexts (see, e.g., Berry & Hudson, 1997;
Delpit, 1988). Differences may also be explored as they come up in
various content areas. Some programs look at literature written in the
stigmatized variety as a springboard to comparison with the standard.
Most importantly, students can examine their own language in order to
discover rule-governed features and compare them with those of other
varieties, including the standard. James (1996) calls such activities
interfacing in situations involving a first and second dialect:


It involves juxtaposing or confronting the D1 [first dialect] and D2 [second
dialect] and helping the learner to notice the differences between them,
sometimes subtle and sometimes gross. It is a modern development of
contrastive analysis . . . which is now done by the learner himself rather than
by the teacher. (p. 255)


Some of these ideas have been around for a long time. With regard to
HCE, Hormann (1947) wrote, “It may be that the aim of establishing
standard English can actually be best accomplished by a more complete
understanding and appreciation of the local dialect” (p. 76). He sug-
gested that students could inductively work out the rules of the dialect,
which could then be used “to bridge the gap to the structure of standard
English” (p. 77). Similar methods were advocated for AAVE speakers by
Reed (1973) and Anderson (1977).


As first pointed out by Menacker (1998a), awareness programs ap-
proximate what is done in focus-on-form approaches that have been
successful in SLA contexts (see Long & Robinson, 1998, and other
chapters in Doughty & Williams, 1998). In this approach, teachers focus
learners’ attention on the linguistic system by “briefly drawing students’
attention to linguistic elements (words, collocations, grammatical struc-
tures, pragmatic patterns and so on), in context, as they arise incidentally
in lessons whose overriding focus is on meaning, or communication”
(Long, 1998, p. 40). The major difference is that in awareness programs
the shifts in focused attention are not necessarily triggered by students’
comprehension or production problems. Rather, they are part of an
activity that James (1992) calls contrastive consciousness raising—an activity
that he says could offer “substantial intrinsic content” (p. 195) for
language classes. An example in SLA would be discussing differences in
word order between English and French or the differences in meaning
between English to pass and French passer. An example in the context of
dialect awareness would be discussing the differences in tense and aspect
marking between AAVE and standard English. With regard to situations
involving speakers of stigmatized varieties, the context, or particular task,
is a lesson on language and dialect diversity.


In summary, approaches designed to increase awareness may have
several advantages. First, the same classroom activities can be used for







STIGMATIZED AND STANDARDIZED VARIETIES IN THE CLASSROOM 721


speakers of all varieties, both stigmatized and standardized, serving the
added purpose of combating dialect prejudice. Second, such approaches
are more interesting for students than traditional methods are. Third,
for speakers of stigmatized varieties, being able to discuss their own
language in the classroom increases linguistic self-respect, and as Wol-
fram and Shilling-Estes (1998) point out, “there is now some indication
that students who feel more confident about their own vernacular dialect
are more successful in learning the standard one” (p. 290). Last, and
most important, approaches designed to increase awareness make stu-
dents notice differences between the varieties, which helps them sort out
these differences.


CONCLUSION


Theory and research justify concerns about interference between
typologically closely related varieties of language, such as stigmatized and
standard varieties. But there is no basis for claims that using a stigmatized
variety in the classroom increases interference or gets in the way of
acquisition of the standard. On the contrary, research findings indicate
that appropriate teaching methodology incorporating students’ vernacu-
lars may actually help them acquire the standard. Theory and research in
psycholinguistics and SLA help explain these findings. Classroom activi-
ties that help learners examine features of their own varieties may
increase their perceptions of language distance and help learners
acquire the procedural knowledge needed to build a separate mental
representation of the standard. These developments would be expected
to reduce interference rather than promote it.


The hypothesized value of separation and awareness needs to be
tested with further research on the acquisition of standard dialects, an
area unfortunately given very little attention in the field of SLA. In
addition, more studies are needed to document awareness-promoting
classroom programs and gauge their effectiveness. Research is needed to
document both the linguistic and the social advantages of such pro-
grams, which treat nonstandard varieties in a positive light and involve all
students, including speakers of standard varieties. The results of such
research may reveal a positive role for language varieties that have
generally been stigmatized in education and other areas and help reduce
some of the negative attitudes towards these varieties and their speakers.
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THE FORUM
The TESOL Quarterly invites commentary on current trends or practices in the
TESOL profession. It also welcomes responses or rebuttals to any articles or remarks
published here in The Forum or elsewhere in the Quarterly.


Comments on James D. Brown and
Thom Hudson’s “The Alternatives in
Language Assessment”


A Reader Reacts . . .


ANTHONY BRUTON
Universidad de Sevilla


■ As a nonspecialist in language assessment, I began to read Brown and
Hudson’s article, “The Alternatives in Language Assessment” (Vol. 32,
No. 4, Winter 1998), with interest and expectation. The authors have
confronted the critical task of trying to integrate new developments in
classroom assessment with existing practices, and they offer an extensive
bibliography for readers to refer to. Moreover, the opening discussion on
the positive characteristics of alternative assessments and reliability issues
augured well, as did the distinction made between alternative assessments
and alternatives in assessments. Looking beyond these contributions, I was
disappointed with several aspects of the authors’ treatment of assessment
for language teachers, despite their stated intention to help these
practitioners with this prickly aspect of their work.


TESTING AND ASSESSMENT


One problem with the article was the confusion it maintained between
testing and assessment. The authors state in the abstract that the purpose
of the article is “to help teachers decide what types of language tests to
use” (p. 653) but then continue to talk about various kinds of “assess-
ments.” The same confusion occurs at the top of page 658. In fact, the
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term assessments is very confusing, as one is left wondering if the authors
are evaluating different assessments, assessment tasks, tests, or assess-
ment systems. For example, the subsection on performance assessments
(p. 662) concentrates mainly on (oral) tests and refers to “examinees,”
“raters,” “costs,” and so on, whereas the section on portfolios (pp. 664–
665) seems to suggest assessment systems, similar to but not the same as
what would be called continuous assessment in Europe.


Some readers might consider language assessment to refer ultimately
to grading, and assessed activities can include tests, exams, and other
activities not completed under controlled conditions. For this reason,
Huerta-Macías (1995) refers to alternative assessment as “an alternative
to standardized testing” (p. 8). Rather than drawing a clear distinction
between assessment and testing, Brown and Hudson appear to believe
that the alternatives to tests and typical testing tasks can be added to
existing assessment practices in a quantitative manner. In ESOL, testing
usually refers to both informal tests and more formal exams. I under-
stand a test as a performance activity or battery of performance activities
of limited duration completed under controlled, supervised conditions
by students who are graded individually by instructors. Exams are similar,
but they tend to be more formal, are usually taken at a terminal points of
expected learning, and are graded by examiners. National and interna-
tional exams are even more formal and are supervised externally, usually
with rigourous reliability monitoring.


CATEGORIES OF ASSESSMENTS


Beyond the lack of clarity in the distinctions between tests and
assessments, a second confusion results from a haphazard coverage of
the categories of tests/assessments. For example, the section called
Personal-Response Assessments has Conferences as its first subsection
(p.␣ 662). I believe that what is assessed is not the conferences but the
outcome of conferences in free-writing tasks, which also appear in the
preceding section under the heading of Performance Assessments (p.
662). On conferencing not only in writing but in portfolios as well,
Genesee and Upshur (1996) caution that they “do not recommend using
conferences for grading purposes because grading generally focuses on
learning outcomes or achievement, whereas the primary focus of confer-
ences is process” (p. 113). The second subcategory, Portfolios, is differ-
ent in kind. Given the authors’ definition of portfolios, “purposeful
collections of any aspects of students’ work that tell the story of their
achievements, skills, efforts, abilities, and contributions to a particular
class” (p. 664), they would potentially include all the other assessments,
though the meaning of this latter term becomes progressively obscure.
The final subcategory, Self- and Peer Assessments, is different again, as it
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deals with who does the assessing, a variable that potentially applies to all
assessed activities.


Wolf (1989) defends portfolios in that “they gather what we have come
to call biographies of works, a range of works, and reflections ” (p. 37).
However, a number of points need to be made about using portfolios for
assessment. First, it is perfectly feasible to include tests and exams in
portfolios along with records of other assessed activities, which may
include samples of performances, such as recordings or teacher observa-
tions, or samples of progress, such as logs, journals, or diaries. If only
certain samples are included in a portfolio, two variables to be accounted
for are what the criteria are for selecting the samples and who selects
them. Second, certain multiepisodic tasks (Ribé, 1997), such as group
projects, and certain abilities, such as interactive listening and speaking,
do not fit so neatly into the portfolio framework. Third, Brown and
Hudson may be right to demand greater rigour in the assessment of tasks
that generate a wide range of initiatives and responses, but they should
have begun by demonstrating that grading in the alternative assessment
literature is usually notable for its absence. Perhaps even more unfortu-
nately, they fail to perceive a central issue: Assessing activities and tasks
that encourage initiative and diversity probably requires different criteria
for assessment than assessing those that are communal and convergent.
These alternative activities not only permit a more global perspective of
students’ ability but also reflect diversity.


As I mentioned above, many European teachers tend to think in terms
of continuous assessment, which is somewhat different from portfolio
assessment. In Spain, for example, continuous assessment is an obliga-
tory component in the educational reform now underway. Fundamental
to this reform is the hope that starting with objectives that differentiate
target communal core skills and knowledge from individual or group
initiatives will have a washforward effect. This differentiation, in turn,
requires distinguishing assessed individual or pair/group tasks that are
communal and probably convergent from those that are either non-
communal or divergent. Some of these latter tasks may be summative/
performance tasks, emphasizing outcomes, and others may be forma-
tive/process tasks, emphasizing progress and development. Tests tend to
be used to assess common target outcomes, though they can be progres-
sive; and ongoing tasks, to assess development, initiatives, and diversity.
The assessment of all these activities should entail making decisions on
the purposes and criteria for assessment and on who does the assessing.
A further option would be to include in the assessment process certain
activities, such as self-access reading, as minimum requirements that are
not graded. Given Brown and Hudson’s definition of portfolios, there is
no reason why they should not include assessed and nonassessed tasks as
records of student work.
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A TESTING-BASED FRAMEWORK


A third problem with Brown and Hudson’s treatment of the topic
seems to stem from their framework, which takes a testing-based rather
than a classroom-based approach and therefore misses many significant
issues for teachers, most of whom are required to act as both instructors
and assessors. Many teachers find that using test-based frameworks at
least allows a partial differentiation of these two roles, as normal class
(learning) activity is contrasted with (performance) tests. Furthermore,
a major issue with any assessed work, apart from those tasks completed
under test conditions, is verifying who actually has done the work. From
teachers’ perspective, the role of assessed learning activities is to reflect
students’ diverse capacities and interests over time rather than to
contribute to reliability by generating multiple sources of information
(p. 670). Even so, with the surge of current interest in alternative
assessment, teachers should heed Brown and Hudson’s warnings and not
discard tests, but mainly because they are appropriate for monitoring the
fairly spontaneous performance of individual students under varying
conditions of external control.


A more classroom-based approach might address some of the issues of
EFL contexts where the state teachers are nonnative speakers of English
with (large) monolingual classes. These teachers, for example, may
perceive many problems not only in the construction of or search for
appropriate tasks but also in the assessment of performance on them. In
foreign language contexts, on the one hand, it is not easy to find
authentic material, and many nonnative teachers lack confidence in
their ability to produce their own linguistically correct tests. On the
other hand, feedback on more open-ended initiatives/responses not
only is laborious but also requires a level of language ability that many of
these teachers feel they lack. In this respect, the distinction between
closed and open responses has consequences not only for the reliability-
validity trade-off but also for the trade-off between the teacher time
dedicated to pretask preparation and the time devoted to posttask
feedback and grading. The authors do not refer to the significant role of
the L1, especially in translation tasks. In fact, in their first category,
selected-response assessments, they ignore what might be termed recon-
struction tasks, such as dictations, dictoglosses, and translations, which are
very convenient for many nonnative teachers to use.


Brown and Hudson’s framework, like the frameworks used by most of
the authors of the alternative assessment literature, ignores three factors
for EFL testing in state schools:
1. Class size: In large classes, individual student initiatives are very


difficult to organize and assess; for this reason various types of
monoepisodic or multiepisodic group tasks are not uncommon.
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2. Level: Many multiepisodic tasks are not appropriate for students who
are at the initial levels of language development, though fairly
controlled tasks of a fact-finding nature are possible.


3. Resources: Many state-school teachers simply do not have the re-
sources to implement some of the options suggested by Brown and
Hudson.


A SUGGESTED AGENDA


Despite the importance of international ESOL exams and the associ-
ated concerns of reliability that Brown and Hudson raise, it is about time
the testing/assessment community paid more attention to the year-to-year
dilemmas schoolteachers face in assessing students in ESOL classes. I
suggest that, apart from the existing concern with categories of tests, the
testing/assessment community could do the following as major concerns:
1. Identify different objectives in schools in different language learning


contexts (Genesee & Upshur, 1996, chap. 3).
2. Clarify possible overall assessment systems, their principles, and their


consequences, ranging from test-based systems to project-based
systems, taking into account mixed abilities and different needs,
interests, and motivations.


3. Consider different abilities to be assessed and the tasks that might be
implemented along with their specific purposes, benefits, and con-
straints—more or less as Brown and Hudson have tried to do, but
categorized by skill knowledge and purpose. For example, it makes
more sense to include cloze tests in the category global written
language knowledge than under the heading Fill-In (p. 661).


4. Consider differing criteria for assessing different types of tasks. For
example, a major purpose behind fact-finding projects is to encour-
age initiative, which is not the case in a composition, so the criteria
would differ significantly.


5. Confront the question of how to balance or weight the assessment of
progress, of effort, and of attainment (ability) across different tasks.


6. Discuss the question of using similar tasks for learning and practice
and as minitests. All such tasks could be included in a portfolio, for
example, but some might not be.


These concerns, I think, are more than enough to be getting on with.
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The Authors Respond . . .


JAMES DEAN BROWN AND THOM HUDSON
University of Hawai‘i at Manoa


■ Anthony Bruton’s comment on our article essentially criticizes us for
writing the article we wrote rather than the one he wanted written. But
more seriously, many of his assertions are simply wrong.


With regard to Bruton’s first point, we disagree that our article is
confused about the distinction between testing and assessment. We
simply do not find it useful to draw an artificial distinction between tests
and assessments. As we explained, we see various forms of assessments
falling along a continuum from discrete-point tests to more open-ended
performance assessments. Attempting to draw too strict a distinction
between tests and assessments can lead to confusion in evaluating
different types of assessments. Furthermore, in our view, it is up to the
teachers who know the students and curriculum in a particular situation
to determine which of the many options on this continuum are most
appropriate for their particular context.


Bruton’s second lament is that rather than drawing a clear distinction
between testing and assessment, we feel that “alternatives to tests and
typical testing tasks can be added to existing assessment practices in a
quantitative manner.” He, on the other hand, quotes Huerta-Macías
(1995), indicating that alternative assessments are “an alternative to
standardized testing” (p. 8). He thereby limits his definition of alterna-
tive assessments to a contrast with “standardized testing.” He clearly did
not understand that we view what he insists on calling alternative
assessments not as contrasts to standardized tests but rather as new,
potentially useful alternatives in assessment that can be used for either
standardized or classroom purposes. As with all the other alternatives in
assessment, these must naturally meet the established criteria of reliabil-







THE FORUM 735


ity and validity so that responsible decisions can be made about students’
lives. As for his distinctions among exams, tests, and assessments (not
consistent with anything we have ever seen in the literature), we clearly
indicated that tests are a subset of assessments and that both can be used
in classrooms, in language programs, at the national level, and so forth.
Hence, we do not understand his objection.


Bruton’s third complaint appears to be that we have included various
assessment tasks in multiple categories of our framework, such as
including writing tasks under personal-response and performance assess-
ments. Likewise, he appears to assume that all assessment will result in a
grade, as his reference to Genesee and Upshur (1996) implies. For us,
both of these issues are related to the type of decision that will result
from the assessment. For example, writing samples may be evaluated as
writing tasks in and of themselves for a grade, used for guidance
purposes within a conference, or included as one of the steps in a
portfolio process. Bruton’s confusion between assessment and grading
does not apply to our article because we were not focusing on the issue
of grading, which in any case is only one use for assessments.


Bruton asserts that we take a testing-based rather than a classroom-based
approach to assessment. Given that our article addresses curriculum
implications, washback, feedback, and teacher alternatives, we do not
understand how he can make this inference. His comments on the need
to address class size, assessment of different language abilities, teachers’
resources, identification of objectives in schools, clarification of “overall
assessment systems,” variable criteria for different tasks, and relative
weighting of the assessment and his concern with the “dilemmas
schoolteachers face in assessing students” indicate to us that he wants an
entirely different article from the one we wrote—an article that he
should perhaps write. If he were to do so, he might come to understand
the scope of the issues that he raised and the impossibility of covering
them all in one article.


We wrote an article that took a piece of the larger picture and
delineated the options that teachers have among the many types of
assessments available today. In our view, understanding these options is
critical to decisions made within the many complex settings where
assessments are used, and as a consequence many other language
teaching professionals have found this article useful.
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Comments on Ryuko Kubota’s “Japanese Culture
Constructed by Discourses: Implications for
Applied Linguistics Research and ELT”


Postmodern Applied Linguistics:
Problems and Contradictions


CRAIG SOWER
Shujitsu Women’s University


■ Ryuko Kubota raises questions surrounding the nature of Japanese
culture and the discourse of the Other in her recent TESOL Quarterly
article (Vol. 33, No. 1, Spring 1999). She makes four main points: (a)
that essentialized cultural labels found in the literature parallel the
discourse of the Other in colonial discourse; (b) that nihonjinron
(theories on the Japanese) represent an appropriation of the Other by
itself in its struggle against Westernization, notably since the 1960s; (c)
that new research refutes the stereotypes of Japanese culture and
education found in the literature and in nihonjinron; and (d) that critical
multiculturalism offers a better way of approaching cultural identity and
“critical acquisition of the dominant language for social transformation”
(p. 9). Her article contains two types of problems. One is errors of fact or
interpretation. The more serious concerns the underlying contradic-
tions of poststructuralism.


In contrast to the arguments presented by Kubota, I maintain that
Japanese culture is not constructed by discourse; rather it is a reality built
by the history and behavior of the Japanese people. My critique traces
the origins of nihonjinron to a millennium earlier than Kubota, casting
the notions of Japanese uniqueness, the discourse of the Other, and
Western influences in a different light. I also question the strength of
Kubota’s examples of “counterknowledge.” Finally, I explore some of the
crucial problems raised by critical multiculturalism.


TWO POSTS


Kubota bases much of her thesis on poststructuralism and postcolo-
nialism. She makes some valid points, but I believe that much of her
position is overstated, contradictory, and factually inaccurate. Kubota
begins by saying poststructuralism and postcolonialism take the view that
culture is not “a monolithic, fixed, neutral, or objective category” (p. 11).
She characterizes the rest of the literature as essentialist and determinis-
tic, contending it regards culture “as fixed, objective, homogeneous,
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ahistorical, and apolitical” (p. 17). This is in direct contrast with the
position taken by most anthropologists and educators, who have long
seen culture as dynamic and ever-changing (Boas, 1945; Stocking, 1974).


Ironically, after arguing against a cultural determinism that no one
proposes, Kubota then suggests that the discourse of the Other determines
how the Other perceives itself and behaves. Western, White male,
ruling-class, Enlightenment paradigms are deemed responsible for con-
structing women and colonials as the Other. This essentializes all of these
groups and is inconsistent with her earlier objections to determinism.


Poststructuralists, epitomized by Foucault, make a similar error when
they assert that structuralist philosophies like Marxism and positivism
overlook key factors but then proceed to replace these structures (i.e.,
class struggle and inductive reasoning) with their own structure: power/
knowledge. This fails for the same reason strict application of the earlier
models failed—it overlooks much that must be taken into consideration.


Kubota gives Foucault (1980) pride of place when she opens her piece
with the following:


Now I believe the problem does not consist in drawing the line between that
in a discourse which falls under the category of scientificity or truth, and that
which comes under some other category, but in seeing historically how effects
of truth are produced within discourses which in themselves are neither true
nor false. (p. 118)


What does this mean? If we are freed from the requirements of
scientific observation and truth, then we are left with only stories. How
are we to choose among competing or incompatible tales? To avoid
privileging one narrative over another, all must be equally “neither true
nor false.” Did millions of Native Americans die after the arrival of
Europeans in the New World, or is that just part of a discourse? Did
millions of Chinese starve in the forced collectivization of agriculture
during the Great Leap Forward, or does that come under some other
category? Who will decide these things if we abandon reason, and on
what basis?


Kubota is being fashionable when she speaks of history, culture, and
even reality as nothing more than social and linguistic constructs. She
seems to suggest that what people construct they may deconstruct, and
that if one is dissatisfied with the traditional ways things have been done,
one need only find the magic words to alter the status quo. I take a
different view. I believe culture is not created; it accretes. It builds up
over hundreds, if not thousands, of years. It consists of the traditions,
languages, religions, folkways, customs, and habits of people handed
down over generations. Whereas attitudes may change from year to year,
the fundamental values of a society do not. Changes occur slowly. Like a
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large body of water, the surface temperature may be affected by the
prevailing winds, but the temperature at deeper levels remains more
stable.


THE “CONSTRUCTION” OF JAPANESE CULTURE:
THE DISCOURSE OF THE OTHER


The Other is indeed a discourse that can have negative effects. This
can be true when writers essentialize Japanese students and culture and
when Japanese writers essentialize themselves through nihonjinron. How-
ever, the writing that Kubota characterizes as “Othering” must be put
into perspective. One must inquire into the intention of the author, the
target audience, and what the interlocutors are trying to accomplish. If
an author is trying to relegate colonized peoples to a subordinate role, to
deny them their humanity, to freeze them out of the discourse of power,
then such writing is clearly pernicious. If, on the other hand, the author
is trying to inform her audience about what she has experienced with an
eye towards helping the reader better prepare for the future, then such
writing may be valuable. Said (1978) rightly criticizes the kind of
egregious colonial accounts of distant peoples that abound in the
discourse he dubs Orientalism. However, writers like Kubota (1999),
Pennycook (1998), and Susser (1998) have taken Said’s ideas and
applied them to writing that is in a different category altogether.


Whether or not one subscribes to theories of linguistic imperialism,
one must wonder whether an EFL professional writing about her class in
Osaka is really equivalent to a plantation manager writing about the
difficulty of finding good help in some far-flung outpost of a 19th-century
European empire. Is the teacher part of a conspiracy to preserve an
unfair status quo, or is she trying to impart information helpful to her
readers and their students? Much that is in the works cited above goes
beyond the justifiable trashing of the jingoism of a darker era and crosses
over into discounting the good-faith efforts of educators trying to extend
the knowledge of the field. I believe that teachers and researchers can
and should look at their students and pedagogies and report their
findings. For someone who has never been to Japan or worked with
Japanese students, some introduction is not only important but neces-
sary. The writer making the introduction—given that she conducts
herself with all due professionalism—should not be tarred as an imperi-
alist simply for making the effort to communicate her experience.


Kubota complains that works about Japan tend to simplify the Other,
reducing it to essentialized stereotypes. This criticism is not without
merit. However, to describe Japanese students and classrooms—or any
other group of people, for that matter—it is necessary to use generaliza-
tions. These will of course be wrong in some instances, as no one can
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describe every case an educator may encounter. The only productive
course of action is to put forth observations and hypotheses about
students’ behavior in as sensitive a manner as possible and to state clearly
that they do not apply to everyone in the group under discussion. Other
professionals will then have the opportunity to test the researchers’
findings and correct them where they are wrong.


Kubota is correct that each student is an individual and that recogniz-
ing this is vital to effective teaching. It is an error, however, to disregard
legitimate observations of colleagues as being part of the discourse of the
Other simply because they describe more than one person. At the risk of
being tautological, I maintain that people are different. They vary
because of their cultures, personalities, and situations, not because of
what someone else says about them. If one has taught Japanese,
Brazilian, and Polish students, one will have observed certain behaviors.
What they are will affect how one plans and conducts one’s teaching.
Saying that everyone is unique is accurate but unhelpful when it comes
to recommending a course of action to teachers. As in all fields, another
approach to discussing differences among people of divergent cultures,
as well as within the same culture, would be for readers to employ some
common sense and skepticism when reading accounts of other people.
One should not believe everything one reads.


A last comment on Japan and the Other is called for. Japanese culture
existed before any outsider arrived. Indeed, even if Japan had remained
isolated forever, Japanese culture would have exhibited observable traits.
The nature of Japanese culture neither arises from discourse nor
depends upon the comments of outsiders. It is fair to say that Japanese
culture has been affected by discourses (including that of the Other),
but to say it has been constructed by them is unwarranted.


NIHONJINRON


It is surprising to hear Kubota assert that nihon bunkaron (theories of
Japanese culture) “is synonymous with nihonjinron” (p. 21). In point of
fact, nihon bunkaron applies to a wide area of interest including Japanese
history, art, customs, etiquette, religion, and daily life. It is equivalent to
Japanese cultural studies, whereas nihonjinron is a much narrower set of
writing about what it means to be Japanese. Kubota gives the impression
that “since the 1960s” (p. 11) nihonjinron has been used by conservative
forces in a power struggle against Westernization. This is partly true, but
incomplete.


A part of nihon bunkaron is the tale of the creation of Japan and the
origin of the Imperial family. One day, the story goes, a divine brother
was purifying himself in a stream. As he washed his left eye, out of the
detritus was born Amaterasu, the Sun Goddess. Her grandson, Ninigi,
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descended to earth and his progeny founded the Japanese state on the
Yamato plain. These accounts—first appearing in the Record of Ancient
Matters (Kojiki), compiled in 712, and the History of Japan (Nihon shoki or
Nihongi), compiled in 720—are seen by scholars as attempts to “enhance
the prestige of the ruling family and create a picture of long-centralized
rule and respectable antiquity comparable to that of China” (Reischauer
& Craig, 1989, p. 7). These seminal events in Japanese literature predate
Kubota’s reference by more than 1,200 years. At the very least, they
indicate that Japanese notions of cultural uniqueness are far older than
any Western contacts or discourse of the Other.


NEW RESEARCH


Kubota notes that the “conclusions of recent research demystify
stereotypical images of Japanese education, such as mechanical learning;
rote memorization; and lack of individualism, creativity, and problem-
solving skills” (p. 23). She goes on to cite various studies of elementary
school programs in which students expressed themselves through body
movement, and math and science classes that promoted creativity in
solving problems. Kubota then touches briefly on secondary education,
concluding that “[w]hether memorization-oriented education in the
secondary schools negatively affects language-based creativity and self-
expression is still a contentious issue” (p. 25). Her examples are probably
accurate for the schools in which the studies were conducted.


The problem is that there is a huge body of evidence that says
otherwise. Works documenting the use of teacher-centered, grammar-
translation teaching methods (the methodology most students are
exposed to during their secondary education) include Hino (1988),
Jannuzi (1994), Kitao, Broderick, Fujiwara, Kitao, and Sackett (1985),
Mulvey (1998), and Robb and Susser (1989). Studies that show many
Japanese students have trouble reading their own language include
Burstein and Hawkins (1992), Hatta and Hirose (1995), Hirose and
Hatta (1988), Rohlen (1983), Stevenson, Lee, and Stigler (1986), Taylor
and Taylor (1995), and Unger (1987). For a treatment of the challenges
and failures of communicative language learning in Japanese university
settings, see Ellis (1991), Hones and Law (1989), and Law (1995). For
problems in implementing a communicative approach at the secondary
level, see Goold, Madeley, and Carter (1993a, 1993b, 1994). Although it
is undoubtedly true that Japanese education and students are changing,
it seems premature to overthrow the mass of evidence on the basis of the
few isolated examples Kubota offers.


A final note on Japanese culture is in order. It is clear that Japanese
culture is complex and cannot be reduced to simplistic formulae. That
said, refusal to acknowledge any pattern at all amounts to epistemologi-
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cal nihilism—the idea that it is impossible to know anything. Perhaps this
is a logical consequence of the postmodernist stance, but it seems at least
as specious as the a priori acceptance of cultural stereotypes that cause
Kubota so much concern. Even though one cannot say that Japanese
Person X will act in such and such a way, one can draw upon well-
documented social studies to demonstrate broad characteristics of group
behavior.


CRITICAL MULTICULTURALISM


I believe the kind of diversity that should be included in the curricu-
lum is pluralistic multiculturalism that fosters an awareness and toler-
ance of the cultures of other people. Kubota considers the pluralist
model but opts instead for critical multiculturalism, which “doesn’t see
diversity in itself as a goal” (McLaren, 1995, p. 53). This means “a
multicultural curriculum that produces a language that deals with social
problems in historical and relational terms, and uncovers how the
dynamics of power work to promote domination within the school and
the wider society” (Giroux, 1994, p. 340). Rather than teaching students
to think critically about culture, this approach starts with the conclusions
already drawn that students live in bad societies and that English class is
a good place to learn how to change them. Perhaps so, but I find this
conclusion questionable. The world’s 10 largest countries (China,
Bangladesh, Brazil, India, Indonesia, Japan, Nigeria, Pakistan, Russia,
and the United States) contain majority populations that are either
religious or traditional or both. Critical multiculturalism begins by
denouncing them all. In the name of multiculturalism, Kubota promotes
a pedagogy inimical to most of the world’s cultures.


In his screed on critical multiculturalism, “White Terror and Opposi-
tional Agency,” McLaren (1995) writes,


As we approach the year 2000, we increasingly are living simulated identities
that help adjust our dreams and desires according to the terms of our
imprisonment as schizo-subjects in an artificially-generated world. These
facsimile or imitated identities are negotiated for us by financial planners,
corporate sponsors, and marketing strategists through the initiatives of
transnational corporations, enabling a privileged elite of white Euro-Americans
to control the information banks and terrorize the majority of the population
into a state of intellectual and material impoverishment. (p. 45)


This might come as a surprise to some readers (or “schizo-subjects”)
who may have been laboring under the delusion that they were living in
a “real world” exercising some form of “free will.” Apparently not.
Giroux (1994, 1995) and McLaren (1995), upon whom Kubota draws
heavily, go on to explain that in order to defend the world from White,
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European American males, truth will reside in those groups that have
been oppressed. Groups will be delineated by race, gender, class, sexual
orientation, and handicap in order to do away with prejudice based on
race, gender, class, sexual orientation, and handicap. How this will work
is left a little hazy. Perhaps it will wither away like the state under
communism. It seems odd that such noted spokespersons for multi-
culturalism, a movement ostensibly aimed at empowering marginalized
groups, would use language that characterizes these groups not as free
and autonomous individuals but as mindless drones at the mercy of
unseen powers.


According to Kubota, the notion of voice will become “understood
not as expression of true cultural essence” (p. 22) but as “a site of
struggle where the subjectivity of the language-user confronts the
conditions of possibility formulated between language and discourse”
(Pennycook, 1994, p. 296). Each group will be empowered by its own
truths, which will serve as counterknowledge to the hegemonic knowl-
edge of the past. She does not say what this means for traditional or
religious viewpoints. No effort is made to spell out who will choose
among competing versions of the truth when conflicts arise. Nor is there
any resolution to the epistemological problem underlying the existence
of oppressed groups in the first place, that is, that asserting historical
grievances presupposes an objective history to be aggrieved about—
something postmodernists do not concede is possible.


Thus, Kubota moves from the discourse of the Other, to overturning
the findings of most researchers in the field, to making students’ cultures
into sites of struggle. When she says that “such representations [meaning
the preponderance of the evidence] need to be viewed as particular
knowledge rather than objective truth and that such knowledge is
contested by counterknowledge” (p. 25), she is merely playing out the
hand dealt her by Foucault and critical multiculturalism. If there is no
objective truth, then all that remains is particular knowledge (which will
usually be contested). One would think that many groups would be
interested in at least some semblance of truth, however tentative it might
be. Everyone concedes that one cannot have perfect knowledge, but
without some basic agreement as to the general veracity of something,
discussion comes to a halt. Is truth important to the Truth and Reconcili-
ation Commission in South Africa, say, or is it simply to grant that
apartheid “particular knowledge” is the equivalent of African National
Congress and Inkatha “particular knowledges”?


CONCLUSION


Fashionable Nonsense: Postmodern Intellectuals’ Abuse of Science (Sokal &
Bricmont, 1998) is a debunking of, among other things, obfuscation.
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“There is a huge difference between discourses that are difficult because
of the inherent nature of their subject and those whose vacuity or
banality is carefully hidden behind deliberately obscure prose” (p. 186).
The application of postmodernism, poststructuralism, postcolonialism,
and critical multiculturalism to English language teaching is just such an
exercise in word games. These theories start by making truth relative,
then stretch it until it does not even exist. Recognizing that our science
is incomplete is one thing; refusing to strive for greater accuracy is
another. To deny historical truth is to refuse to learn from it. To teach
that knowledge is completely subjective, that history is merely a dis-
course, and that language is indeterminate does not demystify applied
linguistics; it wraps the field in jargon.


Kubota’s suggestion that the purpose of teaching is social transforma-
tion is a popular one, but why would English teachers be particularly
good at this? Although we have the same rights and responsibilities as
other citizens, there is no reason to believe we have any special insight or
skills that would enable us to guide students in this grand program of
social reconstruction. As for critical multiculturalism, introducing an
explicitly political agenda into the classroom is dangerous. Of course,
postmodernists would have us believe that everything is political, so
abandoning any attempt at objectivity is only natural, but I beg to differ.
Teaching students to think critically (a valuable component of a liberal
education) is different from embracing critical multiculturalism that
disrespects the cultures, religions, and traditions of most of the world’s
people. It is a pedagogy designed to destroy diversity, not build it. Critical
multiculturalism is a troubled political program with no place in the
English language teaching classroom.


Ultimately, the strength of an argument derives from the logic and
validity of the evidence, not from the class, gender, or race of its
advocates. Kubota’s arguments (like those of Foucault, Giroux, McLaren,
Pennycook, and Susser that she cites) fall strictly on their merits.
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Another Reader Reacts . . .


DWIGHT ATKINSON
Temple University Japan


■ In her recent article (Vol. 33, No. 1, Spring 1999), Ryuko Kubota
accuses a number of L2 writing researchers of participating in a
discourse that orientalizes—that is, essentializes, reduces, and exoticizes—
Japanese people. As one of these researchers, and as someone who has
spent a substantial part of my life living with and among the people I am
accused of orientalizing, I feel called upon to respond.


First, let me comment on Kubota’s main point, which I have just
described. In fact, I have sympathy for the basic idea that researchers in
applied linguistics (and other social sciences) may rely too heavily upon,
and take too literally, rigid dichotomies of the “us versus them” variety.
Any cultural description is further a blunt instrument to the degree that
it seeks to characterize whole groups of people via a restricted range of
descriptors, as I noted in the article that Kubota criticizes (Atkinson,
1997, note 9, where a justification for using such descriptions in a
qualified way was also given; see also Atkinson, this issue). Questions
have been raised in TESOL and other fields about the usefulness—or,
more to the point, the truthfulness—of such gross characterizations. I
find equally credible the idea that Foucaultian discourses operate in this
area (and many others), and that—as Said (1978) argues—when
orientalizing discourses are at work they are typically more about “us”
and “our” need to validate and valorize “our” own ways of being and
“our” own ways of behaving vis-à-vis the groups being orientalized. In
these areas I therefore agree with Kubota that there are problems, and I
further address such problems in my article in this issue of TESOL
Quarterly. But let us examine more closely the extent to which Kubota’s
charges apply specifically to those she accuses.


Although I cannot speak for all those Kubota accuses of orientalism, I
know that my own work on critical thinking (Atkinson, 1997) was heavily
based on situated (mostly qualitative) empirical research—including
work done in Japan, although that was not the main focus of the article.
The first part of this statement is also true for Carson’s (1992) review of
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school literacy socialization practices in China and Japan. Certainly, as in
all academic writing, we not only reviewed this research but also
interpreted it—still, the characterizations we arrived at were based
solidly in empirical research.


The fact is that there is a large amount of empirical research on
Japan—and particularly Japanese education—indicating pervasive social-
ization to “groupist” ideologies. Although this is certainly not the whole
story—and one of the interestingly complicating findings on early
Japanese education is the wide latitude given to children as group norms
are being socialized—it is certainly an important part of the story, as
virtually every empirical study on Japanese education and socialization I
know of (including many of those Kubota cites) attests—some almost
unwillingly. Fewer empirical studies directly draw cross-cultural compari-
sons with the Japanese educational institutions they study, but those that
do (e.g., Hamilton, Blumenfield, Akoh, & Miura, 1991; Tobin, Wu, &
Davidson, 1989) find substantial variation in this regard.


By charging researchers like myself and Carson with orientalizing and
essentializing, Kubota is therefore also accusing those whose empirical
work ours is based on of the same practices—that is, unless we have badly
miscontrued them. I see this as implying that all work done on Japan that
identifies the enduring sociocultural patterns we foreground is guilty of
orientalizing and should therefore be dismissed as serious research.
Although I understand this to be a tenet of orientalist theory—that it is
impossible not to orientalize in the face of such overdetermined dis-
courses—I do not believe the truth is anything like this simple.


To my own way of thinking, reality, while underdetermined, is not
undetermined, and empirical studies are one of the few effective ways of
getting even approximately at something like reality. This is not to say
that empirical research does not have its own view or views of the world
built in—only that, when all is said and done, the results of such work are
often likely to tell us something about something that does not simply
reduce to language games, or Foucaultian discourses, or orientalism. By
saying that reality is underdetermined, I mean to allow ample space for
interpretation—and this is where phenomena like essentialism and
orientalism can come into play. But this is not the same as saying that
empirical research of the kind extensively cited by myself and Carson
reduces simply to “isms”; I would in fact argue, especially where multiple
studies arrive at the same basic findings, rather to the contrary.


Second, let me comment on how Kubota goes about arguing her
point, on the assumption that form and substance are not unrelated. To
my own way of thinking, Kubota’s argumentative techniques are text-
book cases of essentialism, determinism, and reductionism, which is
rather alarming given that these are the very sins she sees herself
attacking. To provide concrete examples: (a) She attributes to me the
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idea that ESL professionals can and should teach dominant academic
discourse conventions. Although this is a major point of another article
targeted by Kubota—Ramanathan and Kaplan (1996)—my own sug-
gested approach to writing instruction explicitly opposes teaching the
dominant discourse convention discussed in the article—critical think-
ing. Instead, I offer a practice- and process-based approach to writing
called cognitive apprenticeship, in which people learn how to carry out
literate activities by performing them holistically in specific contexts,
often in association with an expert. If I am thus excluded from Kubota’s
criticism in this regard (Carson, 1992, and others cited earlier having in
the meantime mysteriously disappeared), this leaves only Ramanathan
and Kaplan (1996) to represent “The Acculturation Model” (p. 26) of
teaching academic discourse. I therefore find Kubota’s whole argument
here to be constructed on the basis of a single study—if this is not
essentialism and reduction, then I do not know what is.


Kubota further essentializes, reduces, and “determinizes” in her
discussion of nihonjinron. In fact, as she admits, nihonjinron (often
translated loosely as “theories of Japanese uniqueness”) has been “a
popular topic of discussion” in Japan at least since the middle of the last
century (p. 19). Why then does she find its true motivations in quite
recent attempts to create a shared Japanese national identity in the face
of Westernization? The answer of course is in order to construct the
argument that Japanese authors have fully internalized the orientalizing
discourse of the “West.” Kubota then continues her efforts by misrepre-
senting studies such as Nakane’s (1973) and Doi’s (1973) as attempts to
explain the Japanese to the rest of the world, whereas both were in fact
originally written in Japanese for Japanese readers. Kubota is further
willing for the sake of her argument to indiscriminately lump serious
anthropological work like Nakane’s with widely debunked efforts such as
that of Tsunoda—the author of The Japanese Brain (1985). As with her
earlier efforts to construct a monolithic group of L2 writing researchers
who argue for acculturation, Kubota is desperately trying to construct a
monolithic, homogeneous edifice of nihonjinron.


Finally, I would like to comment on Kubota’s proposed solution to the
“problems” she identifies. There is much to admire in the aims of critical
pedagogy (or CP, of which critical multiculturalism appears to be a
variant)—the desire to foster true equality in the classroom as a way of
affecting the world outside the classroom, and the idealistic belief that all
people can live together in mutually respectful circumstances. But quite
trenchant objections have been raised to some CP practices. Ellsworth
(1989), for example, points to the paternalism inherent in (typically
White, privileged male) CPers representing themselves as transformative
intellectuals who guide the benighted to the pure, rational land of peace,
equality, and freedom. Placing oneself in the hands of such traditional
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power-wielders does not in fact seem so “critical” or liberatory. The
critical anthropologist Gupta (1996) has also pointed out that “[a]ny
emancipatory movement that tries to fashion a new, coherent identity .␣ .␣ .
carries with it its own repressive agenda” (p. 194). This suggests at least
that we should be very careful and thoughtful before jumping onto any
bandwagon that professes to save the world.


To end with two brief examples of questionable positions in CP
(positions that, unfortunately, do not seem to be all that unusual): First,
in describing a CP-based teacher education course taught at the Univer-
sity of Hawai‘i, Crookes and Lehner (1998) include this rather breathtak-
ing statement: “Sanders . . . remarks, ‘Freire favors the frankness to
eliminate from a training program for problem-posing teachers those
prospective teachers who are not committed to the basic philosophy’” (p.
324). So Freire, the father of CP, was himself a supporter of exclusion
and inequality. Though I can understand the general impulse (i.e., “Get
rid of the dead wood and the troublemakers”), such a position raises
serious questions about CP’s claims to moral high ground, especially in
light of Gupta’s (1996) previously given quotation. In the expression of
such sentiments by its founder, CP starts to look like just another
aggressive (and, if we believe Ellsworth, 1989, somewhat messianic)
political ideology.


The second example is anecdotal. While talking recently to a pioneer
of CP in TESOL, I heard the following remark: “I want to change the way
my students think.” Once again, I understand the impulse, and it took
some reflection to decide what made me uncomfortable about this
statement. To make a long story short, I hope that none of us actually
wants to change the way our students think, no matter how different their
thinking may be from our own. The presumption that I know the truth
while others’ heads are filled with lies is one of those grossly essentializing,
reducing, determinizing, and dichotomizing simplifications that lead
ultimately to greater intolerance, inequality, and strife. As a teacher, what
I, at least, want to do is rather to present students with different perspectives —
a range of “thinking tools” if you will—but I do not want to teach others how
(i.e., what) to think.
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The Author Responds . . .


RYUKO KUBOTA
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill


■ The comments by Dwight Atkinson and Craig Sower demonstrate a
large epistemological disparity between us, one that makes me wonder if
this gap can ever be bridged. Nonetheless, I hope this response at least
narrows the gap and stimulates further discussions. Among many issues
raised by Atkinson and Sower, the following three major topics are
discussed in this response: (a) cultural differences perceived as truths,
(b) the value of empirical research, and (c) critical pedagogy. Here is an
introductory overview.


First, both Atkinson and Sower adhere to the idea that each culture is
distinct in terms of history, religion, human behaviors, and so on and
that the unique cultural essence functions as an organizing principle for
various aspects of human experiences. To them, cultural differences
reflect objective truths. By contrast, I am concerned about the danger of
essentializing and fixing the images of language, culture, and learning
behaviors of ESL/EFL students. As such, my article was neither about
whether commonly believed attributes of Japanese culture and students
are true or false nor about denying historical facts. What I wanted to
convey was that these cultural images are neither neutral nor apolitical—
rather, they are implicated in discourses that reflect and reinforce
particular relations of power.
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Second, although Atkinson and Sower contend that I deny the value
of empirical research, I never suggested so in my article. I propose,
instead, that researchers ask different kinds of questions to capture the
complex and dynamic nature of culture. It is also important to under-
stand that cultural differences discovered by ethnographic research
could either empower or stigmatize language minority students in the
dominant society. This is why ESL students need to learn the dominant
linguistic and cultural codes critically.


Third, critical pedagogy certainly has potential pitfalls and shortcom-
ings, just as any pedagogical approach does. However, it can help
students become successful learners and agents of social change through
appropriating the target language without devaluing, romanticizing, or
essentializing certain cultures and languages. In the following section, I
revisit the main point of my article—that is, the discursive nature of
cultural differences.


CULTURAL DIFFERENCES


The criticisms by Atkinson and Sower presuppose the existence of an
objective and pure cultural essence that is unique to each culture.
Though I am not arguing that there are no cultural differences, I have
serious concerns about the fixation of cultural images that are presented
by a number of applied linguistics studies as binary oppositions and
continuously reproduced as truths. These images, which mirror stereo-
types, construct and reinforce people’s knowledge about the culture of
Self and the Other in a polarized way and further legitimate particular
power relations. For instance, Atkinson’s claim that critical thinking as
seen in the Western academic tradition is not compatible with many
nonmainstream cultures tends to create the image of learners from
nonmainstream cultures, including ESL students, as being devoid of
rational and autonomous thinking abilities. In contrast, these abilities
are perceived as an almost innate characteristic of mainstream Western
students (cf. Scollon, 1991, cited by Atkinson, 1997). Likewise, the
dichotomy of individualism versus collectivism tends to essentialize and
polarize the Western culture and the oriental culture, constructing the
perception that individualism rarely exists in the East whereas every
aspect of Western society operates under individualist principles. This
dichotomy, therefore, tends to exclude the possibility that self-expression
associated with individualism exists in cultures that are often viewed as
collectivist.


Further, these constructed dichotomies manifest certain power rela-
tions. The connection between these dichotomies and colonialism,
which my article pointed out, has recently been discussed in more depth
by other authors. Pennycook (1998), for example, argues that such
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dichotomies can be seen as a present continuity of colonial discourse
that has viewed English language learners as the illogical, exotic, and
inferior Other, while celebrating the language and culture of the West as
superior. Indeed, the colonialist project to classify and catalogue infor-
mation for various disciplines gathered from the world during the
colonial era has sought to determine “differences” among various
categories (Willinsky, 1998). Drawing on Foucault (1970), Willinsky
explains that there was a major shift in European thought at the end of
the 16th century, when seeking resemblance was thought to be an
obstacle in defining essences of things. Under colonialism, people and
civilizations of the West and those of the colonized are polarized into
essentialized images of the Self and the Other. Revealed here is the
continuity between the colonial will to discover differences and the
present applied linguistics tendencies to dichotomize cultural differ-
ences. Here, it is necessary to view colonialism as a discourse that
enables, controls, and delimits certain ways of conceptualizing and
organizing social practices, rather than objective historical “fact” that
existed in the past.


This view of colonialism as a discursive construct facilitates the
understanding that some historical incidents and folklore are bound up
with discourses that are contested and shape people’s worldviews. It is
necessary to raise this point here because Sower seems to misunderstand
my arguments as denying all historical facts. Contrary to Sower’s inter-
pretation, what I am interested in is the discursive nature of historical
knowledge, not whether certain historical incidents occurred. Historical
knowledge as a discursive construct is clearly manifested in controversies,
such as whether the Holocaust by the Nazis or the Nanjing Massacre by
Imperial Japan actually took place and whether Comfort Women who
served Japanese soldiers during the Pacific War were sexual slaves or
prostitutes. Although the question, “Is a particular view on each of these
incidents true or false?” is a legitimate one to explore, what I want to
focus on, instead, is how a certain view of history is connected to politics
and ideology. These controversies, as well as the Japanese mythology that
Sower refers to, are actually bound up with competing discourses of
political struggle that give contested meanings to national/ethnic identi-
ties and define particular power relations. It is necessary to recognize
that certain cultural and historical views are often exploited by politics,
media, and education, and thus endorse particular views of the past and
the present.


In relation to cultural construction, it is necessary to clarify my
discussion on nihonjinron here because Atkinson and Sower express
uneasiness about my focus of nihonjinron vis-à-vis contemporary Western-
ization in Japan. I acknowledge with Sower that Japanese exploration of
self-identity began much earlier than the 1960s. (Contrary to Sower’s
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statement, however, the recent discourse of nihon bunkaron in the context
of neonationalism indeed parallels nihonjinron—cf. Kyôto Kyôiku Center,
1987; Morita, 1988.) However, one cannot reach an in-depth under-
standing of the discursive formation of contemporary Japanese identity
without taking into consideration the amalgamation of nationalism and
Westernization, which is closely related to the post–World War II and,
more recently, post–Cold War political, military, and economic interna-
tional relations of power. Stressing the pure traditional aspects of
Japanese culture while downplaying Westernization overlooks the dy-
namic nature of Japanese culture and language, which are becoming
hybrid, as evidenced in educational reform in Japan (cf. Kubota, in
press).


To reiterate, it is important to recognize that the knowledge of
dichotomized cultural differences that is produced in applied linguistics
research reflects and further reproduces systematic effects of power. The
recognition of the discursive nature of cultural differences, however,
does not lead to rejection of all research endeavors. Instead, this
recognition provides researchers with insights into the kinds of research
questions to ask. The following section focuses on my thoughts on the
value of empirical research.


VALUE OF EMPIRICAL RESEARCH


Contrary to the criticism by Atkinson and Sower, nowhere in my
article did I claim that empirical studies should be dismissed from the
body of serious research. What I intended to communicate was the
danger of constructing simplistic cultural dichotomies through research
that overlooks the complexity of language and culture.


Whereas both Atkinson and Sower defend the position that empirical
research can discover cultural differences as truths, the issue that I
wanted to raise in my article is not “What is true?” but “How is truth
constructed and exploited in the field of English language teaching?” At
issue is not “whether the truth is true or false, scientific or ideological,
but how it is produced, circulated, transformed, and used” (Simola,
Heikkinen, & Silvonen, 1998, p. 65). This perspective, however, does not
stop researchers from conducting empirical studies. Rather, it encour-
ages them to ask different kinds of questions to address the complexity of
human experiences and knowledge construction. Instead of asking, for
instance, “Are individualism and collectivism the respective characteris-
tics of Western and Asian cultures?” researchers with critical perspectives
would ask such questions as “How are both individualism and collectiv-
ism embodied in Japan and America?” “How do individualism and
collectivism function in both cultures according to various social situa-
tions and social groups based on gender, age, ethnicity, class, occupation,
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sexual orientation, and so on?” “What kind of interplay exists between
individualism and collectivism?” “How do political discourses affect
social structures as well as people’s beliefs and behaviors in relation to
individualism and collectivism?” “What factors (e.g., not only culture but
also racism and sexism) keep ESL students from ‘individual’ expression
of their voices in U.S. classrooms?” and “How do individuals resist,
accommodate, or support individualism and collectivism?”


These research inquiries also question the dichotomy between the
presence versus absence of critical thinking as well as its definition.
Although Western critical thinking as promoted in Western educational
settings may indeed reflect a certain cultural tradition, as Atkinson
(1997) (and more recently Ramanathan & Atkinson, 1999) argues, this
does not preclude the possibility that critical thinking in a more general
sense exists in other cultures. In the Japanese context, for example, the
fact that there are active academic exchanges through various publica-
tions and conferences as well as political debates in popular media
presupposes the existence of critical thinking. Thus, the following
questions can instead shape research inquiries: “How is critical thinking
conceptualized and used in Western and other cultures?” “In what
contexts and forms is critical thinking utilized in different cultures?” and
“How is the concept of critical thinking exploited in the politics of
education?” Researchers also need to recognize that the current empha-
sis on critical thinking in U.S. schools and universities could actually
manifest the present lack, not existence, of critical thinking among
mainstream U.S. students.


Although the above examples are concerned with research questions,
research designs can influence the essentialization of culture as well.
Sower, for example, lists studies that revealed an emphasis on teacher-
centered grammar-translation teaching methods that supports such
characteristics of Japanese learning styles as rote memorization and lack
of creativity. However, this conclusion requires a careful reexamination
from a methodological point of view. Is this conclusion drawn from
carefully designed cross-cultural comparative studies? Have researchers
observed EFL classes in Japanese high schools and Spanish as a foreign
language classes in U.S. high schools, for example, and reached this
conclusion? In this kind of investigation, researchers need to control a
number of variables to ensure a valid comparison. Without such carefully
designed research, what makes this equation between grammar-translation
and a lack of creativity credible seems indeed to be the applied linguistics
discourse of cultural differences.


Methodological problems of research are also manifested in many
studies on nihonjinron. Atkinson, in criticizing my critique of nihonjinron
as a desperate effort to essentialize nihonjinron (I assume that he would
accuse other critics of nihonjinron of the same charge), appears to
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consider the concepts promoted by nihonjinron to be the products of
serious research and politically neutral truths. He goes on to argue that
works by Nakane (1967/1973) and Doi (1971/1973) represent serious
anthropological and psychological research efforts. However, it is worth
mentioning that these authors rarely supported their arguments with
objective information such as historical and statistical data or empirical
data derived from their own studies or other researchers’. Instead, their
claims of Japanese uniqueness are mostly supported by stories, episodes,
personal anecdotes, Japanese-specific language expressions, and other
kinds of situated examples (Mouer & Sugimoto, 1986; Sugimoto &
Mouer, 1982).


Carefully designed studies and the possible research questions listed
in this section do not assume any diametrical oppositions between the
West and the East in terms of cultural constructs such as individualism/
collectivism and the existence/nonexistence of critical thinking. They
enable researchers to see these cultural constructs not as static, polarized
oppositions but rather as dynamic and fluid, permeating many cultures
in various ways. Exploring these questions provides insight into the
complex and political, rather than the simple and neutral, nature of
culture.


Finally, it is important to stress that exploring cultural differences in
educational settings demonstrates researchers’ well-intentioned efforts
to recognize, rather than ignore, cultural differences. Such exploration
challenges the assimilationist approach to education in which all indi-
viduals are treated as the same regardless of different ethnic, cultural,
and linguistic backgrounds. Many ethnographic studies described in
works such as Au and Jordan (1981), Erickson and Mohatt (1982), Heath
(1983), Philips (1983), and Vogt, Jordan, and Tharp (1993) have served
to challenge this assimilationist view and created possibilities for cultur-
ally compatible classroom teaching. However, teachers and researchers
need to be aware that culture can become a double-edged sword for
either empowering a minority group by valuing its traditions or fixing
the distance between the dominant and subordinate groups, reinforcing
Othering and maintaining the existing power relations. McCarty, Wallace,
Lynch, and Benally (1991) warn, for instance, that the characterization
of Native American students as nonverbal and nonanalytic learners has
often justified academically nonchallenging curricula as culturally com-
patible education, preventing these students from developing the higher
order thinking skills necessary for full participation in the off-reservation
economy. This is where the significance of critical approaches to
teaching the dominant cultural and linguistic modes comes in.
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CRITICAL PEDAGOGY


Atkinson and Sower reject critical multiculturalism based on slightly
different perspectives. Whereas Atkinson is skeptical about critical peda-
gogy because of its potential to become yet another alienating and
exclusive doctrine, Sower seems to misinterpret critical multiculturalism
as an approach that denies history, and the religions and traditions of
particular cultures.


First, I agree with Atkinson that critical pedagogy can become a
dogma when power relations that exist between teachers and students,
between teachers and theorists, or among students are not critically
examined and acted upon (cf. Ellsworth, 1989; Gore, 1993). Like
Atkinson, I am aware of the potential danger of the critical pedagogy
camp becoming exclusive and inflexible, just as any other pedagogical
approach can become (cf. Kubota, 1998). It is indeed challenging for
students or teachers, who have never interrogated taken-for-granted
beliefs and practices, to engage in critical inquiry into the power
relations and knowledge construction in various aspects of lived experi-
ences (cf. Crookes & Lehner, 1998). However, even with these potential
problems, the fundamental philosophy of critical pedagogy for empow-
erment and social transformation deserves close attention.


As McCarty et al. (1991) indicate, a possible consequence of a
well-meaning teaching approach that validates the cultural differences of
minority learners at the cost of teaching dominant cultural/linguistic
codes would be no less detrimental than that of an assimilationist
approach that tries to erase the cultural differences of minority learners.
This is because neither of these approaches leads to the dismantling of
social, cultural, and racial inequalities that exist between the dominant
and the minority groups. To repeat the point I made in my article, what
is necessary is teaching and learning the dominant cultural and linguistic
codes critically with an understanding that these codes could serve either
as an oppressing force or as an empowering tool for self- and societal
transformation.


Second, with regard to Sower’s comments, central to critical multi-
culturalism is the notion that culture is never apolitical, neutral, mono-
lithic, or static but is constantly contested and in flux, reflecting politics
and discourses. It is a site of struggle in which various social practices and
subjectivities are legitimated or erased within relations of power. As such,
critical multiculturalism is not concerned with denying traditions, histo-
ries, and religions. Rather, it questions why a certain tradition, history, or
religion is legitimated while others are often ignored in the mainstream
classrooms. It also critiques the tendency of liberal multiculturalism—as
often observed in multicultural events in school settings—to trivialize,
decontextualize, and romanticize the culture of the Other by treating
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the culture as mere artifacts (Nieto, 1995). Fostering an awareness and
tolerance of the cultures of other people, which Sower regards as the
goal of multiculturalism, is certainly the first step for multiculturalism.
Critical multiculturalism for social justice and equality, however, goes
further and raises issues such as why some ethnic/linguistic groups are
more privileged than others and how commonly accepted beliefs about
language, culture, and ethnicity influence the way people act and speak.


A language class is a place where people learn new ways of communi-
cating and understanding the world through a particular cultural lens.
The kind of cultural lens to wear—for example, a normative/essentialized
view of culture, a privileged White, middle-class view of culture, a view of
culture as dynamic and diverse—influences the way ESL/EFL students
understand the relationships among the language, culture, and people
of the target society; those of their own; and those of others. English
language teachers should at least be aware of the fact that they are
participating in the discursive construction of their students’ identities
and particular ways of viewing the world.


CONCLUSION


Culture constitutes an integral aspect of teaching ESL/EFL. It goes
without saying that ESL/EFL professionals need to acknowledge and be
sensitive about the cultural backgrounds that students bring to the
classroom. At the same time, teachers and researchers need to under-
stand the metaphor of culture as double-edged and avoid stigmatizing
students by perpetuating simplistic cultural dichotomies. Professionals
who work with ESL students are responsible for these learners’ future
success in the dominant society in which they need to function both
linguistically and culturally. At the same time, learners need to become
active agents for transforming the status quo of the target society, which
often renders them the exotic Other and victims of overt or subtle forms
of racism. Those who teach EFL around the globe are responsible for the
construction of the images of language and culture of the students,
target society, and others. Both ESL and EFL professionals need to
recognize that their classroom practices can either reinforce the existing
unequal power relations or transform people’s perceptions and social
practices toward a society that pursues equality, morality, and justice.
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teaching. For this issue, we asked two educators, “How can knowledge of genre
theory enhance ESL teaching?”


Edited by BONNY NORTON
University of British Columbia


Genre Theory and ESL Teaching


Genre Theory and ESL Teaching:
A Systemic Functional Perspective


FRANCES CHRISTIE
University of Melbourne


■ Contemporary genre theory within the Australian context draws upon
systemic functional (SF) linguistic theory, especially as developed by
Halliday (1994), Hasan (1996), Martin (1992), and Matthiessen (1995)1


as well as many educational linguists. Language is said to be systemic in
that it offers systems of choices in language, each significant for the
realisation of meaning. A simple example is the mood system, which
comprises the linguistic patterns for forming imperatives and indicative
statements, for example (see Figure 1). The available linguistic choices
in English mood involve the language user in taking up very different
roles and relationships with others and hence in constructing very
different meanings. Because the use of language involves drawing upon
many systems simultaneously, it is said to be polysystemic.


Language is said to be functional because its organisation quite
fundamentally reveals the purposes for which any natural language came
into being. The functional nature of language is theorised in terms of
three metafunctions: the ideational, to do with the experiences represented
or constructed within language; the interpersonal, to do with the nature of


1 Other SF theorists, such as Fawcett and his colleagues of the University of Cardiff, take a
theoretical position that differs in some ways.
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the relationships of persons in using language; and the textual, to do with
the organisation of language as coherent messages. When people use
language, then, they simultaneously (a) make choices within the various
linguistic systems and (b) represent ideational, interpersonal, and tex-
tual meanings.


Language is to be understood as text: any meaningful passage of
language that serves some social purpose. Text is intimately related to
context. Strictly, so the theory says, text is known only because of the
context that gives it life; conversely, context is known only because of the
text that realises it. The nature of the text one produces at any time
depends upon context of situation, to use Malinowski’s (1923) term, and
the different language choices people exercise to produce different texts
are said to be differences with respect to register: choices involving field
of activity, tenor of activity, and mode of activity.2


MODELS OF GENRE


Hyon (1996) and Paltridge (1997) have both offered useful reviews of
models of genre, the former focusing on models relevant to education,
the latter taking a more comprehensive perspective that embraces
educational and other models. The SF model, most directly associated
with Martin and his colleagues, including the present writer, proposes
that a genre is a staged, purposeful activity (Martin, Christie, & Rothery,


FIGURE 1
English Mood System (Simplified)


2 There are several models of register, and the theory with respect to register has changed
considerably over the years. For discussions of register, see Halliday, McIntosh, and Strevens
(1964), Gregory and Carroll (1978), Benson and Greaves (1973), Halliday and Hasan (1985),
and Martin (1992). Space does not permit an exhaustive discussion of the different models and
their consequences here.
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1987), structured as it is because it serves certain important social goals
as it unfolds.3


When people create a text, the choices they make with respect to
register are said to involve the context of situation, whereas those choices
made with respect to the overall genre are said to involve the context of
culture (Malinowski, 1935). Thus, for example, one familiar genre within
an English-speaking culture is the narrative, identified from a SF
perspective in speech by Plum (1988) and in children’s writing by
Rothery (1990). The narrative structure includes an orientation, a
subsequent problem or complication, evaluative response(s) to the
complication, a resolution, and sometimes a coda. The choice for this
structure is said to be a choice for genre. But the choices of field (e.g.,
Goldilocks and the three bears or the raiders in the lost ark), of tenor
(e.g., told in the first or the third person), and of mode (e.g., wholly
written, written with accompanying illustrations, oral and using moving
pictures as in video or film) are all choices with respect to register.


GENRE AND PEDAGOGY


SF genre theory grew from the fundamental preoccupations of
linguists interested in exploring and explaining language and its role in
the social construction of experience. SF theory is fundamentally a social
theory about social life and more specifically about experience and the
critical role of language in the construction of social life. In this, SF
theory is quite different from what are generally held to be various
theories of sociolinguistics. To learn language is to learn how to mean, a
term Halliday (1975) employed in writing not about pedagogy but about
very early language learning in young children and the relevance of an
understanding of this for linguistic theory. A model of language that so
powerfully argues the role of language in the construction of life—a
model of language as social semiotic (Halliday, 1978)—necessarily claims
pedagogical significance.


In that it investigates the social construction of experience, SF theory
is also a theory of social action: It aims to explain the role of language in
the way things are so that it may act upon such ways for the potential
good of many. In particular, for pedagogical purposes, the theory
proposes that a knowledge of how language works to build the genres


3 The model of genre as discussed here is not one held by SF theorists such as Halliday or
Hasan. Hasan (1995) outlines her critique of genre. In many communications to me over the
last 10 years, Halliday has made clear that he has a theoretical objection to do with the notion
of intentionality he believes is embraced by the notion of genre. He also acknowledges,
however, the power that genre theory has proved to have pedagogically. See a related discussion
by Halliday (1996).
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associated with school success will enable teachers to guide their students
(both L1 and L2) in learning them.


GENRES AND ESL LEARNING


The theory has been used extensively in genre-based programs in
Australian schools for working with disadvantaged students, L2 students
(see the discussion by Hyon, 1996), and Aboriginal students (Gray,
1999). Feez (in press) has produced an authoritative account of the
impact of genre-based approaches on the provision of adult migrant
English programs, including most notably the fact that genre models
provide the theoretical basis for the Certificate in Spoken and Written
English used in the Adult Migrant English Program. Feez (1998) has also
produced a text-based syllabus design for the adult audience.


Genres are useful in teaching ESL students for several reasons:
1. They offer a principled way to identify and focus upon different types


of English texts, providing a framework in which to learn features of
grammar and discourse.


2. They offer students a sense of the generic models that are regularly
revisited in an English-speaking culture, illuminating ways in which
they are adapted or accommodated in long bodies of text in which
several distinct genres may be found.


3. They offer the capacity for initiating students into ways of making
meaning that are valued in English-speaking communities.


4. Because they permit all these things, they also form a potential basis
for reflecting on and critiquing the ways in which knowledge and
information are organised and constructed in the English language.


THE AUTHOR


Frances Christie is foundation professor of language and literacy education at the
University of Melbourne. She has been an adviser to government on language and
literacy policies for many years. She has extensively researched and written about
language and literacy education across all years of schooling. Her most recent
publication (edited) is Pedagogy and the Shaping of Consciousness: Linguistic and Social
Processes (Cassell Academic, 1999).
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Beyond the Text: Towards Understanding the
Teaching and Learning of Genres


AVIVA FREEDMAN
Carleton University


■ Miller’s article “Genre as Social Action” (1984/1994) launched a new
field of inquiry, most aptly named rhetorical genre studies (RGS). Her
reconceptualization of genre did more than illuminate a heretofore
neglected area of composition studies; it cast a new light on all the
central issues of writing theory and pedagogy. This commentary focuses
on key strands in this rethinking of genre and composition, with the aim
of highlighting those elements with implications for teaching and
learning. My concern is not to propose a new pedagogy deriving from
RGS but rather to point to issues that should form part of the frame or
theoretic context within which teachers who have experience within the
relevant learning contexts can select or invent appropriate strategies and
approaches.


RHETORICAL GENRE STUDIES


Briefly, the central argument of RGS is that genres are best under-
stood not so much as text types, to be defined by their textual regulari-
ties, but rather as typified actions in response to recurring social
contexts. The textual regularities are not ignored; they are seen as
symptoms of or traces of socially constructed responses to equally socially
constructed recurrent or typified situation types.


Perhaps the most seminal and generative insights in Miller’s (1984/
1994) article are those which tie the conventionalized textual regularities
in genres to equally conventionalized typifications in the rhetorical
situations. Miller explains that the regularities in the rhetorical situation
should not be considered material, or objectively “out there” (as Bitzer,
1960, suggested), but socially constructed. In other words, with Schutz
(1971), she argues that humans collaboratively and communally select,
configure, and construct from the incoming chaotic flow of experience
certain sets of events or situation types that are deemed as significant
and␣ hence recur. Inevitably, situation types vary by culture and often
community.


Equally seminal in RGS is the work of Bakhtin (especially “The
Problem of Speech Genres,” 1986) and his emphasis on dialogism,
addressivity, and intertextuality. From Bakhtin’s perspective, even the act
of writing a personal diary alone is social because the words produced
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are best viewed as responses to previous words and previous utterances.
No one, he explains, can be Adam, the first speaker in the universe; we
are all responding to or ventriloquizing others’ speech or utterances.


The words response, interactivity, and interplay are central to RGS.
Genres not only respond to specific contexts but also reshape those
contexts in the process of responding to them. Interplay and interaction
are at the core. (See also Freadman, 1994.)


Even though genres facilitate and constrain communicative choice,
genre rules do not create a binding constraint. Instead, human agents
continually enact genres, and during such enactment they have the
opportunity to challenge and change these genres, thereby opening the
possibility for resistance and subversion. (See the discussion in Berken-
kotter & Huckin, 1995; Yates & Orlikowski, 1992.) Creativity is possible
everywhere, although, as Bakhtin (1986) suggests, “genres must be fully
mastered to be used creatively” (p. 80).


Although RGS begins with the assumption that genres are character-
ized by textual regularities (and researchers typically spend some time
specifying the regularities in texts analyzed—see, e.g., Devitt, 1991;
Giltrow, 1995; Giltrow & Valiquette, 1994; Schryer, 1993), this work on
genre places much greater stress on unpacking the complex relations
between text and context. Scholars focus on the interplay between texts
and contexts and seek to infer social, cultural, cognitive, political, and
ideological underpinnings from texts.


RGS scholars emphasize the dynamism of genres. “Genres change,
evolve, and decay,” according to Miller (1984/1994, p. 36) and the
scholars who describe the evolution of specific genres (e.g., Bazerman,
1988; Yates, 1989). RGS scholars are inherently antitaxonomic, citing
Geertz (1983) on blurred genres and recognizing, along with Miller, that
the number of genres at any particular historic moment is indeterminate
(p. 36). In the end, the notion of genre in RGS is nuanced, sophisticated,
and fragile: As Schryer (1994) writes, “Genres are stabilized for now, or
stabilized enough sites of social and ideological action” (p. 108).


IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHING


RGS scholars respect local knowledge and the role of context in
making decisions about teaching. It would therefore be presumptuous to
attempt to deliver the word of truth from the outside. For this reason,
discussion of implications of RGS is presented as part of the frame or
theoretic context within which teachers who have experience within the
relevant learning contexts can select or invent appropriate strategies and
approaches.


RGS raises the following questions:
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1. Can genres elicited in one context be successfully “taught” or elicited
in another?


2. Can English for academic purposes (EAP) or composition teachers
elicit business memos or sociology papers in the context of an EAP
or composition class? Or must teachers acknowledge that they
inevitably operate from within their own rhetorical and social
context and that, consequently, whatever genres are elicited in their
classes will function, first and foremost, as responses to the exigen-
cies of a specific teacher within an ESL class?


RGS poses its own questions about the validity of explicating the
regularities of specific genres as a way of helping students acquire those
genres. Elsewhere (Freedman, 1993) I have argued against the useful-
ness of such methods except in a very limited form, as a way of
consciousness-raising, during the actual process of students’ response to
particular exigencies. Because genres are dynamic, fluid, and blurred, is
it possible to extrapolate rules and regularities from one context (or
situation type) to another? Even more significantly, can the complex web
of social, cultural, and rhetorical features to which genres respond be
explicated at all or in a way that can be useful to learners?


RGS advocates a very different kind of explication. Miller (1984/
1994) refers to the role of genre scholars as “explicating the knowledge
that practice makes” (p. 27). Using the prism of RGS, teachers may find
it helpful to act as researchers and to focus on understanding the
complex contexts and situation types—the actions, responses, and
rhetorical exigencies—within which they have acted. Ex post facto, they
may be able to recognize the complex social, ideological, epistemologi-
cal, and institutional forces at play within their contexts, shaping their
own teaching and inevitably shaping the genres undertaken in response
to the rhetorical exigencies. Such reflectiveness may prepare teachers to
operate more effectively in future encounters: It can enhance teachers’
understanding of the complexity of the whole of their teaching practice
as well as allow for some latitude even within the choices they make.


CONCLUSION


Bakhtin (1986) warns against the study of language without recogniz-
ing that concrete utterances belong to “spheres of human activity. . . . To
ignore this leads to perfunctoriness and excessive abstractness, distorts
the historicity of the research . . . and weakens the link between language
and life” (p. 63). Teachers, too, must attend not only to the texts but to
the ways in which texts respond to the complex discursive, ideological,
social, cultural, institutional context within which they are set. Such
attention may open up possibilities for change, for resistance, and for
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enhanced learning and teaching. Most important, an understanding of
RGS helps keep a teacher focused on the vital “link between language
and life.”
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A Cognitive Approach to Language Learning.
Peter Skehan. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998. Pp. vii + 294.


■ The field of applied linguistics has seen an explosion of comprehen-
sive titles on second language acquisition and pedagogy as separate
entities; however, the field does not often see the fusion of L2 theory with
a specific pedagogical method. A Cognitive Approach to Language Learning
presents this fusion by integrating theories of language learning with L2
pedagogy, specifically task-based instruction. In the introduction of his
book, Skehan states an intention to address topics in the field that he
feels have not been given the attention they deserve, such as current
findings within psycholinguistics, the synthesis of theory and pedagogy,
and a focus on differential accounts for language learning.


The book begins with a brief overview of earlier theories of language
production and comprehension, which serves as a springboard for a
discussion of recent psycholinguistic models. In chapters 1–4, Skehan
presents the work of Krashen, Van Patten, Bialystok, and other research-
ers in order to provide a basic understanding of language acquisition
and psycholinguistic theory. This discussion is then used as a rationale
for his advocacy of task-based language instruction (TBI) and task-based
language testing. According to Skehan, task-based pedagogy includes a
focus on form (maybe more of a focus than other proponents of TBI
would approve of), which must be balanced with content. Descriptions of
empirical studies in chapters 5 and 6 support or refute theories of tasks
and their implementation in the classroom, providing valuable insight
into what researchers know about TBI to date and what remains to be
explored. Chapter 7 argues for the implementation of task-based testing
as a means for assessing how mental processing factors influence
performance. Chapters 8–11 stress the importance of considering stu-
dents’ individuality. Because language learners have different learning
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aptitudes, cognitive styles, and strategies, universalist accounts for lan-
guage acquisition should be set aside in favor of a profile approach.
Skehan suggests compiling individual learner profiles that characterize
learners and allow the customization of tasks to specific learners. He calls
for further research into differential learning processes so that practi-
tioners will be able to develop curriculum that supports individual needs.


Skehan introduces a profusion of theories, models, and empirical
evidence from various disciplines related to linguistics. Never failing to
provide the reader with the practical side of how these theories and
models can be applied to language learning and teaching, Skehan
broaches such topics as learning strategies, awareness, and the existence
of a critical period for language learning. He couples these concepts with
brief sketches of empirical work that support their integration in the
classroom. Language teachers, researchers, and program administrators
would benefit from his clear explanations of various theories and careful
evaluations of how they apply to practice. Whether readers favor TBI or
not, they will find this book worthwhile because it successfully gathers
many different aspects of applied linguistics and ties them together into
a big picture of communicative language teaching.


PAULA GARCIA
Northern Arizona University


English for Academic Purposes:
A Guide and Resource Book for Teachers.
R. R. Jordan. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997.
Pp. v + 404.


■ English for Academic Purposes provides a comprehensive perspective on
the theory and practice of English for academic purposes (EAP), based
on the specification of learners’ needs and study skills that fit their
needs. The book is informative, not dogmatic, drawing on a variety of
viewpoints and methods, as the author says in the introduction. It is
intended for teachers working toward degrees and certificates in teach-
ing English and for those who want to remain abreast of developments in
the field. The 19 chapters in three parts cover the basics of an EAP
orientation and lead the reader from an understanding of general
academic skills to specific academic disciplines, with a focus on econom-
ics. The extensive references and appendixes reflect the wealth of
publications in the field and information the author has compiled. In
Appendix 3, reference is made to the survey the author carried out to
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collect data about EAP courses, thus endowing the book with contextual
background.


The first eight chapters of the book, entitled “English for Academic
Purposes and Academic Skills,” describes the process of syllabus design
for academic purposes. The core is chapter 4, entitled “EAP Syllabus and
Course Design.” It covers problematic issues related to syllabus types,
specification of academic courses, and academic research projects. The
other chapters detail the preparatory activities of syllabus design, includ-
ing needs analysis and course evaluation activities. The seven chapters of
the second part present “six main study skills areas” (p. 141): academic
reading, vocabulary development, academic writing, lectures and
note-taking, speaking for academic purposes, and reference and re-
search skills. Part 3 concerns English for specific academic purposes, or
“academic style” (p. 228), and includes four chapters. The first chapter
in this section, “Academic Discourse and Style,” introduces register,
discourse, and genre analysis as well as hedging and rhetorical strategies.
The remaining chapters give background information on team teaching,
materials writing, and research areas.


The book forms a building block for additional developments in EAP
and English for specific purposes (ESP) syllabuses and course designs.
However, even though discussions in the book draw on a variety of
developmental aspects of language teaching in universities, the connec-
tion of EAP to ESP, corpus linguistics, and developing theories of text
analysis is not explicit. Such a connection would add depth to the
author’s description of EAP and would help incorporate computer
technology into EAP.


English for Academic Purposes is useful to ESL/EFL teachers in higher
education and curriculum development, to teacher trainers in certificate
programs, and as background information for researchers. The book
gives the informed reader a clear rationale for EAP teaching.


GEORGETTE N. JABBOUR
New York Institute of Technology (Old Westbury Campus)


English and the Discourses of Colonialism.
Alastair Pennycook. London: Routledge, 1998. Pp. xii + 239.


■ Applied linguistics research in the 1990s has expanded its scope by
including postmodern, poststructuralist critique on language, culture,
and L2 teaching practices. English and the Discourses of Colonialism
challenges commonly accepted notions of culture and language by
means of such critique. It locates English and English language teaching
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in discourses of colonialism in the past and their continuity into the
present. A central message of the book is that European/Western
knowledge of the dichotomized cultures and languages of the Self and
the Other, of the TE and SOL of TESOL, has both produced and been
constructed by colonialism, influencing the past and present policies,
practices, and conceptualizations of English language teaching.


Following chapter 1, which introduces the rationale for discussing
English and English language teaching in the context of colonialism,
chapter 2 discusses dichotomized images of the colonizer and the
colonized as cultural constructs of colonialism. Chapters 3 and 4
examine how colonialism was reflected in language education policies in
India and Hong Kong. Chapters 5 and 6 address the colonial construc-
tion of the images of Self and the Other; for example, English as a
marvelous tongue and the Chinese learner of English as the illogical
Other. The book concludes with a discussion of present colonial continu-
ities seen in Hong Kong and Australia.


Emphasizing the linkage between colonial past and present, the
author examines colonial language education policies in India and
Hong Kong and argues that power was circulated and exercised through
the complementarity and complicity of anglicism (promoting English)
and orientalism (exoticizing the distant Indian past and promoting
vernacular languages) rather than through a one-way imposition of
English through imperial power. A debate on language policy in educa-
tion in colonial India, for instance, shows the complementarity of
anglicist and orientalist discourses that shared the same ideological
mission of spreading European knowledge to the colonized and creating
an obedient workforce for colonial capitalism.


Although the book sends powerful messages, what is absent is an
investigation of the role of women in discourses of colonialism. Several
questions come to mind: What subject positions have White women of
the Empire had in discourses of colonialism? What kinds of roles have
they played in cultural politics? And how have discourses of colonialism
influenced the role of female English teachers and researchers in
applied linguistics? Given the fact that females outnumber males in the
field of L2 teaching, these are important issues that anticolonial critique
needs to explore further.


The significance of this work for applied linguistics is profound. It
creates a space for anticolonial critique of glorified images of the ESL/
EFL profession and the fixed, exotic, and inferior Other as students and
their culture and language. The book attempts to make ESL/EFL
professionals aware that claims of cultural differences in learning styles
and dispositions between students in the West and Chinese or Aboriginal
learners of English, for instance, both reflect and reinforce colonial
discourses. Also, it portrays the English-only approach in ESL classrooms
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as colonial construction and encourages professionals to seek alternative
possibilities in classrooms and materials.


RYUKO KUBOTA
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill


Non-Native Educators in English Language Teaching.
George Braine (Ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 1999. Pp. ix + 233.


■ Non-Native Educators in English Language Teaching is a unique collection
of essays on the dichotomy of native speakers (NSs) versus nonnative
speakers (NNSs) as ESL/EFL professionals, embracing a diversity of
genres and controversial issues, including the native speaker fallacy,
differences in teaching and learning in the ESL/EFL contexts, students’
and teachers’ perceptions of native and nonnative teachers, English as
an international language and sociopolitical ownership of English, the
concepts of center and periphery in English language teaching, the role of
multilingualism in language teaching and learning, and the sociocul-
tural identity of L2 learners and teachers. Because the issue of NS versus
NNS educators of English encompasses such a variety of aspects and
perspectives, the editor of the volume, has chosen a pluralistic approach
as a principle of his selections, offering readers a diversity of opinions
and voices, ethnic backgrounds, research account methodologies (e.g.,
quantitative, qualitative, empirical studies, personal narratives), and
genres (e.g., expository and autobiographical essays, scholarly articles,
and their combinations). Through the eyes of the teachers/authors, who
are also themselves L2 and second culture learners, readers are able to
see a three-dimensional picture of NSs and NNSs in their classrooms and
with their students, administrators, and curricula. Broader theoretical,
educational, methodological, and sociopolitical aspects of second and
foreign language acquisition and performance are also part of this
professional picture.


In spite of the diversity of issues, voices, perspectives, and writing styles
represented in the anthology, its structure is logical and convenient for
the reader. Part I (chapters 1–5) unites several personal narratives by
English language teaching professionals, from literacy autobiographies
and the introspective analysis of multilingual identity to L2 writing
development. Part II (chapters 6–8) addresses the sociopolitical concern
of the native speaker fallacy: The authors speak of the stereotyped images
of NS-NNS teachers, as perceived by the students and the administration,
and of the discrimination taking place in the profession as a result of this
bias. Part III (chapters 9–13) deals specifically with the issues of language
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teacher education and linguistic and pedagogic competence. The au-
thors present the findings of quantitative and qualitative studies on ESL
students’ and teachers’ perceptions of native and nonnative linguistic
competence and pedagogical efficiency and take a stand on the contro-
versial issue of the primordial importance of language training for
nonnative teachers of English. The final chapter is a discussion of NNS
teacher trainees’ needs in education programs in North America, where
increased cultural sensitivity must develop to better address the cultural
contexts of future EFL professionals.


This anthology, illuminating a number of professional and scholarly
issues in connection with the NS-NNS dichotomy, should serve as a
reality check for ESL/EFL administrators and program directors in
terms of their hiring, firing, and promoting practices. It also provides
considerable emotional support for those NNS teachers who feel frus-
trated and victimized in one way or another by the NS fallacy. Finally,
Non-Native Educators in English Language Teaching is an excellent teaching
resource for TESOL educators to use in exemplifying various perspec-
tives on the profession, second language acquisition, and multilingualism.


NATASHA LVOVICH
Kingsborough Community College, City University of New York
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BOOK NOTICES
TESOL Quarterly prints brief book notices of 100 words or less announcing books of
interest to readers. Book Notices are intended to inform readers about selected
books that publishers have sent to TESOL and are descriptive rather than evaluative.
They are solicited by the Book Review Editor.


Edited by DAN DOUGLAS
Iowa State University


The Native Speaker: Multilingual Perspectives.
Rajendra Singh (Ed.). New Delhi, India: Sage, 1998. Pp. 226.


■ This book deals with a current theme of interest to language teachers
everywhere: the notion of who owns a particular variety of a language,
how to define native speaker in terms of varieties of English such as Indian
or Sri Lankan English, and what is meant by the very concept of
nativeness. The authors of the chapters, all well-known linguists and
sociolinguists, offer a wide variety of perspectives on these and other
questions, including empirical studies from India, Singapore, and Africa.


Second Language Students in Mainstream Classrooms:
A Handbook for Teachers in International Schools.
Coreen Sears. Clevedon, England: Multilingual Matters, 1998.
Pp. xii + 280.


■ Although this handbook is directed specifically at teachers of ele-
mentary-grade classes in international schools, its practical approach to
the challenges of working with children of diverse linguistic and cultural
backgrounds will be of value to teachers in many educational situations.
It offers useful discussions to help teachers understand such topics as the
problems of cultural adjustments, the nature of bilingualism, and
differences in learning and cognitive styles, as well as making concrete
suggestions for helping ease a child’s entry into the class in the first few
days and strategies for teaching language arts, mathematics, and social
studies to L2 students in mainstream classrooms.
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Contemporary Approaches to Second Language Acquisition in
Social Context: Crosslinguistic Perspectives.
Vera Regan (Ed.). Dublin, Ireland: University College Dublin Press,
1998. Pp. vi + 172.


■ This collection of conference papers with the common theme of
second language acquisition (SLA) in social contexts provides diverse
cross-linguistic perspectives on the issue: Japanese/English, Chinese/
Hungarian, English/Irish, French/English, Moroccan/Dutch, English/
French, Russian/Hebrew, and Ukrainian/English. The book thus offers
a wealth of information about the interaction of a number of languages
and cultures affecting SLA as well as a wide range of approaches to SLA
research. The authors are an international group of leaders in socio-
linguistic research into the learning and use of L2s, and readers will find
fascinating accounts of empirical work relevant to explaining the varia-
tion in L2 attainment.


Interfaces Between Second Language Acquisition and
Language Testing Research.
Lyle F. Bachman and Andrew D. Cohen (Eds.). Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998. Pp. xiv + 202.


■ Researchers in second language acquisition and language testing have
much to learn from each other about the collection and analysis of
information about language learners’ stages, rates, and types of acquisi-
tion as well as their abilities to perform tasks in their L2. This book is a
collection of papers discussing the connections between second lan-
guage acquisition (SLA) and language testing research, written by
practitioners who combine perspectives from both areas to address issues
relevant to both. Readers will find thought-provoking discussions of
many problematic issues in SLA and testing, including making valid
interpretations of research findings and test performance.


Khmer American: Identity and Moral Education in a
Diasporic Community.
Nancy J. Smith-Hefner. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999.
Pp. xx + 237.


■ The author had heard that Cambodian children “had no culture” (p.
xi) as a result of the horrors of the Pol Pot regime and the traumas of
war, flight, and resettlement. In her preface she expresses wonder at the
obviously “deliberate and dignified effort” (p. xii) by Cambodian elders
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in an immigrant community in Boston to re-create families, community,
and a Khmer culture in the United States. She has researched such
questions as what it means to be Khmer and the possible implications for
Khmer adaptations to changing circumstances.


Second Language Acquisition and the Critical Period Hypothesis.
David Birdsong (Ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 1999. Pp. x + 191.


■ This book is a collection of papers from the 11th World Congress of
Applied Linguistics in 1996 that represent a wide range of views on the
well-known but little-understood notion of a critical period for language
acquisition. The chapters, each written by a researcher on the critical
period hypothesis, are equally divided between proponents and oppo-
nents of the hypothesis that a critical period limits the acquisition of the
first as well as a second language. Most of the seven chapters deal with
some aspect of second language acquisition and thus will be of interest to
many in the TESOL profession.
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INFORMATION FOR CONTRIBUTORS


TESOL QUARTERLY  Vol. 33, No. 4, Winter 1999


EDITORIAL POLICY
TESOL Quarterly, a professional, refereed journal, encourages submission of
previously unpublished articles on topics of significance to individuals
concerned with the teaching of English as a second or foreign language and
of standard English as a second dialect. As a publication that represents a
variety of cross-disciplinary interests, both theoretical and practical, the
Quarterly invites manuscripts on a wide range of topics, especially in the
following areas:


1. psychology and sociology of language 3. testing and evaluation
learning and teaching; issues in research 4. professional
and research methodology preparation


2. curriculum design and development; 5. language planning
instructional methods, materials, and 6. professional standards
techniques


Because the Quarterly is committed to publishing manuscripts that contrib-
ute to bridging theory and practice in our profession, it particularly
welcomes submissions drawing on relevant research (e.g., in anthropology,
applied and theoretical linguistics, communication, education, English
education [including reading and writing theory], psycholinguistics, psy-
chology, first and second language acquisition, sociolinguistics, and sociol-
ogy) and addressing implications and applications of this research to issues
in our profession. The Quarterly prefers that all submissions be written so
that their content is accessible to a broad readership, including those
individuals who may not have familiarity with the subject matter addressed.
TESOL Quarterly is an international journal. It welcomes submissions from
English language contexts around the world.


GENERAL INFORMATION FOR AUTHORS
Submission Categories
TESOL Quarterly invites submissions in five categories:


Full-length articles. Contributors are strongly encouraged to submit manu-
scripts of no more than 20–25 double-spaced pages or 8,500 words (includ-
ing references, notes, and tables). Submit three copies plus three copies of
an informative abstract of not more than 200 words. If possible, indicate the
number of words at the end of the article. To facilitate the blind review
process, authors’ names should appear only on a cover sheet, not on the title
page; do not use running heads. Submit manuscripts to the Editor of TESOL
Quarterly:







780 TESOL QUARTERLY


Carol A. Chapelle
Department of English
203 Ross Hall
Iowa State University
Ames, IA 50011-1201 USA


The following factors are considered when evaluating the suitability of a
manuscript for publication in TESOL Quarterly:
• The manuscript appeals to the general interests of TESOL Quarterly’s


readership.
• The manuscript strengthens the relationship between theory and prac-


tice: Practical articles must be anchored in theory, and theoretical articles
and reports of research must contain a discussion of implications or
applications for practice.


• The content of the manuscript is accessible to the broad readership of the
Quarterly, not only to specialists in the area addressed.


• The manuscript offers a new, original insight or interpretation and not
just a restatement of others’ ideas and views.


• The manuscript makes a significant (practical, useful, plausible) contri-
bution to the field.


• The manuscript is likely to arouse readers’ interest.
• The manuscript reflects sound scholarship and research design with


appropriate, correctly interpreted references to other authors and works.
• The manuscript is well written and organized and conforms to the


specifications of the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Associ-
ation (4th ed.).


Reviews. TESOL Quarterly invites succinct, evaluative reviews of professional
books, classroom texts, and other instructional resources (such as computer
software, video- or audiotaped material, and tests). Reviews should provide a
descriptive and evaluative summary and a brief discussion of the significance
of the work in the context of current theory and practice. Submissions
should generally be no longer than 500 words. Submit two copies of the
review to the Review Editor:


Dan Douglas
Department of English
203 Ross Hall
Iowa State University
Ames, IA 50011-1201 USA


Review Articles. TESOL Quarterly also welcomes occasional review articles,
that is, comparative discussions of several publications that fall into a topical
category (e.g., pronunciation, literacy training, teaching methodology).
Review articles should provide a description and evaluative comparison of
the materials and discuss the relative significance of the works in the context
of current theory and practice. Submissions should generally be no longer
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than 1,500 words. Submit two copies of the review article to the Review
Editor at the address given above.


Brief Reports and Summaries. TESOL Quarterly also invites short reports on
any aspect of theory and practice in our profession. We encourage manu-
scripts that either present preliminary findings or focus on some aspect of a
larger study. In all cases, the discussion of issues should be supported by
empirical evidence, collected through qualitative or quantitative investiga-
tions. Reports or summaries should present key concepts and results in a
manner that will make the research accessible to our diverse readership.
Submissions to this section should be 7–10 double-spaced pages, or 3,400
words (including references, notes, and tables). If possible, indicate the
number of words at the end of the report. Longer articles do not appear in this
section and should be submitted to the Editor of TESOL Quarterly for review. Send
one copy of the manuscript to each of the Editors of the Brief Reports and
Summaries section:


Rod Ellis Karen E. Johnson
Institute of Language 305 Sparks Building


Teaching and Learning Pennsylvania State University
Private Bag 92019 University Park, PA 16802 USA
Auckland, New Zealand


The Forum. TESOL Quarterly welcomes comments and reactions from
readers regarding specific aspects or practices of our profession. Responses
to published articles and reviews are also welcome; unfortunately, we are not
able to publish responses to previous exchanges. Contributions to The
Forum should generally be no longer than 7–10 double-spaced pages or
3,400 words. If possible, indicate the number of words at the end of the
contribution. Submit two copies to the Editor of TESOL Quarterly at the
address given above.


Brief discussions of qualitative and quantitative Research Issues and of
Teaching Issues are also published in The Forum. Although these contri-
butions are typically solicited, readers may send topic suggestions or make
known their availability as contributors by writing directly to the Editors of
these subsections.


Research Issues: Teaching Issues:
Patricia A. Duff Bonny Norton
Department of Department of


Language Education Language Education
University of British Columbia University of British Columbia
2125 Main Mall 2125 Main Mall
Vancouver, BC V6T 1Z4 Vancouver, BC V6T 1Z4
Canada Canada


Special-Topic Issues. Typically, one issue per volume will be devoted to a
special topic. Topics are approved by the Editorial Advisory Board of the
Quarterly. Those wishing to suggest topics or make known their availability as
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guest editors should contact the Editor of TESOL Quarterly. Issues will
generally contain both invited articles designed to survey and illuminate
central themes as well as articles solicited through a call for papers.


General Submission Guidelines
1. All submissions to the Quarterly should conform to the requirements of


the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (4th ed.),
which can be obtained from the American Psychological Association,
Book Order Department, Dept. KK, P.O. Box 92984, Washington, DC
20090-2984 USA. Orders from the United Kingdom, Europe, Africa, or
the Middle East should be sent to American Psychological Association,
Dept. KK, 3 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, WC2E 8LU,
England. For more information, e-mail order@apa.org or consult http://
www.apa.org/books/ordering.html.


2. All submissions to TESOL Quarterly should be accompanied by a cover
letter that includes a full mailing address and both a daytime and an
evening telephone number. Where available, authors should include an
electronic mail address and fax number.


3. Authors of full-length articles, Brief Reports and Summaries, and Forum
contributions should include two copies of a very brief biographical
statement (in sentence form, maximum 50 words), plus any special
notations or acknowledgments that they would like to have included.
Double spacing should be used throughout.


4. TESOL Quarterly provides 25 free reprints of published full-length
articles and 10 reprints of material published in the Reviews, Brief
Reports and Summaries, and The Forum sections.


5. Manuscripts submitted to TESOL Quarterly cannot be returned to
authors. Authors should be sure to keep a copy for themselves.


6. It is understood that manuscripts submitted to TESOL Quarterly have not
been previously published and are not under consideration for publica-
tion elsewhere.


7. It is the responsibility of the author(s) of a manuscript submitted to
TESOL Quarterly to indicate to the Editor the existence of any work
already published (or under consideration for publication elsewhere)
by the author(s) that is similar in content to that of the manuscript.


8. The Editor of TESOL Quarterly reserves the right to make editorial
changes in any manuscript accepted for publication to enhance clarity
or style. The author will be consulted only if the editing has been
substantial.


9. The views expressed by contributors to TESOL Quarterly do not necessar-
ily reflect those of the Editor, the Editorial Advisory Board, or TESOL.
Material published in the Quarterly should not be construed to have the
endorsement of TESOL.
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Informed Consent Guidelines
TESOL Quarterly expects authors to adhere to ethical and legal standards for
work with human subjects. Although we are aware that such standards vary
among institutions and countries, we require authors and contributors to
meet, as a minimum, the conditions detailed below before submitting a
manuscript for review. TESOL recognizes that some institutions may require
research proposals to satisfy additional requirements. If you wish to discuss
whether or how your study met these guidelines, you may e-mail the
managing editor of TESOL publications at tq@tesol.edu or call 703-535-7852.


As an author, you will be asked to sign a statement indicating that you have
complied with Option A or Option B before TESOL will publish your work.
A. You have followed the human subjects review procedure established by


your institution.
B. If you are not bound by an institutional review process, or if it does not


meet the requirements outlined below, you have complied with the
following conditions.


Participation in the Research
1. You have informed participants in your study, sample, class, group, or


program that you will be conducting research in which they will be the
participants or that you would like to write about them for publication.


2. You have given each participant a clear statement of the purpose of your
research or the basic outline of what you would like to explore in
writing, making it clear that research and writing are dynamic activities
that may shift in focus as they occur.


3. You have explained the procedure you will follow in the research project
or the types of information you will be collecting for your writing.


4. You have explained that participation is voluntary, that there is no
penalty for refusing to participate, and that the participants may
withdraw at any time without penalty.


5. You have explained to participants if and how their confidentiality will
be protected.


6. You have given participants sufficient contact information that they can
reach you for answers to questions regarding the research.


7. You have explained to participants any foreseeable risks and discomforts
involved in agreeing to cooperate (e.g., seeing work with errors in
print).


8. You have explained to participants any possible direct benefits of
participating (e.g., receiving a copy of the article or chapter).


9. You have obtained from each participant (or from the participant’s
parent or guardian) a signed consent form that sets out the terms of
your agreement with the participants and have kept these forms on file
(TESOL will not ask to see them).
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Consent to Publish Student Work
10. If you will be collecting samples of student work with the intention of


publishing them, either anonymously or with attribution, you have
made that clear to the participants in writing.


11. If the sample of student work (e.g., a signed drawing or signed piece of
writing) will be published with the student’s real name visible, you have
obtained a signed consent form and will include that form when you
submit your manuscript for review and editing.


12. If your research or writing involves minors (persons under age 18), you
have supplied and obtained signed separate informed consent forms
from the parent or guardian and from the minor, if he or she is old
enough to read, understand, and sign the form.


13. If you are working with participants who do not speak English well or are
intellectually disabled, you have written the consent forms in a language
that the participant or the participant’s guardian can understand.


Statistical Guidelines
Because of the educational role the Quarterly plays modeling research in the
field, it is of particular concern that published research articles meet high
statistical standards. In order to support this goal, the following guidelines
are provided.


Reporting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should be explained
clearly and in enough detail that it would be possible to replicate the design
of the study on the basis of the information provided in the article. Likewise,
the study should include sufficient information to allow readers to evaluate
the claims made by the author. In order to accommodate both of these
requirements, authors of statistical studies should present the following.


1. a clear statement of the research questions and the hypotheses that are
being examined;


2. descriptive statistics, including the means, standard deviations, and
sample sizes, necessary for the reader to correctly interpret and evaluate
any inferential statistics;


3. appropriate types of reliability and validity of any tests, ratings, ques-
tionnaires, and so on;


4. graphs and charts that help explain the results;
5. clear and careful descriptions of the instruments used and the types of


intervention employed in the study;
6. explicit identifications of dependent, independent, moderator, inter-


vening, and control variables;
7. complete source tables for statistical tests;
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8. discussions of how the assumptions underlying the research design were
met, assumptions such as random selection and assignment of subjects
and sufficiently large sample sizes so that the results are stable;


9. tests of the assumptions of any statistical tests, when appropriate; and
10. realistic interpretations of the statistical significance of the results


keeping in mind that the meaningfulness of the results is a separate and
important issue, especially for correlation.


Conducting the analyses. Quantitative studies submitted to TESOL Quarterly
should reflect a concern for controlling Type I and Type II error. Thus,
studies should avoid multiple t tests, multiple ANOVAs, and so on. However,
in the very few instances in which multiple tests might be employed, the
author should explain the effects of such use on the probability values in the
results. In reporting the statistical analyses, authors should choose one
significance level (usually .05) and report all results in terms of that level.
Likewise, studies should report effect size through such strength of associa-
tion measures as omega-squared or eta-squared along with beta (the
possibility of Type II error) whenever this may be important to interpreting
the significance of the results.


Interpreting the results. The results should be explained clearly and the
implications discussed such that readers without extensive training in the
use of statistics can understand them. Care should be taken in making causal
inferences from statistical results, and these should be avoided with correla-
tional studies. Results of the study should not be overinterpreted or
overgeneralized. Finally, alternative explanations of the results should be
discussed.


Qualitative Research Guidelines
To ensure that Quarterly articles model rigorous qualitative research, the
following guidelines are provided.


Conducting the study. Studies submitted to the Quarterly should exhibit an
in-depth understanding of the philosophical perspectives and research
methodologies inherent in conducting qualitative research. Utilizing these
perspectives and methods in the course of conducting research helps to
ensure that studies are credible, valid, and dependable rather than impres-
sionistic and superficial. Reports of qualitative research should meet the
following criteria.


1. Data collection (as well as analyses and reporting) is aimed at uncovering
an emic perspective. In other words, the study focuses on research
participants’ perspectives and interpretations of behavior, events, and
situations rather than etic (outsider-imposed) categories, models, and
viewpoints.


2. Data collection strategies include prolonged engagement, persistent
observation, and triangulation. Researchers should conduct ongoing
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observations over a sufficient period of time so as to build trust with
respondents, learn the culture (e.g., classroom, school, or community),
and check for misinformation introduced by both the researcher and
the researched. Triangulation involves the use of multiple methods and
sources such as participant-observation, informal and formal interviewing,
and collection of relevant or available documents.


Analyzing the data. Data analysis is also guided by the philosophy and
methods underlying qualitative research studies. The researcher should
engage in comprehensive data treatment in which data from all relevant
sources are analyzed. In addition, many qualitative studies demand an
analytic inductive approach involving a cyclical process of data collection,
analysis (taking an emic perspective and utilizing the descriptive language
the respondents themselves use), creation of hypotheses, and testing of
hypotheses in further data collection.


Reporting the data. The researcher should generally provide “thick descrip-
tion” with sufficient detail to allow the reader to determine whether transfer
to other situations can be considered. Reports also should include the
following.


1. a description of the theoretical or conceptual framework that guides
research questions and interpretations;


2. a clear statement of the research questions;
3. a description of the research site, participants, procedures for ensuring


participant anonymity, and data collection strategies, and a description
of the roles of the researcher(s);


4. a description of a clear and salient organization of patterns found
through data analysis—reports of patterns should include representative
examples, not anecdotal information;


5. interpretations that exhibit a holistic perspective in which the author
traces the meaning of patterns across all the theoretically salient or
descriptively relevant micro- and macrocontexts in which they are
embedded;


6. interpretations and conclusions that provide evidence of grounded
theory and discussion of how this theory relates to current research/
theory in the field, including relevant citations—in other words, the
article should focus on the issues or behaviors that are salient to
participants and that not only reveal an in-depth understanding of the
situation studied but also suggest how it connects to current related
theories.





































