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1 Language Teaching

MICHAEL H. LONG

Hundreds of millions of people voluntarily attempt to learn languages each year.
They include adults who seek proficiency in a new language for academic,
professional, occupational, vocational training, or religious purposes, or because
they have become related through marriage to speakers of languages other than
their mother tongue. Then, there are (some would argue, “captive”) school-age
children who experience their education through the medium of a second
language, or for whom one or more foreign languages are obligatory subjects
in their regular curriculum. In addition to these easily recognizable groups,
language teachers around the world are increasingly faced with non-volunteers.
These are the tens of millions of people each year forced to learn new languages
and dialects, and sometimes new identities, because they have fled traumatic
experiences of one kind or another — war, drought, famine, disease, intolerable
economic circumstances, ethnic cleansing, and other forms of social conflict -
crossing linguistic borders in the process. Since the horror and frequency of such
events show no signs of decreasing, language teaching is likely to remain a
critical matter for these groups for the foreseeable future, with the scale of forced
mass migrations if anything likely to grow in the twenty-first century, due to the
potentially disastrous effects of climate change.

For both groups of learners, volunteers and non-volunteers, language teaching
is increasingly recognized as important by international organizations, govern-
ments, militaries, intelligence agencies, corporations, NGOs, education systems,
health systems, immigration and refugee services, migrant workers, bilingual
families, and the students themselves. With the growing recognition come greater
responsibility and a need for accountability. LT' is rarely a matter of life or death,
but it often has a significant impact on the educational life chances, economic
potential and social wellbeing of individual students and whole societies. Students
and entities that sponsor them increasingly want to know not just that the way
they are taught works, but that it constitutes optimal use of their time and money.

Demonstrating effectiveness and efficiency is often difficult. Historically, LT
has been regarded as an art — or a craft, at least — not a science, with scant regard
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and little financial support for research. Demand for some languages, notably
English and Chinese, has been so great in recent years that, with demand far
exceeding supply, few consumers have been in a position to quibble over the
quality of their instruction. In the case of some rarely taught languages for which
there is a sudden surge in need, e.g., as a by-product of military actions or
natural disasters, students and sponsors have no choice but to accept whatever
can be found, adequate or not. Even in the case of widely taught languages, like
English, Chinese, Arabic, French, German, and Spanish, research that is carried
out is sometimes criticized for having been conducted in real classrooms and
other “natural” instructional settings, with a resulting lack of control over signific-
ant variables that may have influenced the outcomes of interest. Alternatively,
when conducted under controlled experimental conditions, studies are sometimes
criticized for having produced findings that may not generalize to real classrooms.
Series of studies of the same phenomena in both natural and artificial instructional
environments, utilizing a variety of research methods, are clearly desirable.

Despite these problems, the situation has gradually improved in recent years,
with steady growth in the amount and sophistication of research on LT itself, and
in disciplines with much to say about the process LT is designed to facilitate,
language learning. Of those feeder disciplines, theory and research in some areas
of second language acquisition (SLA) are the most directly relevant, but work in
psychology, educational psychology, anthropology, curriculum and instruction,
and more, is also valuable. This is not to say that all the answers are known, or
even that most of them are, but LT prescriptions and proscriptions that ignore
theory and research findings in those fields are gradually and justifiably losing
credibility. Where they are kept viable, it is chiefly by commercial interests, which
still wield enormous influence, and the continued marketability of whose wares
is often best served by ignorance about effectiveness.

The authors of each chapter in this volume were asked wherever possible to
draw on research findings when making proposals. This, they have done. Also,
while many of them specialize in the teaching of English, on which the greatest
number of studies have been carried out, and/or operate in English-speaking
countries, they were asked not to focus on the teaching of any one language or
any one teaching context — foreign, second, lingua franca, etc. — but to choose
examples and synthesize research findings and teaching experience from, and
relevant to, a variety of languages and settings. They were asked to provide
balanced evaluations of major positions and approaches, but granted scope to
advance their own views. This, they have also done.

As is visible in the Table of Contents, in addition to coverage of core foundational
issues, The Handbook of Language Teaching contains chapters on a few topics seldom
found in comparable anthologies and textbooks. These chapters reflect recent
developments and changing emphases in the field, or ones we believe deserve
more attention. Examples include chapters on the language-learning brain; on
programs designed specifically for heritage learners, about whom there is now
an explosion of (sometimes rather uninformed) writing; on advanced learners;
study abroad; third language, conversion, and cross-training programs; LCTLs
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(less commonly taught languages), which geopolitics are rapidly making a lot
more commonly taught; and (not unrelated) on reading new scripts; as well as on
radical language teaching and the diffusion of innovation. In another departure
from the norm, instead of one chapter on teaching various skills, and a separate
one on testing them, we invited one author to cover both in a single chapter. The
idea is to avoid overlap and facilitate greater coherence of treatment. We selected
individuals whose prior work showed they can handle both at the required level.
While certainly not unique to this volume, there is also expert coverage of the
increasingly apparent and important politics and social and political context of
language teaching.

One author conspicuously missing from the assembled company is the late
Craig Chaudron, a widely respected expert on many aspects of LT, and a valued
colleague and close personal friend. Craig had agreed to contribute a chapter to
the handbook, but as many readers will know, died unexpectedly in 2006. His
untimely passing is a tragic loss for all who knew him, and for the field as a
whole. This volume is humbly dedicated to his memory.

NOTES

We are grateful to Danielle Descoteaux, Julia Kirk, and the staff at Wiley-Blackwell for
their support at all stages of the development of this volume, and to the reviewers of
individual chapters.

1 The following abbreviations are used throughout the volume:

FL - foreign language

L1 - first, or native, language

L2 and SL - second language in the broad sense, including any additional language to
the L1

LT - language teaching

SLA - second language acquisition.
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2 The Social and
Sociolinguistic Contexts
of Language Learning
and Teaching

SANDRA LEE MCKAY AND
RANI RUBDY

We live in an age of linguistic diversity increased greatly by globalization, the
movement of people across borders, and the widespread acquisition of addi-
tional languages by individuals in their own countries. All of these factors have
led to an increase in the number of second-language learners and the kinds of
contexts in which they are learning languages.

This chapter is about the social and sociolinguistic context of present-day for-
eign and second-language learning and teaching. In examining the social context
of language learning, we focus on how language teaching contexts are affected
by the larger social, political, and educational setting in which the teaching takes
place. In examining the sociolinguistic context of language teaching, we focus on
how the linguistic features of interactions, both inside and outside of the class-
room, are affected by the social context in which the interaction takes place.

Our division is in many ways similar to a traditional distinction made in the
field of sociolinguistics where one of the major debates is whether to take social
or linguistic factors as primary in investigating the relationship between the
social context and language variables. As evidence of this debate, Wardaugh
(1992) and others make a distinction between the sociology of language and sociolin-
guistics. Whereas the sociology of language investigates the manner in which
social and political forces influence language use, sociolinguistics takes linguistic
factors as primary in its investigations of language and society.

In keeping with this distinction, the first part of the chapter focuses on two
areas of investigation typically studied in the sociology of language that influ-
ence the social context of language learning: language planning and policy, and
societal multilingualism. The second part of the chapter focuses on two areas of
investigation typically studied in what Wardhaugh terms sociolinguistics: language
contact and variation, and ethnographic sociolinguistics. The final section of
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the chapter uses case studies of second and foreign language teaching to illus-
trate how the social and sociolinguistic context can influence language pedagogy.
Whereas this chapter will discuss the learning and teaching context of various
languages, a good deal of attention will be given to the learning of English. This
is because today English is the most widely studied second and foreign language
(Crystal, 1997), causing the study of the social and sociolinguistic context of the
learning of this language to be of interest to many learners and practitioners.

The Social Context of Language Learning
and Teaching

Language planning and policy

The social context of language learning and teaching is greatly impacted by a
nation’s political decision to give special status to a particular language or lan-
guages. This status can be achieved either by making the language an official
language of a country or by giving special priority to the language by requiring
its study as a foreign language. Today there are over 75 countries in which English
has been or continues to be an official language of the country, with many more
nations requiring the study of English in the public schools (Crystal, 1997). This
situation provides tremendous incentives for the learning of English.

The political choice of designating an official language is fully discussed in
Chapter 3. What is important for our purposes is how this choice affects the
social context of language learning and teaching. Three ways in which the desig-
nation of an official language has consequences for language learning and teach-
ing are (a) the insight the designation provides into prevalent social attitudes
toward particular languages, (b) the effect of the language policy on the stated
language-in-education policy, and (c) the setting of linguistic standards.

The designation of an official language can foster a great deal of political
tension that polarizes social attitudes toward particular languages. Malaysia’s
decision, for example, to recognize Bahasa Melayu as the country’s sole official
language was strongly opposed by the ethnic Chinese and Tamil populations,
who preferred giving English equal status. The debate in South Africa over which
languages to designate as official was also based on ethnic lines. In both cases the
decision of whether or not to give special status to a particular language became
a rallying point for social and ethnic groups. Such social attitudes obviously can
affect an individual’s motivation to learn or not learn a particular language.

A second consequence of a language being designated as one of the official
languages of the country is that in most cases the country’s official language or
languages are used, or at least designated to be used, as the medium of instruc-
tion in the schools. The National Educational Policy of South Africa is a case
in point. In 1997, the former Minister of Education argued that South Africa’s
national language-in-education policy was integral to the government’s strategy
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of redressing the discrimination of the past and building a non-racial nation in
South Africa. He contended that being multilingual should be a defining charac-
teristic of being South African (Chick & McKay, 2001).

While providing for choice from a range of language-in-education policy mod-
els, the South African National Educational Policy identified additive bilingual-
ism/multilingualism as the normative orientation of the language-in-education
policy. This policy, however, contradicts the beliefs of many South African par-
ents that the best way to acquire English, the dominant ex-colonial language, is
to commence studying the language as early as possible; that maintenance of the
first language is unnecessary and perhaps undesirable; and that the best way for
speakers of other languages to acquire English is submersion, that is, a subtractive
approach. Given the strong desire on the part of many parents for their children
to learn English, English-medium education is currently the only option offered
by South Africa’s most sought-after schools. This situation exemplifies the manner
in which the stated language-in-education policy is often undermined by prevalent
social beliefs as to the value of particular languages.

National language policies can also influence language learning and teaching
by the setting of standards. For example, in Singapore today, there is a segment
of the population that speaks a localised dialect of English widely known as
Singlish or Singapore Colloquial English (SCE). Like many stigmatized varieties,
Singlish has begun to gain immense popularity among young professionals, who
increasingly use it in domains of friendship and solidarity. Its negative associ-
ation with the poorly educated and its accelerated usage among the general popu-
lace in recent years alarmed the Singapore authorities sufficiently to warrant the
mounting of a Speak Good English Movement, a campaign that overtly promotes
the use of standard English, and whose implicit agenda is to stem the spread of
Singlish before it becomes an integral part of the cultural life of the present
generation of school-goers in Singapore. As in the case of Singapore, government
policies can influence not only which language is promoted but also which
variety of that language is preferred.

Societal multilingualism

When a country has more than one official language and the majority of the
population is bilingual, there are generally particular domains in which each
language is used. Ferguson (1959) coined the term diglossia to describe the situation
of a community in which most of the population is bilingual and/or bidialectal
and the two codes serve different purposes. The term was originally used by Fer-
guson to describe a context in which two varieties of the same language are used
by people of that community for different purposes. Normally one variety, termed
the High, or H, variety, is acquired in an educational context and used by the
community in more formal domains, such as in churches or universities. The
other variety, termed the Low, or L, variety, is acquired in the home and used in
informal domains, like the home or social center, to communicate with family and
friends.
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Later, Fishman (1972) generalized the meaning of diglossia to include the use
of two separate languages within one country in which one language is used
primarily for formal purposes and the other for more informal purposes. The
expansion of the meaning of the term made it applicable to countries in which
English is one of the official languages, as in South Africa, Singapore, and India.
In these countries, English often assumes the role of what Ferguson calls the
High variety, with the other languages of the country, or a different variety of
English, being used in informal domains.

The fact that these different languages or varieties serve different purposes has
implications for second-language teaching. In many cases the language or dialect
that serves the purposes of the Low variety has lower status, so that speakers of
this variety are marginalized in society and in the school system. Because of this,
speakers of this variety are often given the impression that their home language
is inferior; furthermore, their lack of access to the High variety can impede their
progress in the educational establishment and, ultimately, in society.

Two additional concepts in the study of societal multilingualism that are
important for our purposes are language maintenance and language shift. In the
case of language maintenance, members of a language minority group work to
promote the maintenance of their first language. This is the case of many
language minority groups in the United States who have established after-school
first-language maintenance programs, funded print and media programs in their
first language, and supported special events in which the first language is used.
(See McKay & Wong, 2000.) Language shift, on the other hand, occurs when
members of a language minority replace the use of their first language in favor of
another one. This is the case for almost all third generation immigrants to the
United States.

The concepts of language maintenance and shift are particularly relevant to the
topic of linguistic diversity in an era of globalization. Today, many warn of the
danger of the spread of English and the threat it poses to the continued existence
of indigenous and smaller languages (Nettle & Romaine, 2000; Phillipson, 2003).
For such individuals, English is seen as the culprit in the decrease in the number
of languages spoken in the world. However, there are others (e.g., Brutt-Griffler,
2002) who maintain that the spread of English is not a step toward a monolingual
world of English speakers but rather a step toward a world in which bilingualism
is the norm. Indeed the tremendous increase in the number of second-language
speakers of English would seem to support this position.

The growth of individuals who are learning another language in their own
country in order to partake in regional or global exchanges has important im-
plications for second and foreign language learning and teaching. To begin with,
such individuals have another language that serves their informal and intimate
needs. Hence, they typically have little need to develop informal registers of
the regional or global language. Second, in many instances individuals will ac-
quire the additional language in order to communicate with other non-native
speakers of that language. Because of this, much more attention should be given
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in language classes to developing strategies that help learners to communicate
in exchanges in which neither speaker is fully fluent in the language.

The Sociolinguistic Context of Language Learning
and Teaching

Language contact and variation

One common effect of language contact is language change. In such cases, the
various languages used within a multilingual context may undergo phonological,
lexical, and grammatical changes as bilinguals make use of two or more lan-
guages on a regular basis. This situation is occurring in many countries today where
English has an official role in the society. In these countries, English is being
influenced by the other languages it comes in contact with. In addition, English
is often influencing other languages through the borrowing of English terms.

Many studies have been undertaken to determine the types of grammatical
changes that are occurring in various multilingual contexts in which English
plays a significant role. (See, for example, Kachru, 2005.) Frequently, researchers
begin by examining a written corpus of English of a particular multilingual con-
text to determine what kinds of grammatical innovations exist and how accept-
able these structures are to both native speakers of English and local speakers of
English. In general, when investigations of language change use a written corpus
of published English, only very minor grammatical differences are found. (See,
for example, Parasher, 1994.)

Often the kinds of grammatical changes that occur tend to be minor differ-
ences, such as variation in what is considered to be a countable noun (e.g., the
standard use of luggages in English in the Philippines and the use of furnitures
in Nigeria) and the creation of new phrasal verbs (e.g., the use of dismissing off in
English in India, and discuss about in Nigeria). In contexts in which such features
become codified and recognized as standard within that social context, there
arises what Kachru (1986) has termed a nativized variety of English.

What is perhaps most puzzling in the development of alternate grammatical
standards in the use of English is the fact that whereas lexical innovation is often
accepted as part of language change, this tolerance is generally not extended to
grammatical innovation. In Widdowson'’s (1994) view, the reason for this lack of
tolerance for grammatical variation is because grammar takes on another value,
namely that of expressing a social identity. Hence, when grammatical standards
are challenged, they challenge the security of the community and institutions
that support those standards.

Investigations of language contact have also focused on the code-switching
behavior of bilinguals. One of the most comprehensive theories of codeswitching
is that of Myers-Scotton (1993). She explains code-switching in terms of a theory
of rights and obligations. She proposes a markedness model of code-switching
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which assumes that speakers in a multilingual context have a sense of which
code is the one expected to be used in a particular situation. This is termed the
unmarked code. However, speakers can also choose to use the marked code, that is,
the language or language variety that is not expected in a particular social
context. Using data from multilingual African contexts, Myers-Scotton demon-
strates how bilingual speakers make code choices to signal a variety of social
relationships. Unfortunately, in many language learning and teaching contexts,
the rich linguistic repertoire of bilinguals is not recognized, and policies are often
implemented to prohibit the use of any code other than the target language.

Studies in language contact have several implications for the teaching and
learning of another language. As mentioned above, language contact will inevit-
ably result in language change. Since today many individuals are using English
in contact with other languages on a daily basis, their use of English is changing,
and they are in the process of establishing their own standards of English grammar
and pronunciation. In general, research on these emerging varieties of English
indicates that the codified and accepted standard of English that exists in these
communities has few differences from other standard varieties of English. Hence,
it is important for L2 teachers to recognize the integrity of the varieties of the
language they teach, to realize that they are important sources of personal
identity and signs of the current mobility of populations, and to avoid promoting
negative attitudes toward such varieties.

Studies on code-switching have illustrated the regularity of code-switching
behavior and the purposes that code-switching can serve for bilinguals. Given
the many contexts today where English is used as one of the additional lan-
guages within a country, more research is needed regarding how individuals
make use of English in reference to the other languages they speak. Such research
will be valuable in establishing classroom objectives that complement the students’
use of English within their own speech community. In addition, in classrooms in
multilingual contexts where the teacher shares a first language, more research is
needed to determine how students’ first language can be used to further their
competence in a target language.

Ethnographic sociolingistics

A good deal of current work in sociolinguistics falls under what is referred to
as an ethnomethodologically oriented approach to the field of sociolinguistics,
with linguistic interaction as the focal point. One of the central concepts of ethno-
graphic or interactional sociolinguistics is the term speech community. Hymes (1972)
contends that members of a speech community must share the same rules of
speaking and be familiar with at least one common linguistic variety. Individuals
are typically members of several speech communities and alter their norms
of language use to conform to other members of the same speech community.
With growing mobility, individuals today can belong to many different speech
communities.
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Work in linguistic interaction began as a reaction to Chomsky’s (1957) focus
on the language of an idealized speaker-listener in a homogeneous speech com-
munity with complete knowledge of the language. This notion was challenged
by Hymes (1974), who insisted that studies on language use should strive to
account for the communicative competence of a native speaker of a language.
Gumperz (1982) also challenged Chomsky’s notion of an idealized speaker in a
homogeneous speech community, arguing instead that language use in a speech
community is influenced by social and cultural factors. Gumperz’s studies on
communication between blacks and whites in the United States and between
Indians and British in England demonstrated how differences in language use
among speech communities can cause misunderstandings leading to racial and
ethnic stereotypes and inequalities in power.

The work of Rampton (1995, 1997) has taken the debate about linguistic diver-
sity one step further. He maintains that globalization, as well as late/post-
modernity (a term he prefers to postmodernism), warrants a fresh look at the
issues important to sociolinguistics and L2 research. Rampton believes that the
time has come for sociolinguists to challenge the notion that societies are com-
pact and systematic entities and instead to recognize the heterogeneity and fluidity
of modern states. In keeping with much of the discourse of postmodernism, he
argues persuasively that sociolinguistics should give more attention to investig-
ating issues related to fragmentation, marginality, and hybridity and recognize
that “being marginal is actually a crucial experience of late modernity. Being
neither on the inside nor the outside, being affiliated but not fully belonging, is
said to be a normal condition” (Rampton, 1997, p. 330).

The ability to signal identity through surface linguistic features has significant
ramifications for language learning and teaching. In many contexts around the
world, one of the major goals of teaching a second or foreign language is to
promote the acquisition of the standard form of the target language. As a result,
those who use an alternate form of the target language as a way of signaling their
hybridity and affiliation with a particular speech community are often penalized.
They are marginalized in the society and often penalized in a school system that
uses one standard to determine proficiency in the language.

In order for current sociolinguistic research to be in touch with issues of
late modernity, further research is needed that investigates linguistic diversity
without preconceived ideas about native speakers and language standards. Such
research should examine how particular varieties of language illustrate the fluidity
of modern society. This type of research is presently underway in investigations
of English as a lingua franca (ELF), which Firth (1996) defines as a contact
language “between persons who share neither a common native tongue nor a
common (national) culture, and for whom English is the chosen foreign language
of communication” (p. 240). Since it is estimated that today about 80 percent of
oral exchanges in English do not involve native speakers of English (Seidlhofer,
2004), more research is needed to determine the characteristics of such exchanges.
Most of the current research in this area has taken place in Expanding Circle
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countries (see below), much of it in Europe. (See Seidlhofer 2004 for a review of
ELF research.)

Major Second and Foreign Language Learning and
Teaching Contexts

As a way of illustrating how the social and sociolinguistic factors described above
have implications for second and foreign language learning and teaching, it is
helpful to consider the three major types of learning contexts described by Kachru
(1986) in reference to English learning: (a) the Inner Circle, where English is the
primary language of the country, such as in Australia, Canada, and the United
Kingdom; (b) the Outer Circle, where English serves as a second language in a
multilingual country, such as in Singapore, India, and the Philippines; and (c) the
Expanding Circle, where English is widely studied as a foreign language, such as
in China, Japan, and Korea.

This very broad distinction of learning contexts can be generalized to all sec-
ond and foreign languages. In doing so, any teaching context in which a learner
is learning the major language of the host country would be termed an Inner
Circle learning context. This is the type of social context faced by many immigrants
today, who in an age of globalization often immigrate to other more prosperous
countries, typically for better economic opportunities. This is the case of many
Turks in Germany, Poles in Ireland, and Indians in Great Britain. The second
major type of second and foreign language learning is an Outer Circle learning
context, in which the learner is acquiring one of the major languages spoken in
the country. This would be the case of English speakers learning French in Que-
bec or Zulu speakers learning English in South Africa. Finally, in Expanding Circle
learning contexts, learners are learning a language, often a language of regional or
global importance, in a country in which the language has no official role. This is
the case of American learners studying Mandarin or Japanese learners learning
English. The question is, in what way do the social and sociolinguistic constructs
described above provide insight into the learning and teaching context? In order
to address this, we examine some representative case studies in each context. We
begin with Inner Circle learning contexts.

Inner Circle learning contexts

Language maintenance and language shift, as well as language-in-education policy,
are particularly relevant to Inner Circle learning contexts. In many instances,
government and educational leaders make decisions that can encourage either
language maintenance or shift among its minority population. British govern-
ment policies regarding the acquisition of English among minority language speak-
ers illustrate the effect that government policy can have on language maintenance
and shift. During the 1960s and 1970s in the United Kingdom, students with
limited English proficiency were placed either in specialist language centers or
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withdrawn from mainstream classrooms for special ESL instruction. Then, in
1986, the Commission for Racial Equality decided that language centers consti-
tuted a form of racial discrimination in that language minority students, typically
members of racial minority groups, were being singled out and that such programs
were creating further social and racial barriers between groups.

As Rampton (1995) notes, British government policy in general tolerates the
use of minority languages only as a transitional measure during the early years
of schooling, and there is no encouragement for the development of bilingual-
ism during a child’s education. Obviously, such policies are designed to pro-
mote language shift, with no encouragement for language maintenance. What are
the implications of such policies for language learning and teaching? In general,
they promote a view of a language classroom as an English-only environment
in which the first-language resources a child has are not recognized. Such pol-
icies also do not typically promote favorable attitudes toward bilingualism or
code-switching.

These pedagogical policies are in sharp contrast to the linguistic situation many
language minority youths encounter outside the classroom. Here, as Rampton
(1995) carefully documents in his investigation of British language minority
adolescents, code alternation both between Standard English and Stylised Asian
English and between English and the students’ first language plays an important
role in “the organization of interracial adolescent solidarities” (p. 141). Whereas
the actual interactions of British adolescents with adults and their peers demon-
strate the sociolinguistic sophistication of bilingual youths, this is not recognized
as an asset or promoted in classrooms which support an English-only model that
recognizes and legitimizes only standard English.

The language-in-education policies in countries like the United Kingdom
reflect a huge gap between the sociolinguistic reality of language minority groups
and prevalent pedagogical approaches to the teaching of English. If pedagogical
models are to be sensitive to the social interactions of the local context, much
more attention needs to be given in Inner Circle learning contexts to the value of
bilingualism, the maintenance of existing linguistic resources, and the sociolin-
guistic knowledge of language learners.

Presently, Australia is making some attempt to encourage the development of
bilingualism among its citizens. As an inducement to encourage the learning of
languages other than English (LOTE), some Australian universities are offering
bonus points to those university applicants who include the study of LOTE in
their required university entrance subjects (Smolicz & Secombe, 2003). Even with
this incentive, only 10-20 percent of students take LOTE as a university entrance
subject. As Smolicz and Secombe point out, this is “particularly striking for
students from the majority English-speaking background, many of whom see no
obvious benefits from investing the effort required to learn a new language, in
view of the availability of what they perceive as ‘easier options’, as well as the
global dominance of English” (2003, p. 16). Attitudes such as this suggest that the
English-speaking populations of Inner Circle countries may be the least likely to
become bilingual in an increasingly multilingual and multicultural world.
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Outer Circle learning contexts

Diglossia, language change, linguistic standards, and code-switching are particu-
larly relevant to many Outer Circle learning contexts. Not least because many of
the Outer Circle countries are inherently characterized by a rich and complex
multiethnic, multicultural, and multilingual ethos wherein English was trans-
planted and taught either as an important official language or a language of
higher education, or both.

Partly a legacy of colonial history and partly the effect of post-independence
policies, English was introduced as a panacea for solving the economic and edu-
cational problems of many newly independent states in the Outer Circle, such as
India, the Philippines, Singapore, and those of Africa, and soon became a domin-
ant language of the ruling elite. The study of English was therefore initially
restricted to a particular socio-economic class, with a focus on literature and
culture. Today, its earlier role in these contexts as an “instrument of science and
technology” and a language of “development” and “national unity” is increasingly
being replaced by economic and pragmatic motivations, due to the meshing of
English with globalization. This has meant a strong demand for communication
skills and everyday use of English, in place of the study of literature, for creating
a competent workforce for the multinational corporations and outsourcing centers
that represent this global trend.

Many “new” and distinct indigenized or nativized varieties of English (Kachru,
1986) have evolved, due to the processes of change that English has undergone
by acquiring new linguistic and cultural features as a result of contact with
indigenous languages and cultures. These contact varieties have become institu-
tionalized and are recognized by their speakers as autonomous varieties of English
in their own right, notwithstanding the struggle for legitimacy and equivalence
with long-established “native” varieties, particularly British and American Eng-
lishes, that continue to be looked upon as powerful reference points in the practice
of English language instruction in some of those settings.

A crucial consideration for speakers of English in the Outer Circle has been
the choice of a pedagogical model for teaching English as a second/foreign
language, that is, whether to adopt an external “native speaker” standard or an
internal one as the appropriate model in serving the purposes of their local
contexts. Governments and education ministries differ sharply in the positions
they have taken. For instance, Indian English (English of educated Indians) is
taught and learnt in all educational institutions in India and this is the variety
also used in the administration, the judiciary, the military, and the media. This
rejection of what Phillipson (2001) terms “a debilitating dependence on native
speaker models” (p. 195) is in tune with the sociolinguistic realities of the Indian
subcontinent, where most Indians use English as a lingua franca to communicate
with other Indians or Asians from language groups not their own, much less
frequently with Inner Circle speakers. This also means that Indian English
has “multiple identities” that are markers of distinctive regional variation
within it.
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India has adopted a policy known as the “three language formula,” wherein
students in the mainstream typically learn their mother tongue or regional lan-
guage as their first language, and English and Hindi as their second and third
languages, respectively. Of the roughly 200 languages that actively contribute to
making India a functionally multilingual country and not just a demographically
multilingual one, 41 languages, including its 18 official languages, are available for
study in the school curriculum (NCERT, 1999, cited in Annamalai, 2004, p. 177).
However, because English is the only language taught in all states as either a
first (e.g., in privately run English-medium schools), second, or third language
and is taught in the largest number of schools overall, from one point of view it
has been argued that making English compulsory in Indian schools has rendered
hundreds and thousands of children handicapped. Because it marginalizes ver-
nacular medium students and defeats the policy goal of nation-building with equal
educational opportunities for all, free India, it is argued, is free only politically
and not educationally (Krishnaswamy & Krishnaswamy, 2006).

Whereas English still remains essentially an urban middle-class phenomenon
in India, and as the language of the ruling bureaucracy and higher education it
is domain-specific and register-based, English in Singapore occupies a unique
position among Asian countries. In Singapore, English has first-language status
in the educational curriculum at all levels and is the de facto working language of
administration, business, and the media. While the more standard variety of
English is the one taught in schools, alongside it has developed a variety which
has a distinctive phonology, syntax, and lexicon, which shows a high degree of
influence from the other local languages such as Hokkien, Cantonese, Malay, and
Tamil, a contact variety thought to be pioneered in the classroom and the play-
ground by children (Gupta, 1994). Because English in Singapore and Malaysia
was found to display a range, it was initially characterized as a “lectal con-
tinuum” within a “post-creole continuum” (Platt & Weber, 1980), extending from
the basilect at one end, which showed features of creoles, to the acrolect at the
other, approximating Standard (superstrate) English, with the mesolect mediat-
ing transitionally between the two. However, since English in these regions was
acquired through the formal school system, a description more favored today is
one that sees it as a form of diglossia (Gupta, 1994; Foley et al., 1998), with
Standard Singapore English (SSE) constituting the High variety, used in public,
formal and educational domains and Singapore Colloquial English (SCE), the
Low variety used in the home and neighborhood. Members of the Singaporean
speech community know well when SCE is or is not appropriate and even where
code-mixing between SSE and SCE is commonplace, children do separate the
codes at a very early age (Gupta, 1994).

Standards of English have remained a continuing concern at the highest levels
of government. Despite the fact that educated Singaporeans have come to enjoy a
greater degree of English language proficiency in present-day Singapore, there is
currently strong official pressure to promote an exonormative standard — notably
British or American English — so as to curb further “decay” of the language through
processes of indigenization. Varied measures have been undertaken to bring
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about targeted change. The Speak Good English Movement, for instance, was
mounted in 2000 as a timely check to contain the popularity of the local vernacular
“Singlish,” considered a non-standard variety with an alluring potential for sym-
bolizing Singaporean identity and solidarity among young Singaporeans. For some,
the movement was viewed as a way to help Singapore plug into the English-
dominant global economic network, while others saw it as a way to facilitate
linguistic homogenization by devaluing and diminishing the existing linguistic re-
sources of the average Singaporean (Chng, 2003; Kramer-Dahl, 2003; Rubdy, 2001).

The dominance of English in Singapore has been enormously boosted by the
institutionalization of English as the medium of instruction and first language in
schools since 1979, as a measure to create national unity and forge a national
identity and consciousness that transcended ethnic boundaries, as well as by the
assignation of the local “mother tongue” languages to second-language status,
such that all Singaporeans may be described as “English-knowing bilinguals”
(Pakir, 1991). Singapore is, in fact, well on its way toward becoming a largely
English-speaking country, certainly one that is English dominant (Lim, 2004).
Equally, the Speak Mandarin campaign that was put in place as a measure simul-
taneously to uphold Asian values and counter the influence of “Western deca-
dence,” and that is now paying off with the emergence of China as a powerful
trading partner, has had an overwhelming success in increasing the widespread
use of Mandarin. However, this has happened at the expense of the many Chinese
dialects that it has replaced, leading to extensive language shift and language
loss, and threatening intergenerational continuity. The language-in-education
policy thus causes the language of school and government to displace the lan-
guage of home and neighborhood (Tickoo, 1996).

Kamwangamalu (2003) reports on a similar trend in South Africa, where English
is “spreading like wildfire” and has infiltrated the family domain, particularly in
urban black communities, who “see the language as an open sesame by means of
which one can achieve unlimited upward social mobility,” and prefer English-
medium education over an education in their own native languages, such as
Sotho, Zulu, or Xosa. Kamwangamalu maintains that if the current trend toward
monolingualism in English continues, the African languages will face attrition
and death. He points to the anxiety and agony expressed in South Africa by, on
the one hand, some purists “who believe that the language is being mutilated
through nativization by its new users (i.e., non-native speakers); and, on the other
hand, African language activists and community leaders, who see the spread of
English into the family domain as a threat to the maintenance and a prelude to
the demise of the indigenous languages” (Kamwangamalu, 2003, pp. 68-9).

The seemingly people-driven spread of English in South Africa reflects a
growing but worrying trend observable also in other Outer Circle countries. The
“English advantage” that India has as a key to employment in the global market
is appreciated by many Indians. So, “English for all” is the new slogan. The
demand that English is also for the masses is gaining ground, and it is estimated
that with the introduction of a new policy for English at the primary level, about
150 million children at the primary stage will be learning English in India. This
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move could bring about a dramatic change in the demographics of the English-
speaking population in this country and that of the Anglophone world, as well
(Krishnaswamy & Krishnaswamy, 2006).

Expanding Circle learning contexts

Language-in-education policies play an important role in the learning and
teaching of foreign languages. Current Chinese language-in-education policies
illustrate the manner in which the learning and teaching of English has been
strongly influenced by government policies in regard to both the requirements
for studying English and the methods promoted in English language classrooms.
In 1976, Deng Xiaoping launched a national modernization program in which
English education was seen as a key component: “English was recognized as an
important tool for engaging in economic, commercial, technological and cultural
exchange with the rest of the world and hence for facilitating the modernization
process” (Hu, 2005, p. 8).

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

The directives summarized above illustrate the dangers that can arise from
state mandated guidelines for language teaching. First, such mandates can deter-
mine when foreign language learning begins in the public school system. The
Chinese Ministry of Education, like governments in many other Asian countries,
is formally promoting the early learning of English, even though the issue of
early exposure to foreign language learning is still being debated (see Hyltenstam
& Abrahamsson, 2001). Second, state mandates can determine who has access to
English language learning. In China, recent policies have tended to support
English learning among the Chinese elite, in this way exacerbating educational
inequality. Finally, state mandates can determine how a language is taught. In
China, as in many other Asian countries, current curriculum developments have
tended to promote more learner-centered, communicative methods. The problem,
however, has been a lack of teacher education that will ensure the effective
implementation of new methods.

Malaysia is a country that historically presents a sharp contrast to China’s
English teaching policy in that, in its early independence days, Malaysia tried
officially to discourage the spread of English. At independence in 1957, the Malays
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made up close to half the population, the Chinese a little over a third, and the
Indians 10 percent (Gill, 2005). In the previous colonial system, English-medium
schools were located in urban areas and were primarily attended by non-Malays
and a small number of elite Malays. Many Malay nationalists were frustrated by
the fact that those who spoke English were non-Malays and that knowing Eng-
lish gave them a social and economic advantage. The Malays believed that desig-
nating Bahasa Melayu as the official language would lead to its development as
a language of higher status and thus provide Malays with the linguistic capital
previously held by the English-speaking Chinese and Indians (Gill, 2005). To
promote the status of Bahasa Melayu, the language was established as the language
of education, with all universities required to use Bahasa Melayu as the medium
of instruction. The resistance of the Chinese and Indian population to this policy
led the government to undertake a rapid implementation of the language-in-
education policy, so that the status of Malay language could be established.

What is surprising is that this early attempt in Malysia to control the spread of
English among its population is currently being re-examined. As evidence of this
change in policy, in 2002 the Prime Minister of Malaysia, Tun Dr. Mahathir
Mohamad, announced that starting immediately, science and mathematics were
to be taught in English in both the primary and tertiary levels. The question is,
what led to this change in policy from one of restraining the spread of English to
one of encouraging its development as an additional language.

Gill (2005) contends that the change was brought about because the nationalistic
language policy had resulted in a generation of university graduates who were
fluent in the national language but not in English. The problem is that in an age
of globalization, in order to be competitive, Malays need English to access the
tremendous amount of scientific and technological knowledge available in Eng-
lish. Without access to this information, the government believes Malaysia can
not be competitive in a global market. In this way, current changes in Malaysia’s
education policy “were largely influenced by the two domains which are im-
portant in the growth and status of any language — the domain of business and
the domain of science and technology” (Gill, 2005, p. 256).

The case of Malaysia offers a vivid example of how the larger social and
political context can affect language-in-education policies. Malaysia, like many
countries today, is struggling with an attempt to balance its nationalistic prior-
ities with the need to stay competitive in a global economy. At the present time,
Malaysia appears to be replacing its desire to promote its national language
with its felt need to establish an English-knowing population that will make it a
competitive society in today’s global economy.

In contrast to Malaysia, Sweden is struggling with its national language being
dominated by English.

Today Swedish, like many national languages throughout the world, is in an awk-
ward position. It is at the same time a strong national language with the potential to
dominate other languages within its borders and a potentially dominated language
with respect to English as an international language. (Hult, 2004, p. 182)



The Social Contexts of Language Teaching 23

According to Hult, the prominence of English in higher domains like education,
commerce, and industry threatens Swedish “to the point where there is a risk of
a two-tiered society developing, with English used for high status interaction
and Swedish for lower status common daily interaction” (Hult, 2004, p. 183).
There is also concern within Sweden that the consequence of this situation would
be greater social inequality, with those that know English having greater access
to high status social positions than those without it. This situation has led the
Swedish government to commission the Swedish Language Council, a semi-
public Swedish language planning body, to draft a program designed for the
promotion and protection of Swedish.

The situation in Sweden is indicative of many European countries today, in
which the fear of the growing use of English is in sharp contrast to the prevalent
belief that knowledge of English provides access to the global economy. It is this
ambivalent attitude that fuels countries to require the study of English while at
the same time jealously protecting their own national language.

Conclusion

The social and sociolinguistic context of language learning and teaching has a
significant impact on which languages are taught, when they are taught, and how
they are taught. This fact has several implications for second and foreign language
professionals. First, second and foreign language professionals, no matter which
language they are teaching, need to work vigorously to ensure that all individuals
be given the opportunity to become multilingual in an increasingly multilingual
and multicultural world and to maintain the linguistic resources they have. In order
to do this, they need to voice their disapproval of any policies that minimize those
opportunities. Second, language professionals need to be sensitive to the local
social and sociolinguistic context and to implement language teaching goals and
methods that complement the social reality of their language learners. Finally, lan-
guage professionals need to work to see that all learners have equal opportun-
ities to achieve their language learning goals, so that they can reap the social and
economic benefits that come from being a bilingual in the current global culture.
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As long as we have the language, we have the culture. As long as we have the culture,
we can hold on to the land.
Manu Metekingi, Mdori from the Whanganui iwi (“tribe”)"

Language and culture cannot be separate from each other — if they are, the language
only becomes a tool, a thing . . . Our language and culture are our identity and tell us
who we are, where we came from and where we are going.

Task Force on Aboriginal Languages and Cultures, 2005, p. 58

To give millions a knowledge of English is to enslave us. The foundation that Macaulay
laid of education has enslaved us.

Gandbhi, barrister-at-law, architect of Indian independence, 1908,

quoted in Naik, 2004, p. 255

It was because we were taught in our own language that our minds quickened . .. If
the whole mind is not functioning from the beginning its full powers remain unde-
veloped to the end. While all around was heard the cry for English teaching, my third
brother was brave enough to keep us to our Bengali course.

Rabindranath Tagore, 1913 Nobel Prize Laureate for Literature, 1992, pp. 53—4

The English language teaching sector directly earns nearly £1.3 billion for the UK in in-
visible exports and our other education related exports earn up to £10 billion a year more.
Neil Kinnock, Chair British Council, politician, ex-EU Commission
Vice-President, in Graddol, 2006, p. 4

English in Africa: an imperial language, the language of linguistic Americanization, a

language of global capitalism . . . creating and maintaining social divisions serving an

economy dominated primarily by foreign economic interests and, secondarily, by a
small aspiring African bourgeoisie.

Alamin Mazrui, PhD Stanford, expert on World Bank

language policies, 2004, p. 30

The Handbook of Language Teaching Edited by Michael H. Long and Catherine J. Doughty
© 2009 Blackwell Publishing Ltd. ISBN: 978-1-405-15489-5
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One feels so handicapped working from here, and also in a language not one’s own.

The proponents of a worldwide right and duty to learn English will never admit the
cost for the non-native speakers on whom the World English is imposed.

Ajit Mohanty, PhD Edmonton, cutting-edge bilingualism researcher,

personal correspondence, June 8, 2004

English is not enough. We are fortunate to speak a global language but, in a smart and
competitive world, exclusive reliance on English leaves the UK vulnerable and de-
pendent on the linguistic competence and the goodwill of others . . . Young people from
the UK are at a growing disadvantage in the recruitment market.

Nuffield Languages Enquiry, 2000, www.nuffield.org

Unhappily for those who have sought to devise a “science” of Language Policy and
Planning there are no protocols for doing or designing LPP that can be induced from
practice, abstracted, tested and refined into procedures and then transferred across
contexts and applied in diverse settings . . . the field is too dependent on the descrip-
tive traditions of linguistics from which it derives, and insufficiently in communication
with policy analysis sciences, with political science, with sociology and with critical
schools of thought.

Joseph Lo Bianco, PhD Melbourne, language policy expert, 2002, pp. 23, 25

Introduction

These glimpses into the world of language policy demonstrate that educational
language policy and its analysis are of major significance for the individual, for
group vitality, for national identities, and international relations. They also reveal
how language policy interlocks with political decision-making. The intrinsic
complexity of language policy, in practice and in theory, is increasingly being
addressed in books and journals. Language policy requires a multi-disciplinary
approach. The concerns of educationalists and language professionals need to
draw on insights from political science, international law, and economics. Even
within educational language studies, there is a tendency toward excessive special-
ization. For instance, books on language policy (e.g., Ricento, 2006; Spolsky, 2004)
generally ignore translation studies, a productive field of activity that interlocks
with language technology, globalization (Cronin, 2003), and conflict (Baker, 2006).
Our review will focus on historical contextualization and conceptual clarification,
and build on examples of ongoing language policy issues at the global, regional,
and national levels.

Committed scholarship should ensure that language policy experience and
analysis contribute to the resolution of complex political problems. This requires
that academic, educational, and political discourse interact dialectically. It also
presupposes recognition of the value of all the world’s languages and their use
in addressing life’s challenges: in the words of the Kenyan Nobel Peace Prize
Laureate, Wangari Maathai, referring to the powerful addressing the population
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at large: “if you don’t speak in their language, you may touch the head, but you
may never touch the heart. And that is what a mother tongue does . . . if you lose
your language, you lose yourself.”

Historical and Global Contextualization

Foreign languages were traditionally learned by the privileged for the social
prestige they represented and facilitated, whether the canonical texts of Arabic,
Latin, or Sanskrit, or more recent internationally influential languages. The Rus-
sian aristocracy was literate and vocal in French but often had little proficiency
in Russian, the language of the masses. It is arguable that in African and
Asian former colonies, English may now be functioning rather as did French in
nineteenth-century Russia. The main difference is that the class of English users
worldwide is now connected to a neoliberal economic system (“the new imperial-
ism,” Harvey, 2005) and ideological systems, forms of consciousness, consump-
tion, and growthism that cultural globalization is propagating (Seabrook, 2004).
The penetration of contemporary English is thus vastly deeper than that of Latin,
French, and other dominant languages in earlier times (see Gandhi, Tagore, and
Mohanty above). It is also of considerable economic importance in itself (see
Kinnock above), though there are risks if one does not know other languages (see
Nuffield Foundation above). English is central to corporate globalization spear-
headed by economic, political, and military forces in the “English-speaking” coun-
tries (Mazrui above).

The incorporation and co-option of local elites follows the pattern by which the
privileged in colonies learned the language of the invader. This was already the
case in Roman England (Tacitus, [AD 97] 1948). In Europeanized settler colonies
(the Americas, Australasia, South Africa) educational policies were elaborated ad
hoc, often by missionary societies, following or preceding military suppression.
Although in some parts of the USA in the early nineteenth century there was a
bilingual education policy, “throughout the 19th and much of the 20th centuries,
federal Indian education policy was one of almost zero tolerance for linguistic
and cultural difference” (McCarty, Romero, & Zepeda, 2006, p. 94). In the extrac-
tion colonies of the British empire (such as Malaysia or West Africa), the learning
of the colonial language was paramount for local elites and intermediaries, as in
the French and Portuguese colonies, and has remained a significant legacy in
the postcolonial age. In Finland, where 70 percent of the population, mostly
Finnish-speakers, were not represented in the parliament during the Russian era
(1807-917), the first use of Finnish in the parliament (in 1894, by a representative
of the gentry) was called “unbelievably barbaric” and “illegal.” The language of
parliament was not Russian but Swedish, the language of the former colonial
power (1155-1809) and all Finnish-speakers were supposed to know it. Linguis-
tic hierarchization (linguicism) and genocide were the norm in settler colonies,
and have also been vigorously pursued by monolingually oriented states else-
where (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000).
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In the twentieth century, “modern,” “living,” or “foreign” language learning
progressively shifted from a predominantly literary focus to more instrumental
purposes. However, departments of English in former colonies generally retain
literature as a core concern (on India, see Joshi, 1994; on Sri Lanka, Kandiah,
1999), emulating departments of English as a mother tongue in the major Eng-
lish-using countries. Many “foreign” language departments are similar. Thus the
Modern Language Association of the USA (www.mla.org) brings together the
study of many languages, but its “divisions” and “discussion groups” are over-
whelmingly concerned with literature, and pedagogy is marginal.

The MLA claims leadership in the national education community (i.e., the
USA), but also records 30,000 members in 100 countries. In this respect the pro-
fessional association is comparable to TESOL (a mainly US body that claims to
serve “a global group of devoted teachers, educators, researchers, and friends of
the profession,” www.tesol.org) and its British-based equivalent, IATEFL (whose
“mission is to link, develop and support English Language Teaching profession-
als throughout the world,” www .iatefl.org). Even if TESOL and IATEFL gener-
ally represent language learning constituencies that are often seen as marginal
to mainstream education, their professionalism exercises considerable influence
globally on the content of education, teacher training, theoretical paradigms, and
methodological innovation, with major cultural consequences. Journals reflect
this hegemony: “. .. most of what gets published in the most influential applied
linguistics journals is generally a product of what we could term the Anglo-
American centre. It is primarily academics from the academic centre, above all
in North America, who are funded and encouraged to do research” (Block, 1997,
p- 3). Considerable amounts of US funding are also directed toward scholars
worldwide, which can result in reciprocal stimulation, as for instance in a recent
book on language policy in China (Zhou and Sun, 2004), but always with the risk
of inequality reinforcing Western paradigms, orientalism, and academic imperial-
ism (for criticism of these, see Odora Hoppers, 2002; Smith Tuhiwai, 1999). The
handbook in your hands, which aims at global relevance, incurs the same risk.

Capitalism deifies the law of the market, and requires continuous expansion
that does not respect national borders. English currently oils the wheels of most
global finance and commerce. Educational services are increasingly seen as com-
modities and market opportunities, rather than as a human right and public
good that each country is responsible for. Thus Educational Testing Services of
New Jersey, a hugely profitable “non-profit” body, announces its global ambi-
tions proudly (www.ets.org):

As ETS’s wholly-owned subsidiary, ETS Global BV is structured to bring ETS’s
expertise and experience with tests, assessments, and related services to educational
and business communities around the world. ETS Global BV now has subsidiaries
in Europe and Canada, and it will be expanding into other countries and regions
as well ... Our global mission goes far beyond testing. Our products and services
enable opportunity worldwide by measuring knowledge and skills, promoting
learning and performance, and supporting education and professional development
for all people worldwide.
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This linguistic-educational imperial thrust is viscerally connected to corporate-
driven globalization. In contrast, human rights, especially economic and social
rights, serve, according to human rights lawyer Katarina Tomasevski (1996,
p- 104), to act as correctives to the “free” market, instead of giving market forces
free range. Tomasevski claims that “The purpose of international human rights
law is . . . to overrule the law of supply and demand and remove price-tags from
people and from necessities for their survival” (1996, p. 104). The necessities for
survival include not only economic and social rights such as basic food and
housing, but also basic civil, political, and cultural rights necessary for a dignified
life. Basic linguistic human rights in education belong to these. Thus all second
and foreign-language teaching that promotes the subtractive spread of “big”
languages violates basic human rights (see below).

The distribution of European languages worldwide reflects a global European-
ization process. Other major languages, such as Arabic and Japanese, are also
promoted globally. The learning of Chinese worldwide is being promoted in
Confucius Institutes (following the trail of Cervantes, Dante, and Goethe Insti-
tutes) and anticipates an increase from 30 million learners to 100 million within a
few years (Graddol, 2006, p. 63). Figures for speakers of a first and especially
of a second language are notoriously unreliable (see Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000,
pp- 30-46), or fraudulent (a French example, Chaudenson, 2003), not least be-
cause of imprecise definitions of language (as well as dialect, sociolect, etc.) and
proficiency. Migration, urbanization, and technological developments are making
the linguistic mosaic ever more complex, and leading to new forms of multilin-
gualism, at the same time as oppressive state language policies continue to erode
linguistic diversity.

Politics and/or Policy?

There are no quick fixes in language policy (see Lo Bianco above) or politics.
In English there are the two lexical items policy and politics, whereas many
languages have a single term for both (Danish politik, French politique, etc.). This
tends to blur the distinction between the two concepts. If a user of English as
a second language refers to the “language politics” of an institution, what is
intended may be the language policy in force. The “politics of language” often
indicates political struggles in which linguistic identity and language rights may
be contentious, polarizing factors. Language policy can be defined as referring to
all the measures, explicit and implicit, which have an impact on the language
ecology in a given context, including the rights of speakers of a given language,
and the use made of languages for given functions. It is thus a broader term than
language planning. The politics of language refers to the political domain and its
discourses, what politicians do or say, language promotion or suppression, and to
struggles for rights or recognition for a given language. A challenge to scholars
is to investigate how their (our?) language policy and politics activities relate
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to political power nationally and internationally, and their/our function in up-
holding a globally oppressive system. A good example of failure to do so occurs
when it is claimed that “international” English is a neutral language, discon-
nected from the power and powers behind it:

English being disembedded from national cultures can never mean that it floats
culture-free (... or) is culturally neutral. The point may be simple, but it is often
elided; and this elision constitutes a politics of English as a global language which
precisely conceals the cultural work which that model of language is in fact
performing. (Kayman, 2004, p. 17)

Kayman also makes the intriguing point that the prophets and proponents of
English as a global language can be compared to Europeans occupying other
continents that were falsely seen as terra nullius. Contemporary linguists who
proclaim the neutrality of English treat the language as a cultural terra nullius
(Kayman, 2004, p. 18). The forms and functions of “global” English have been
extensively analysed (see the review of three books in Phillipson, 2004), includ-
ing whether its present position is unassailable (Graddol, 2006).

Mainstream political science is archetypically represented by Huntington’s
The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of the World Order (1996), essentially a
blueprint for global US dominance. Language, and the cultural universe and
ways of thought it embodies, is a key dimension to this global mission. David
Rothkopf, director of Kissinger Associates, wrote an article entitled “In praise of
cultural imperialism?” in Foreign Policy in 1997 (pp. 45, 48):

It is in the economic and political interest of the United States to ensure that if the
world is moving toward a common language, it be English; that if the world is
moving toward common telecommunications, safety, and quality standards, they be
American; and that if common values are being developed, they be values with
which Americans are comfortable. These are not idle aspirations. English is linking
the world ... Americans should not deny the fact that of all the nations in the
history of the world, theirs is the most just, the most tolerant, the most willing to
constantly reassess and improve itself, and the best model for the future.

It is false to regard globalization as a new phenomenon. There have been
blueprints for US dominance of the two American continents since the Monroe
Doctrine of 1823 and for global domination for over a century. The need for new
markets due to capital over-accumulation was a primary concern of US foreign
policy throughout the twentieth century. The role of scholarship in legitimating
the thrust for global dominance is explored in American Empire: Roosevelt’s
Geographer and the Prelude to Globalization (Smith, 2003). Geography is inseparable
from economics, politics, and international affairs. The promotion of English
globally is part and parcel of this process: it is integral to globalization. In polit-
ical discourse the dominant economic system of capitalism has been conflated
with “democracy” and “freedom.”
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Linguistic Human Rights, Linguistic Diversity, and
Language Maintenance in and through Education:
Issues of Language Policy and Politics

In today’s world, it is impossible to imagine linguistic diversity consisting
of more or less monolingual groups living in isolation from all others. Most
probably this has never been the case. Even groups with very high degrees of
self-sufficiency, and little risk of ecological disasters such as drought, have traded
with each other, and many in the group have known the neighboring language(s)
(see, e.g., Corballis, 2002; Diamond, 1998; Nettle, 1999; Wells, 2002). Many, if not
most speakers of numerically small languages are necessarily multilingual as
adults, and some degree of individual multilingualism is a prerequisite for them
for participation in the wider society. Few are today decisively against individual
multilingualism, once it has been achieved, while many are trying to prevent
children from achieving high levels of bi-or multilingualism, for instance through
depriving them of mother tongue medium education. In contrast, many are
against societal multilingualism, and, especially, any linguistic human rights for
Indigenous peoples and minorities that would enable them to maintain their
languages and reproduce themselves as minorities. And many are against the
world’s linguistic diversity, claiming it is problematic and not cost-effective (see
Skutnabb-Kangas, 2007, for an overview of language policy and language rights).

Many researchers plead directly or indirectly for the elimination of both mul-
tilingualism and linguistic diversity. They claim it is unnecessary, messy, costly
and inefficient (for some examples, see de Swaan, 2001; Glazer, 1997; Kymlicka,
2001; Ladefoged, 1992; Kymlicka & Patten, 2003). To label linguistic diversity as
a complication, obstacle, or problem is to deny and lament not suggestions or
dreams, but facts. With very few exceptions, the world’s countries are multilingual,
and, with Debi Pattanayak’s subtle Indian understatement, “[o]ne language is an
impractical proposition for a multilingual country” (1988, p. 382). The teaching
profession often legitimates the normalization of English as The Preferable (and
Only) Language of the World, partly by overemphasizing its usefulness and
importance, partly by invisibilizing other languages (not mentioning them or
belittling them). English can also, paradoxically, be invisibilized when it is pre-
sented as the self-evident default norm, as in a Peace Corps advertisement where
one FAQ (Frequently Asked Question) to USA applicants was: “Do you need to
know a language?” The answer was “No.” English was obviously not seen as
“a language.”

Why is linguistic diversity needed? The following list gives a short summary
of reasons that have been presented by various researchers:

¢ Languages have been called the libraries of the intangible heritage of human-
kind, in terms of both form (diversity of ways of structuring a language, and
of the underlying cognitive categories and processes) and content (most of
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humankind’s knowledge is encoded in languages; grammars have been called
“fossilized experience”).

¢ For many people, languages are cultural core values, central for their identit-
ies (see Metekingi, 2003—6; and Task Force, 2005).

¢ Creativity precedes innovation, which is followed by investment. Creativity
can be one of the results of additive teaching and multilingualism. Creativity
and new ideas are the main assets (cultural capital) in a knowledge society
and a prerequisite for humankind to adapt to change and to find solutions to
the catastrophes of our own making. The more linguistically and culturally
diverse the world is, the more new ideas and creativity of various kinds are
likely to exist. High levels of multilingualism may enhance creativity; mono-
lingualism and homogenization kill it.

¢ English is not enough. “Good” English will fairly soon be like literacy yester-
day or computer skills today: employers see it as self-evident and necessary
but not sufficient for good jobs. Supply and demand theories predict that
when many people possess what earlier was a scarce commodity (near-native
English), the price goes down (Grin, 2001). The value of “perfect” English
skills as a financial incentive decreases substantially when a high proportion
of a country’s or a region’s or the world’s population knows English well.

e Linguistic diversity and biodiversity are correlationally and probably also
causally related. Knowledge about how to maintain biodiversity is encoded
in small languages because it is their speakers who live in the world’s biolo-
gically (and linguistically) most diverse areas. Through killing these languages
(or letting them die), we kill many of the prerequisites for maintaining bio-
diversity (see Harmon, 2002; Maffi, 2001; Posey, 1999; Skutnabb-Kangas, Maffi,
& Harmon, 2003; Skutnabb-Kangas & Phillipson, 2007, for overviews).

* Finally, Colin Baker sums up the importance of ecological diversity in his
review of Skutnabb-Kangas 2000 (Baker, 2001, p. 281):

Ecological diversity is essential for long-term planetary survival. Diversity
contains the potential for adaptation. Uniformity can endanger a species by
providing inflexibility and unadaptability. As languages and cultures die, the
testimony of human intellectual achievement is lessened. In the language of
ecology, the strongest ecosystems are those that are the most diverse. Diversity
is directly related to stability; variety is important for long-term survival. Our
success on this planet has been due to an ability to adapt to different kinds
of environment over thousands of years. Such ability is born out of diversity.
Thus language and cultural diversity maximises chances of human success and
adaptability.

Biocultural diversity (biodiversity + linguistic diversity + cultural diversity) is
thus essential for long-term planetary survival because it enhances creativity and
adaptability and thus stability. Today we are killing biocultural diversity faster
than ever before in human history.

Schools can, even in one generation, make the intergenerational transfer of small
Indigenous and minority languages impossible, and thus make the languages
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seriously endangered (not learned by the next generation of children). The
educational system participates in committing linguistic and cultural genocide,
according to two of the five definitions of genocide (II(b) and Il(e)) in the United
Nations International Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime
of Genocide (E793, 1948). Education offered to most Indigenous and many
minority children is intentionally “forcibly transferring children of the group to
another group” and “causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the
group” (emphasis added). This is done through assimilationist subtractive sub-
mersion education, using a dominant language — instead of the children’s own
language — as the teaching language (see Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000; Magga et al.,
2005, and references in both, for evidence and further discussion). Without
binding educational linguistic human rights, especially a right to mainly mother
tongue-medium education in state schools, with good teaching of a dominant
language as a second language, given by competent bilingual teachers, most
Indigenous peoples and minorities have to accept subtractive education through
the medium of a dominant/majority language. They learn a dominant language
at the cost of the mother tongue(s). These are displaced, and later often replaced
by the dominant language. Subtractive teaching subtracts from the child’s linguistic
repertoire, instead of adding to it. For linguistic genocide to be stopped and for
the linguistic diversity of the world to be maintained, basic linguistic human
rights (LHRs) are necessary, especially in education.

The most important LHR with these aims is the right to use one’s own language
as the main teaching language, together with the right to learn a dominant
official language and thus to become high-level bilingual or multilingual. There
is today no universal right guaranteeing this. Language is seen in most human
rights documents as one of the important “characteristics” on the basis of which
people are supposed not to be discriminated against, a negative right. But when
one moves from the prefaces of the documents to educational rights, language is
often not mentioned, and if it is, the provisions are extremely vague or condi-
tional and there are so many modifications and “claw-backs” that the rights are
virtually meaningless (see Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000, for thorough exemplification).
Two recent European HRs instruments® offer some possibilities, not so much
because of their formulations, which are often weak,* but mainly because the
monitoring committees, which examine the reports that participating states have
to write, have tried to prompt states to action. The Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe and some other organizations (including UNESCO) have
issued recommendations and/or guidelines that are steps in the right direction,
but these are in no way binding.

Even if they were binding, it is doubtful to what extent they would be imple-
mented. This is an example of how policy in education (a decision to use the
mother tongue as the teaching language) interlocks with the politics of the economy
(free or for-fee education). Most education of Indigenous and minority children
is not even starting to fulfill the requirements posed by Katarina Tomasevski in
terms of “the four a’s”: education has to be available, accessible, acceptable, and
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adaptable. Tomasevski, the former United Nations Special Rapporteur on the
Right to Education, examines 170 countries in her last report The State of the Right
to Education Worldwide. Free or Fee: 2006 Global Report (www katarinatomasevski.
com) to see to what extent education is free or for-fee. Even primary education is
fee-paying in more than half of the countries (see her Table 25); thus education is
not available to children. The pattern of economic (poverty-based) exclusion from
primary school is part of a global strategy for “no poverty reduction.” Education
is often priced out of the reach of the poor. The trend has been a transition from
free-and-compulsory to market-based education where the costs of even primary
education have been transferred from governmental to family budgets. But even
if children could afford primary education, being forced to accept teaching in a
language that is not the (Indigenous or minority) language makes the teaching
non-accessible, except in the most trivial sense of children possibly understand-
ing a few contextualized issues and learning some aspects of concrete everyday
language. This kind of education often fits well with the conclusions of a study
from Zambia: “There is a clear risk that the policy of using English as a vehicular
language may contribute to stunting, rather than promoting, academic and
cognitive growth” (Williams, 1998). There has to be a major change in the politics
of education before we can even start to discuss meaningful language pol-
icies in education for Indigenous and (autochthonous or immigrant) minority
children, or, for that matter, many other children from subordinated groups/
peoples.

Some changes are on their way. The pessimistic prognoses state that minim-
ally 50 percent, maybe up to 90-95 percent, of today’s spoken languages may
be extinct or very seriously endangered (not learned by children) around 2100.
Language revitalization movements are growing all over the world. The Maori
language nests (pre-schools where fluent elders are teaching language and
culture to children, parents, and even pre-school teachers) have spread from
Aotearoa to Hawai’i, to the Saami areas in Norway and Finland, to Canada, etc.
Indigenous immersion programs for revitalization are likewise spreading to many
Indigenous peoples, for instance in Canada and the USA, where the languages
have been partially lost (on concepts, see Skutnabb-Kangas & McCarty, 2008).
There are discussions about redefining mother tongues so that Indigenous
individuals whose parent or grandparent generation has experienced linguistic
genocide through education could both claim a mother tongue on the basis of
identification only, without knowing this mother tongue, and demand compen-
sation for the language lost. In Papua New Guinea, in India, especially Orissa, in
Nepal, in Vietnam, in many African countries, and several other places where the
languages are still alive, Indigenous/tribal children are starting to have their
own languages as teaching/learning languages while at the same time learning
official languages. The United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues
(UNPHII, http: //www.un.org/esa/socdev/unpfii/) is making language regenesis,
reclamation, revival, revitalization, maintenance, and further development one of
the focal program points.
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Language Policy, Exemplified by the
European Region

Language policies are necessary for the European Union, which is undergoing an
intensive process of integrating 27 member states. Policies in education, culture,
and language have traditionally been the prerogative of each state. Since 1992 the
EU has had a mandate to “supplement” this through a considerable number of
programs, such as student and staff mobility, language learning, and awareness
raising, as well as funding for minority languages (http://ec.europa.eu/educa-
tion/policies/lang/languages_en.html). Currently the EU advocates the learning
of two foreign languages by all schoolchildren, building on curriculum devel-
opment work by the Council of Europe over several decades, such as the Com-
mon European Framework of Reference for Languages (www.coe.int/T/DG4/
Linguistic/Default_en.asp). Levels of foreign-language competence vary greatly
between the different member states. The supra-statal initiatives show innova-
tion being promoted by bureaucratic elites rather than a profession’s internal
dynamics. Reform in foreign-language learning is very slow globally, despite
some imaginative initiatives, for instance, Content and Language Integrated Learn-
ing (CLIL), one of the EU’s mantras for achieving more success in foreign-
language learning, or the Cultures and Languages Across the Curriculum (CLAC)
Movement in the USA (www.clas.pdx.edu/clac/). Another EU language mantra
is an early start to foreign-language learning, a notion that is intuitively appea-
ling, hence easy for politicians to latch on to and promote. Experience shows,
however, that considerable educational changes need to be in place before the
age factor can influence outcomes decisively (see Phillipson, 2003, pp. 95-104).
Persuading Europeans to learn two foreign languages represents an attempt to
diversify the languages learned.

The EU has commissioned studies of a range of language pedagogy issues,
e.g., of foreign-language teacher training in 32 European countries, including
case studies of good practice, bilingual education, and a profile of the language
teacher of the future (Grenfell, Kelly, & Jones, 2003). Other studies argue per-
suasively for a paradigm shift in foreign-language education (Dendrinos and
Mitsikopoulou, 2004). Unlike the bland, technocratic discourse of many EU policy
statements, such authors see it as axiomatic that discourses on language policy
and foreign-language education are neither ideologically nor politically neutral.

Among multiple market forces strengthening English is the Bologna pro-
cess, the integration of higher education and research across 45 countries. The
1999 Bologna objectives declare the intention “within the framework of our
institutional competences and taking full respect of the diversity of cultures, lan-
guages, national education systems and of University autonomy,” to conso-
lidate a European Higher Education Area at the latest by 2010. The ministerial
meeting at Bergen, Norway on 19-20 May 2005 (www.bologna-bergen2005.no)
focused on the coordination of structural uniformity (a standardized degree
structure in 45 countries), quality assurance, the recognition of degrees and study
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periods, attractiveness, and competitiveness. What is striking is that not once in
the communiqué is there any reference to languages, to bilingual degrees or
multilingualism. What emerges unambiguously is that in the Bologna process,
“internationalization” means “English-medium higher education” (Phillipson,
2006).

This clearly entails the risk of what political discourse in several European
countries refers to as “domain loss.” This is a seemingly innocuous but deceptive
term. Like the language policy term “language spread,” or “language death,” it
seems to imply a natural, agent-less process (see Skutnabb-Kangas & McCarty,
2008, for conceptual clarification). Clearly there are agents involved in domains
being lost or gained, in languages “disappearing” and in any diglossic division
of academic labor. The process of domain loss can be seen as linguistic capital
accumulation by dispossession. As in the commercial world in its global pursuit
of markets and profit (Harvey, 2005), some combination of internal motivation
and external pressure contributes to this trend.

Users of English benefit from these processes, just like speakers of all killer
languages that are learned at the expense of small disappearing languages. These
benefits are exemplified in a study of foreign languages as public policy in
education, commissioned by the Haut Conseil de I'évaluation de l'école, Paris
(Grin, 2005). The study calculated that the current dominance of English in
continental European education systems results in quantifiable privileged market
effects, communication savings effects, language learning savings effects, altern-
ative human capital investment effects, and legitimacy and rhetorical effects.
Continental European countries are transferring to the UK and Ireland at least
€10 billion per annum, and more probably about €16-17 billion. The UK and
Ireland benefit since they invest so little in foreign-language learning as com-
pared with their EU partners. If this European study in the economics of lan-
guage were to be extrapolated globally, it would show a massive global transfer
of not only linguistic but economic capital from the rest of the world to the few
English-dominant countries. Voices are being raised that demand more equality
in sharing the communication burden: some kind of compensation is due to
those who go to the expense of learning the languages of more powerful people.
Exposing this aspect of the politics of language teaching is an urgent task for
applied linguists and economists of language.

Grin has assessed what the costs and benefits are of a language policy which
maintains and promotes minority languages, and what the costs (and benefits)
are if they are not. Some of his encouraging conclusions, which we endorse, are
as follows (Grin, 2003, p. 26):

¢ diversity seems tobe positively, rather than negatively, correlated with welfare;

¢ the available evidence indicates that the monetary costs of maintaining diver-
sity are remarkably modest;

* devoting resources to the protection and promotion of minority cultures [and
this includes languages] may help to stave off political crises whose costs
would be considerably higher than that of the policies considered;
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o therefore, there are strong grounds to suppose that protecting and promoting
regional and minority languages is a sound idea from a welfare standpoint,
not even taking into consideration any moral argument.

NOTES

1 The quote from Manu Metekingi comes from a film shown at the Whanganui Iwi
Exhibition, at Te Papa Tongarewa Museum of New Zealand, Wellington, 29 Novem-
ber, 2003 — May, 2006. The Exhibition tells about “our heartland, the Whanganui River,
and our place within it.” The Whanganui iwi write: “The well-being of our river is
intertwined with its people’s well-being” (from the brochure describing the exhibition,
with the theme: “Ko au te awa, ko te awa ko au. I am the river, the river is me”).
Thanks to the staff at Te Papa for identifying the person for us — neither the quote nor
his name is in the brochure, only in the film.

2 Talk at University of California, Irvine, 20 March 2006, see http://humanities.uci.edu/
faultline/.

3 The Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (http://conventions.
coe.int/treaty /en/Treaties/Html/157 htm) and the European Charter for Regional or
Minority Languages (http://conventions.coe.int/treaty/en/Treaties/Html/148.htm).

4 An example is the Framework Convention’s Article covering medium of education. It is
so heavily qualified that the minority is completely at the mercy of the state (emphases
added): “In areas inhabited by persons belonging to national minorities traditionally
or in substantial numbers, if there is sufficient demand, the parties shall endeavour to
ensure, as far as possible and within the framework of their education systems, that persons
belonging to those minorities have adequate opportunities for being taught in the
minority language or for receiving instruction in this language.”
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4 History of Language
Teaching

DIANE MUSUMECI

What is the relevance of the history of language teaching for a volume that
contains state-of-the-art perspectives on issues facing the profession? Cutting
edge research does not require it. Modern theories need not consider it. Yet none
of the topics addressed in this volume is novel. Each has been considered at an
earlier — sometimes much earlier — point in the history of language teaching.
Most have been part of the disciplinary discourse for centuries. Notwithstanding,
the field of applied linguistics devotes scant attention to its history. In his 1983
volume entitled Fundamental Concepts of Language Teaching, H. H. Stern lamented
the fact that “language teaching theory has a short memory” and lacks “historical
depth” (pp. 76-7). Brumfit and Mitchell (1990), Musumeci (1997), as well as
Thomas (2004), also argue for an historical perspective. Mitchell and Myles (2004)
address the problem of ahistoricity by grounding their excellent introduction to
current second-language learning theories within the “recent history” of the post-
WWII period. Aside from the intrinsic merit of historical research, even a passing
acquaintance with the people, philosophies, and events that have shaped the
history of second-language teaching provides the possibility of contextualizing
current trends, practices, and debates.

Given the long and varied history of second-language teaching, a strictly chrono-
logical account of that tradition would be necessarily superficial at best in the
space of a single essay. Instead, this chapter will outline the teaching of one
particular language over the course of several centuries. In doing so, the topics
presented in their contemporary context elsewhere in this volume will be treated
here within a broader historical perspective. It is hoped that in this manner the
reader may be exposed to the complexity that has characterized the history of
language teaching and to the recurring issues that form the core of that tradition,
as well as encountering relevant, at times perhaps surprising, insights that such a
perspective offers.

The Handbook of Language Teaching Edited by Michael H. Long and Catherine J. Doughty
© 2009 Blackwell Publishing Ltd. ISBN: 978-1-405-15489-5
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The Context of Second-Language Teaching

Whereas systematic research on second-language acquisition is a relatively recent
phenomenon, the practice of language teaching enjoys a long tradition, one that
is linked to theories of mind and thought, philosophy, culture, economics, and
education. One can easily imagine that second-language learning has been going
on since peoples with different language systems first encountered one another
on the savannahs of Africa, in the Mesopotamian valley, and on the plains
of northern Europe. However, despite a history of second-language learning
that certainly predates writing, formal accounts of second-language teaching
typically begin in the Western tradition with the teaching of Latin, and to a lesser
extent, Greek, in the centuries following the decline of the Roman Empire in the
fifth century of the Common Era. The reason for this starting point is simple:
Latin was the language of wider communication, the language of education,
scholarship, and commerce, the lingua franca for almost two millennia. It was
very much the equivalent of English in the globalized world today even though,
for the vast majority of that time, it was not the first language of anyone who used it.

For centuries, the acquisition of second-language literacy skills; i.e., learning to
read and write in Latin, constituted the foundation of all formal education. Eru-
dite people also spoke it. That the historical tradition is based almost exclusively
on the model of teaching Latin (and its subsequent influence on the teaching of
other Western European languages) reflects a distinct disciplinary and cultural
bias: First, because it investigates primarily formal instruction, despite the fact
that until late in that history such instruction rarely included anyone but the
most elite males of society; and second because the Western written tradition is
certainly not the only one, and there is much that one could undoubtedly learn
from other, oral, and more ancient traditions (Reagan, 1996).

In addition to a disciplinary bias, concise histories of second-language teaching
necessarily have a narrow focus. Although the variety of approaches to language
teaching that date from the mid-twentieth century (audiolingualism, the Direct
Method, the Silent Way, Suggestopedia, the Natural Approach, communicative
language teaching, content-based instruction, and task-based instruction to name
the most salient) are well documented, histories typically cite the grammar-
translation method used to teach Latin as the predominant instructional approach
to the teaching of all languages until that point (Mackey, 1965; Richards & Rogers,
2001; Titone, 1968). It is generally understood that this method consisted of the
study of grammatical rules, followed by translation from the second language
into the first and back again. In an attempt to provide evidence for a much less
hegemonic history of pedagogical practice, Kelly (1969) instead provides a com-
pendium of materials and techniques that have formed a legacy of 25 centuries of
language teaching, his eponymous work. More recently, Howatt and Widdowson
(2004) present a richly detailed and fascinating account of the history of English
language teaching over several centuries in an updated version of Howatt’s
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classic 1984 text. Other historical accounts that examine the highly contextualized
teaching of one language include Kibbee’s (1991) examination of the early practice
of teaching of French in England.

Taking a decidedly different approach to the historical record, Thomas (2004)
offers an impressive scholarly volume that traces over two millennia key philo-
sophical concepts underlying the notion of Universal Grammar, that is, the
principles deemed to be part of the innate human capacity to learn language. In
a much less exhaustive, but similarly thematic, approach based primarily upon
evidence from the fifteenth through the seventeenth centuries — a span which
marked the apex of the teaching of Latin as a universal language and the incep-
tion of its subsequent demise — Musumeci (1997) explores the disparity between
theory and practice in language teaching and argues that language teaching as
rule-governed practice may not have been nearly as widely prescribed as the
historical summaries suggest. Instead, the rote teaching of forms and rules has
consistently coexisted with a concomitant insistence on language as communica-
tion and the privileged status of attention to meaning in the acquisition process.
The tension between treating the second language as the object of instruction
versus a system of communication has persisted throughout the history of language
teaching, with the former often a by-product of external, pragmatic forces rather
than an instantiation of theoretical stance.

Within either historical approach, broadly diachronic or thematic, two prob-
lems immediately arise in any attempt to characterize second-language teaching.
First, one cannot presume that actual teaching practice at any given time was
monolithic. Even today with the academy’s emphasis on experimentation and
data-driven research, the contemporary literature contains few detailed and sys-
tematic accounts of actual classroom behavior, let alone the numerous samples
across a broad range of contexts that would be necessary to provide an informed
characterization of current practice. The body of research on instructed second-
language acquisition, as Doughty (2003) points out, has been complicated by the
fact that “any particular implementation [of a method] by an individual teacher
is subject to variation” (p. 263). How much more difficult it is, then, to accurately
reconstruct that practice in past centuries when the norms governing scientific
discovery, let alone educational practice, were quite different. To further complic-
ate matters, the philosophical treatises, letters to princes and nobles, and sermons
which constitute much of the historical record focus largely on reform, with the
consequence that, where observations and accounts do exist, they are typically
presented for the purpose of demonstrating ineffective practice leading to unsat-
isfactory outcomes. As an example, the following quote from the seventeenth-
century educational reformer and renowned author of language textbooks
Johannes Comenius foreshadows the rationale of those who have recently pro-
posed the elimination of foreign language programs from universities in favor of
outsourcing to study-abroad providers:

Camp followers and military attendants, engaged in the kitchen and in other menial
occupations, learn a tongue that differs from their own, sometimes two or three,
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quicker than the children in schools learn Latin only, though children have an
abundance of time, and devote all their energies to it. And with what unequal
progress! The former gabble their languages after a few months, while the latter,
after fifteen or twenty years, can only put a few sentences into Latin with the aid
of grammars and of dictionaries, and cannot do even this without mistakes and
hesitation. (p. 69)

Not surprisingly, proponents of educational reform select worst-case scenarios
to provide evidence for their argument, that is, what needs to change, rather than
what is effective or beneficial. In other words, a change of practice is advocated
because the current system is reported not to produce the desired results. It is
noteworthy that the rhetoric of reform does not require proof that this is indeed
the case. Instead it relies on the readers’ conviction that the author speaks from
authority and experience.

Just as the reformer need only convince the reader of the inadequacy of the
current state of affairs, to be effective his or her argument need not necessarily
provide evidence that the new system will guarantee success. To that end, a
different strategy may be employed: namely, that the advocated change is
actually not a new practice at all, rather a “tried and true,” albeit little-known,
component of the long-standing tradition. As a case in point, the US in the 1960s
experienced a sudden interest in the history of language teaching precisely for
this reason: the introduction of what was purported to be a “scientific” approach
to language learning, the “New Key,” as audiolingualism was called. Based on
principles of behaviorism in psychology, it was a language teaching method that
advocated carefully constructed pattern practice that would result in the forma-
tion of good linguistic habits deemed necessary for successful language learning.
By arguing that the “new” method, while supported by the latest thinking in
psychology and offering a radical departure from grammar-translation, was in
fact seeded throughout centuries of second-language teaching, proponents of the
approach provided empirical evidence to justify its adoption. Indeed, Kelly’s
tome, which remains the gold standard as an archive of language teaching tech-
niques, is rife with references to historical exemplars of audiolingual tenets.
Mackey and Titone reflect similar interpretive biases.

Spikes in historical interest appear to coincide with the advent of approaches
to second-language learning that challenge the explicit teaching of grammar rules
as the primary, or even sole, method of instruction. In this way, proponents of
the innovation situate the new approach within a broader historical framework
and seek validation in past experience. Thomas and Musumeci may well provide
further testament to this phenomenon, with regard to Universal Grammar and
meaning-based instruction, respectively.

On the other hand, advocates for language teaching methodologies that ex-
pound an explicit grammatical focus from the very beginning may not feel com-
pelled to look for historical evidence to support their position. Such lack may
reflect an underlying assumption that theirs is the historically supported stance,
the norm. Certainly, a prevailing belief that all language teaching prior to the
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mid-twentieth century entailed a grammar-translation approach would support
such a notion. Blanket references to “traditional” methods of language teaching
favor such interpretation. One would be surprised to read of a second-language
curriculum characterized as “traditional” that advocated an experiential, multi-
sensory, or immersion-type approach. Upon examination, however, language
teaching history demonstrates a broad range of approaches, methods, and tech-
niques dependent upon prevailing notions about how language is acquired, the
context in which it occurred — which, in turn, affected the perceived purpose in
learning the second language — the resources that were available, and the role of
the participants. In light of the historical record, the definition of what is “tradi-
tional” language teaching becomes impossibly difficult to establish. The next
section provides an account of how the first three factors — beliefs about language
learning, methodologies, and the historical context — intertwined in the history of
second-language teaching. A brief historical perspective on the perceived roles of
the teacher and learner concludes this chapter.

Beliefs about Language Learning, Methodologies
and Historical Context

The questions that present-day research in second-language acquisition addresses
derive from theoretical frameworks that posit a set of underlying beliefs, assump-
tions, or principles. Doughty and Long (2003) provide an authoritative and com-
prehensive account of the key issues surrounding current research. Is language
an innate ability unique to human beings? Is it a skill that is acquired through
exposure and interaction? To what extent does learning a second language
resemble first-language acquisition? To what extent is explicit versus implicit
attention to linguistic rules a condition for successful acquisition? What is the
nature of errors: Are they part of a developmental process that will eventually
dissipate with increasing exposure and experience or are they something perni-
cious to be avoided or immediately corrected before they become a permanent
part of the underlying grammar? What is the role of the learners’ first language
in the learning of the second? These are only a few of the questions surrounding
second-language acquisition that have intrigued educators for centuries. The most
fundamental question, the extent to which language is the result of an innate
ability or learned behavior, forms the basis of early philosophical thought. In
turn, the answer to that question intimately informs the construction of language
teaching methodology.

At its most extreme, the innatist position holds that language acquisition
results from an essential human ability specific to language that resides in the
mind. A pedagogical corollary of this position is that language acquisition mani-
fests itself according to a predestined route that instructional intervention serves
at best to accelerate. Although the research evidence that substantiates this posi-
tion dates to the second half of the twentieth century, one can trace the earliest
roots for an innatist stance to an ancient philosophical position originating with
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the Greek philosopher, Plato (427-347 BCE). Stated in the simplest of terms, Plato
proposed that human beings possess knowledge intrinsically. Such knowledge
need simply be activated and drawn out. As a result, the teacher’s role is to
educate, from the Latin educere, which means literally ‘to lead forth’. It is from
Plato that we learn of the Socratic method, an instructional technique in which
the teacher asks a series of carefully constructed questions each based on the
student’s previous response, leading students to arrive at the answer from what
they already know. The basic premise of another ancient Greek philosopher,
Aristotle (384-322 BCE), is radically different. Aristotle proposed that a human
being comes into the world as a blank slate, tabula rasa, upon which knowledge is
inscribed either by experience or by rule. The teacher’s role in the Aristotelian
tradition was to provide that knowledge, to instruct; from the Latin instruere,
meaning ‘to build’. Those who believe that language is largely a learned behavior
may be more concerned with the environmental features surrounding language
acquisition and with explicit instruction in rules. For example, they may fear the
consequences of exposing learners to poor examples and leaving errors unchecked,
and thus the possibility of acquiring inexpungeable mistakes or bad habits.
Quintilian, a Roman educator in the first century CE whose twelve-volume text
Institutio oratoria [Education of an orator] is a foundational contribution to West-
ern educational theory, warns that children must be presented only with the best
models, such that “Care must be taken that tender minds, which will imbibe
deeply whatever has entered them while rude and ignorant of everything, may
learn not only what is eloquent, but, still more, what is morally good” (Institutio
oratoria 1.8.4, in Murphy, 1987, p. 64).

From the very beginning, the Western tradition has struggled with the question
of nature versus nurture, the innatist versus environmentalist position, a biolo-
gical as opposed to a behavioral explanation for language acquisition. Mitchell and
Myles (2004) provide a highly readable account of the continuing nature versus
nurture debate and its influence on the most recent theories of second-language
acquisition. Their discussion reiterates the diversity of frameworks that guide
contemporary research on second-language learning.

Clearly, it would be absurd to reduce our current understanding of second-
language acquisition to a simple dichotomy. In dealing with a complex know-
ledge system like language, one would expect that certain theories better explain
some aspects of the phenomenon than others. On the one hand, proponents of
connectionism address several issues — the contribution of repetition, frequency
of stimuli, and automaticity — that find their genesis in an Aristotelean model of
learned behaviors. On the other hand, proponents of Universal Grammar have
established a rigorous research paradigm in which to investigate the extent to
which innate abilities can be reactivated and with what success. What is particu-
larly interesting from an historical perspective is the vantage point that it affords
one to examine these basic philosophical questions as they permeate the history
of second-language teaching from the earliest records to the present day, reced-
ing and reemerging in response to intellectual shifts, as well as external pres-
sures, as that tradition unfolds.
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Among the external factors that contribute to underlying beliefs and con-
sequently prescriptions for practice, it is nearly impossible to overestimate the
enormous influence of organized religion on education, including the teaching of
language. The Aristotelian philosophy as interpreted by the early Church Fathers
was the one adopted by the Christian Church, itself the major source and founda-
tion of institutionalized education from the early Middle Ages onward. As a
social institution, the Church possessed the infrastructure and the authority
necessary for the provision of such education. One must keep in mind, however,
that during this time mass public education did not exist. Although purportedly
obligatory in the Aztec empire, in Europe the notion of compulsory education of
children was unheard of from the fall of the Roman empire until the Protestant
Reformation, when the theologian and church reformer Martin Luther (1483—
1547) proposed in 1524 that all children acquire basic literacy in order to read the
Bible. Strasbourg passed an edict to that effect in 1598, but it wasn’t until the late
eighteenth century that similar legislation began to spread slowly across the
continent, first arriving in the United States in Massachusetts in 1852 and in
England still later in 1870.

Until almost the twelfth century, formal education in Western Europe took
place in monasteries that offered instruction in liturgy and prayer. Cathedral
schools trained clergy in Canon law, preaching, and disputation, that is, the
ability to defend a position through logical argumentation orally. Until the
seventeenth century, other than religious schools that trained boys for the clergy,
monastery, or choir — in descending order of required proficiency in Latin —
education of children was limited to instruction of the elite by private tutors. The
foundation of the earliest universities in the late eleventh and twelfth centuries
(Bologna in 1088, Paris in 1150, and Oxford in 1167) allowed students the oppor-
tunity to build upon that early education. In this way, a student at age 14 or
so, having mastered basic literacy in Latin under a tutor’s guidance, could study
the seven liberal arts — the trivium of grammar, logic, and rhetoric, followed by
the quadrivium of arithmetic, geometry, music theory, and astronomy — before
proceeding to advanced study in law, medicine, or theology. At the university,
Latin was both the initial core subject as well as the medium of instruction. All
lectures, readings, and discussion took place in Latin.

From their letters, we learn that university students in the twelfth century
shared many of the same concerns of students today: they ask their parents for
money and clothes; they complain about the cost of books and supplies; and they
request more time to finish their degrees (Haskins, 1958). The Manuale Scholarium,
a student guide to the university, provides a lively account of student life in the
medieval period. In it we learn of the explicit requirement that Latin be used at
all times as the ordinary means of communication in class and outside it, on
penalty of a fine should a student be caught using the vernacular. The “wolves”
were students appointed to surreptitiously record and report infractions of the
rule. That students found the rule difficult to keep is recorded in one of the
manual’s dialogues:
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Cam. May the minions of hell destroy him. If I ever find out his name, he won’t
get away.

Bar.  What ails you?

Cam. Listen to me; I've been up against the wolf twelve times . .. I'll see to it, I'll
find him. Later, I'll avenge this injustice.

Bar. It isn’t an injustice, but rather the rule. Don’t be surprised that you've been
reported so often; he could have reported you a hundred times. To tell the
truth, I haven’t heard a single word from you in Latin for a whole week.

(The Manuale Scholarium, ch. 11, in Seybolt, p. 73)

Clearly, although Latin was the fulcrum upon which the entire curriculum
balanced, already in the twelfth century it was neither the students’ first nor
preferred language for everyday communication even at the university. The need
to establish strict rules enforcing its use among the students provides compelling
evidence of its contrived status as their lingua franca. However, such rules also
underscore a prevailing conviction that oral proficiency was best acquired by
using the language for meaningful communication.

Given the dependence on Latin texts to provide the bulk of one’s formal
education, the rediscovery of original classical texts during the Renaissance
fostered an explosion of academic interest. This interest inflamed the desire among
certain scholars not only to correct the errors of spelling, grammar, and syntax
that had multiplied in medieval manuscripts, but also to recreate, to the great-
est extent possible, the best of the classical world, including the widespread
diffusion of the Latin language as a means to imitate that experience. To that
purpose, they proposed a revision of the medieval curriculum: namely, the studia
humanitatis (literally, the study of humanity) designed to make students wise and
moral, ideal citizens of the world, and universally proficient in Latin.

The new program of learning is described in great detail in a treatise entitled
De ingenuis moribus et liberalibus studiis [On the Conduct and Education of Young
People], written around 1400 by the Latin scholar, Vergerius. Taught entirely in
Latin, the curriculum was based on early exposure to classical texts and included
the study of history, eloquence (persuasive speaking), grammar (writing), rhetoric
(public speaking, including oration), poetry, music, arithmetic, geometry, and
science. One of the most celebrated humanists, as proponents of the new cur-
riculum were called, was Guarino Guarini (1374-1460), also known as Guarino
da Verona, a fifteenth-century scholar of Latin and Greek and tutor to Lionello
d’Este, prince of Ferrara, where Guarino eventually opened his own school.
Guarino was convinced that the new program of learning provided the essential
formative education for all citizens, especially those in positions of power and
civil authority, not just the future teacher-scholar. Moreover, he insisted that one
of the strengths of the studia humanitatis lay in the fact that it sought to develop
high levels of speaking ability in Latin:

To be admired for fluency, to be appreciated for speaking good Latin, is beginning
to be true of the period, not just of individuals, so that today one is less likely to be
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praised for speaking well than to be criticized for speaking badly; today we are
expected to speak good Latin, more so than in the past when we were criticized
for speaking a barbarous language. (Guarino Guarini, Letter to Cristoforo Sabbion,
Chancellor of Verona, in Garin, 1958, p. 420, translation mine)

The humanists contended that second-language literacy skills alone were neces-
sary but insufficient training for a citizen of the Renaissance world. Instead, the
educated person would also be able to speak Latin fluently, confidently, and
persuasively. The means to attain such fluency was being immersed in the study
of humanities in the second language, Latin.

Like Guarino, other Latin (and Greek) tutors became famous during the
Renaissance for the small schools that they operated, often limited to a select
group of children who attended lessons along with the patron’s children. Vittorino
da Feltre (1378-1446) was one of these. His Casa Giocosa (Joyful House) was
where he taught the Duke of Gonzaga’s children along with others. (Guarino
insisted, as a condition of employment, that he be allowed to enroll additional
pupils whom he selected based on their intellectual ability rather than their
families” social position.) The school is included in histories of education as one
of the first boarding schools. It boasted a total immersion experience, with
instruction geared to the ability and needs of each child. His curriculum included
games and recreation, physical education, and music, in addition to the human-
istic subjects of Latin and Greek. Associates of Vittorino attested to his extra-
ordinary success.

Unfortunately, it is impossible to determine from the historical record to what
extent the success of Vittorino’s school was a result of the teacher’s expertise, the
methodology (early full immersion to the extreme), specific learner characteris-
tics (aptitude, age, motivation), and the second language itself (highly prestigi-
ous, structurally similar to the students’ first language). One might suspect that
the last factor — shared structural features between Latin and the Italian vernacu-
lars — must certainly have influenced at least the rate of acquisition among
Vittorino’s pupils. Would the same hold true for structurally more disparate
languages? Given students’ success in acquiring Greek, as well as Latin, appar-
ently so.

One might argue that the linguistic proficiency expected of a five-year-old is
quite different from what one might demand from an educated adult. Neverthe-
less, it appears that a talented and expert teacher along with a motivated group
of pupils given unlimited time and resources to enjoy total immersion in the
second language offered the ideal conditions for rapid and successful acquisition.
Many of the most learned men of the day were trained in Guarino’s and Vittorino
Da Feltre’s schools.

But despite success stories like those of Guarino and Vittorino Da Feltre, the
humanists” campaign to resurrect Latin as the universal language ultimately failed.
While their introduction of the studia humanitatis would have lasting effects on
the curriculum, the case for spoken Latin could not turn the rising tide of the
vernacular languages, which constituted the common system of communication
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among the burgeoning and increasingly influential middle class. Even parents of
university students began to complain about the waste of time and money spent
on learning a language that served no practical purpose. In his Letters to the
Majors and Aldermen, in which he makes the case for basic literacy for everyone,
Luther warns against an overzealously pragmatic approach that would lead to
the abandonment of the content of the humanities along with Latin, a tossing of
the baby with the bathwater. He specifies that even in the vernacular, basic
literacy is not a sufficient outcome of instruction:

And pay no attention to the contempt which the ordinary devotee of Mammon
manifests for culture, so that he says: “Well, if my son can read, write, and cipher,
that is enough; for I am going to make a merchant out of him.” Without scholars it
would not be long till business men in their perplexity would be ready to dig a
learned man out of the ground ten yards deep with their fingers; for the merchant
will not long remain a merchant, if preaching and the administration of justice
cease. (Luther, Letters to the Mayors and Aldermen, in Boyd, 1966, p. 247)

Pragmatic concerns are not so easily set aside, and tensions between Mammon
and the Academy reverberate still. The fading utility of Latin for anything but
the most scholarly pursuits would eventually be extinguished with the availabil-
ity of vernacular translations of the Bible made possible by the invention of the
printing press in 1440. For the first time, literacy in one’s first language could
both ensure success in the affairs of this world and guarantee one’s salvation in
the next. Before that would happen on a wide scale, however, another century
would pass. In the meantime, a sophisticated and prestigious program of educa-
tion that would set the academic standard for foreign language instruction
emerged.

The influence of the Catholic Church on education reached its pinnacle with
the system of education developed by the Jesuits, a religious order founded in
the 1500s by Ignatius of Loyola, and still influential to this day. Known for their
intellectual rigor and strict discipline, the Jesuits accepted only the brightest
students into their schools, suggesting a suspected link between intelligence and
foreign language aptitude, at least in so far as the method by which Latin
appears to have been taught. The Jesuits were also instrumental in solidifying the
tradition of presenting the whole of the grammar in the first year or even in only
half a year. Although a few students, who must have possessed an extraordinary
aptitude for language learning, appeared to benefit from this practice and were
able to proceed immediately to the study of content in the second year, the
majority advanced at a much slower rate. Consequently, the second year con-
sisted of a review of the grammar, with continued review each year until the
material had been mastered.

The Jesuits” Ratio studiorum [Plan of Study] offers one of the most detailed
extant manuals for school administration and teaching practice, surpassing even
that of Quintilian. In it one can find rules covering everything from the respons-
ibilities of the rector to those of the janitor and everyone in between. It also
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provides an exquisitely clear description of a language teaching method that
later came to be characterized as “grammar-translation.”

The general format of the language classes consisted of recitation of memor-
ized passages (from Cicero and a grammar book), a review of the previous lesson,
a lecture, and a dictation, followed by the presentation of a new grammar point.
Directives for how the lectures in the first-year grammar class were to be con-
ducted are provided in almost excruciating detail:

The prelection [lecture] in Cicero which shall not exceed four lines will be in this
form: First, let him [the teacher] read the entire passage continuously, and state its
topic very briefly in the vernacular. Second, let him express the sentence in words of
the vernacular. Third, starting from the beginning, let him indicate the structure
and explain the sentence, telling which words govern which cases; let him go over
many things pertaining to the laws of the grammar already explained; let him offer
some observations or other of the Latin language, but as simple as possible; let him
explain the metaphors by well-known examples, but let him not dictate anything,
except perhaps the topic. Fourth, let him again go through the words of the author
in the vernacular. (Ratio, Rules to the Professor of Lower Grammar Classes, in Fitzpatrick,
1933, p. 233)

Lectures in the second- and third-year classes followed the same format, chang-
ing only the number of lines to be read (from four to seven), with the inclusion of
more dictation in the second year and emphasis on word derivations in the third.
Outside of lectures, students prepared written translations of sentences (later,
passages), to and from the vernacular. Teachers were exhorted to devote scrupu-
lous attention to error correction. Either the teacher himself would correct the
translations or a particular type of activity, the concertatio, would serve the same
purpose. This activity consisted of students identifying errors in each other’s
written work and demanding a repetition of the rule that had been broken. For
example, if a student had written an incorrect ending on a word, the one who
found it would ask for a recitation of “the whole declension or conjugation in
order or in broken order, alone or with an adjective or noun or pronoun” (Ratio,
in Fitzpatrick, 1933, p. 234). Interestingly, this was one of the rare activities that
the Ratio recommended be conducted as an oral exercise entirely in Latin without
recourse to the vernacular, limited as it was to the use of fixed expressions and
the repetition of grammatical rules.

A comparison with the teaching methods advocated by the humanists of the
previous century immediately reveals a glaring difference: namely, the enormous
reliance in the Ratio on the use of the students’ first language in order to teach the
second. The directives of the Ratio indicate clearly that Latin was no longer the
medium of instruction, or at least not the sole medium of instruction, in the Jesuit
system. Instead, the teacher was explicitly advised to provide learners with a
first-language translation of the Latin words and sentences, not just once, but
several times over the course of a single lecture, and not only in the first-year
course, but in the second and third years as well. The use of the vernacular
undoubtedly ensured comprehension on the part of the students. However, it
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also obviated the function of Latin as the primary route to access meaning. Whereas
the humanists had recommended that, in order for students to achieve both
literacy and functional oral proficiency, Latin be the medium of instruction in
interesting subject matter, in the grammar-translation method advocated by the
Ratio studiorum, it became, instead, the object of study, in what today we might
recognize as a “focus on forms” approach (Doughty & Williams, 1998; Long,
1991). Moreover, by separating the study of language and the study of content
for a period that could last as long as three years, a divide was created within the
curriculum that exists to the present day.

The use of the vernacular languages for instruction of the elite students in the
Jesuit schools reflected their rising cachet in society at large. What precipitated
their transformation from “barbarous” tongues to such elevated status? The
seventeenth century witnessed a combination of social and religious forces that
solidified the status and power of the vernacular languages of Europe. Intense
religious antagonism, not only between Roman Catholics and Protestants but
within the sects themselves, could not allow an international language associated
with the Roman Church on the one hand, and classical (pagan) culture on the
other. Economic factors, too, favored the vernacular languages of France, Holland,
and England as they displaced Catholic Spain as the dominant commercial
power.

The nationalistic objectives of seventeenth-century Europe were decidedly at
odds with the notion of global communication. The formation of nation states
was aided by linguistic, in addition to geographical, boundaries. National lan-
guages served to strengthen national identities. During this period, academies
were formed to promote, regulate, and preserve the linguistic integrity of the
vernacular languages. The Accademia della Crusca in Florence was established
in 1582, the Académie Francaise in 1635, and the Real Academia Espafiola in
Madrid in 1713. The Accademia della Crusca published the first dictionary
of Ttalian in 1612, which served in turn as the model for the first dictionaries
published in French (1694) and in Spanish (1726-39).

The elevated prestige of the vernacular languages affected more than the status
of spoken Latin, already in jeopardy in the Middle Ages; it compromised even
the utility of developing reading proficiency in Latin. No longer dependent
on ecclesiastic authority and Latin, individuals could interpret Scripture for
themselves in their first languages, thanks to the proliferation of translations
of the Bible (Luther’s translation of the New Testament into German in 1522 and
of the Old Testament in 1534; Tyndale’s translation into English in 1526, with the
authorized King James version in 1611; Czech in 1568; Welsh in 1588; and the
London Polyglot Bible in ten languages in 1653). By this time, the printing press
had advanced to the point that, not only did students likely have individual
copies of texts, even of the same edition, but new versions of books appeared on
the market that offered interlinear translations. In this way, students could view
synoptically on the same page a line of text in Latin and its vernacular transla-
tion. One can imagine how such texts must have facilitated the conduct of the
lessons, ensuring comprehension and easing the lives of teachers and students
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alike! “Reading between the lines” literally gave instant access to meaning. Such
a welcome innovation did not come without cost, however, as it also allowed
students to bypass the second language entirely, much like watching a film
with subtitles or listening to a simultaneous translation. No longer the necessary
vehicle by which to access interesting subject matter, Latin was reduced at best
to a linguistic puzzle or a challenging mental exercise, and at worst to a dull
catalogue of abstract, nonsensical rules.

Interestingly, the most celebrated educational reformer of the seventeenth
century Johannes Amos Comenius was known primarily not for his curricula
(which he structured from infancy through university), nor for his interest in the
invention of a new universal language to replace Latin, nor for his many philo-
sophical and theological treatises, nor even for his Didactica Magna [The Great
Didactic] of 1657, in which he outlined his plan for a universal system of educa-
tion. Comenius is famous above all for his textbooks: the Janua Linguarum Reserata
[The Gate of Tongues, Unlocked] of 1631, the Vestibulum [The Vestibule] of 1633,
and perhaps most famous of all, the Orbis Sensualium Pictus [The World of Things
in Pictures] of 1658. The acclaim for Comenius’ textbooks cannot be overstated.
Their popularity was such that they were translated into twelve European
languages and several Asian ones, as well; they continued to be published for
almost two centuries after the author’s death.

Comenius’ passion for educational reform stemmed from his frustration with
what he perceived to be the appalling inefficiency of the schools, those “slaughter-
houses of the mind,” a problem that he blames on the instructional methods
employed: “Latin grammar was taught us with all the exceptions and irregular-
ities; Greek grammar with all its dialects, and we, poor wretches, were so con-
fused that we scarcely understood what it was all about” (Didactica Magna, ch. 16,
p- 122). Schools, he argues, fail for two reasons: First and foremost because they
lack appropriate materials and, second, because they do not follow the “natural
order,” that is, “that the matter come first and the form follow” (Didactica Magna,
ch. 16, p. 115). With regard to language teaching, this meant that instruction
erroneously begins with the grammar (the form) rather than authors or examples
(the matter). Instead, three principles guided Comenius’ proposed reform: “that
no language be learned from a grammar, but from suitable authors,” “that the
understanding be first instructed in things, and then taught to express them in
language,” and finally, “that examples come before rules” (p. 116). In some sense,
Comenius’ insistence on meaning (“things”) before form and a reliance on “au-
thors” to supply that content of that meaning echoes that of the early humanists.
However, the intellectual milieu of the seventeenth century — a period of dra-
matic scientific discovery that challenged long-standing beliefs and established a
new science of observation and experimentation — along with the consequences
of the Reformation and Comenius’ own religious convictions, had undermined
the authority of the ancient authors. The suspicion that such authors might not
constitute either trustworthy or appropriate material served as an impetus for
the design of textbooks whose content and structure were more suitable for
children in school.
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The first of Comenius’ textbooks, the Janua Linguarum Reserata, presents 8,000
of the most common Latin words arranged to form 1,000 sentences in a progres-
sion from the shortest, most simple constructions in the early chapters to increas-
ingly more complex constructions in the latter. Congruent with his notion that
instruction in content and language proceed simultaneously, each of the 100
chapters deals with one class of phenomena; for example, fire, diseases, trade,
arithmetic, angels. Despite the inclusion of a vernacular translation for each Latin
sentence, teachers complained that the book was too difficult. In response,
Comenius created a preparatory text, the Vestibulum, in which 1,000 of the most
common words are arranged into 427 simple sentences. However, subsequent
editions of the Vestibulum became simpler still, until they were finally reduced to
Latin-vernacular word lists.

Despite an apparent shift in his methodological stance, as evidenced in the
later versions of the Vestibulum, as well as related incongruencies in his much
less widely known methods book, Didactica Magna, Comenius’ acclaim as a text-
book author increased. Around 1650 he began to sketch out his third and most
significant historical contribution, the Orbis Sensualium Pictus, a true breakthrough
in educational practice. Designed as a preschool text, the Orbis was meant to
teach the vocabulary of real-world objects and events. Its innovation lies in the
use of illustrations, not as decorative elements or as supplements, but as an
integral part of the text itself. Typeset as columns of Latin sentences with side-by-
side vernacular translations, words in both languages are numerically keyed to
the corresponding elements in the accompanying illustration. According to a
biographer, the success of the Orbis was “even more extraordinary” than that of
the Janua, such that two books, the Orbis and the Bible, formed the essential home
library for generations of children (Keatinge, 1910, p. 78).

The creation of the first illustrated “picture book” for children is accomplish-
ment enough to rate permanent inclusion in every history of education. However,
despite their popularity, Comenius’ language textbooks did not ensure the easy
and successful acquisition of Latin any more than the “grammar-translation”
approach of the Jesuits. Moreover, another of Comenius’ recognized contribu-
tions to the history of Western education is the legitimacy that his textbooks gave
to the use of the vernacular as the language of instruction (Cole, 1950).

Although his Janua was a bilingual textbook, Comenius championed the notion
of primary instruction in the students’ first language. His school plan began
with the Vernacular School. Only upon its successful completion would those
boys whose professional aspirations required a more sophisticated program of
study advance to the Latin School. With regard to modern foreign languages, he
advised that, once having attained first-language literacy, boys between the ages
of 10 and 12 could profitably study foreign languages in the period between the
Vernacular and the Latin Schools. In Comenius’ opinion, the best means for that
study “is to send them to the place where the language that they wish to learn is
spoken, and in the new language to make them read, write, and learn the class
books of the Vernacular School” (Didactica Magna, p. 273). In other words, he
advocated study abroad within an immersion or content-based model. In this
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way, Comenius did not disagree with the humanists: he agreed that 10-year-olds
could learn second languages without difficulty and that an effective way to
ensure successful acquisition was to immerse students in the second-language
environment, where the language was also the medium of instruction. The
reason that Latin could not be taught like any modern language was that the goal
of that instruction had changed. The need for functional proficiency in Latin no
longer existed.

No longer the language of wider communication, having been displaced by the
vernaculars as the language of commerce, diplomacy, science, and scholarship,
Latin’s only remaining communicative function had existed solely within the
instructional setting, and shared even that with a predomination of the learners’
first language, a context so circumscribed and artificial that it probably could not
have been sustained by any means on the wide scale demanded by the impend-
ing imperative of mass public education. Although it continued to enjoy esteem
in the academy, until the early twentieth century the place of Latin in the general
curriculum was settled: for the vast majority of students it was a prestigious but
arcane academic exercise that served to enrich the learner’s lexicon through deri-
vation and word-formation skills, to teach abstract grammatical categories, and
perhaps to allow for rudimentary translation of a few lines of Vergil's Aeneid or
Julius Caesar’s De Bello Gallico. It is difficult to imagine that Latin was once the
historical equivalent of World English today, just as it is equally unfathomable
that English could be replaced by yet another language, perhaps one that is
currently spoken by a relatively small group of people in some remote part of
the world. And, yet, this is precisely what happened to a prestigious world
language, despite an educational system that was predicated entirely on its
preservation and transmission.

The Role and Status of the Language Teacher

Histories of education are commonly organized around the identification of the
great philosophers and famous educators (Cole, 1950; Boyd, 1966; Smith & Smith,
1994). Yet another benefit that the student of applied linguistics might derive
from the study of the history of second-language teaching is an appreciation
of its intellectual legacy. Such illustrious figures to the contrary, however, the
historical record suggests that the average language teacher was seldom held
in such high esteem. Grammar may have been the cornerstone of the entire cur-
riculum, but the grammar teacher himself was often disparaged. By definition, a
grammarian is one versed in the knowledge of grammar, a philologist, and/or a
teacher of grammar. It has also come to be used as a term of reproach: a “mere
grammarian” or a “dry, plodding grammarian.” The pedagogue (from the Greek
pedagogos) was originally the slave who accompanied boys to and from school
and who supervised their behavior; later the Romans extended the meaning
of the term to signify the teacher. It, too, has acquired a decidedly negative
connotation. Like the grammarian and the pedagogue, the pedant also refers to a
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teacher, schoolmaster or tutor, and consequently to someone who is “excessively
concerned with accuracy over trifling details of knowledge or who insists on
adherence to formal rules.” The Commedia dell’Arte, the Italian improvisational
comic theater begun in the mid-1500s and popular through eighteenth century,
included as one of the stock characters il Dottore, a pompous, ridiculous figure
immediately recognizable by his pedantry. How did the profession arrive at
this point?

From the earliest days of language teaching in ancient Rome, educated Greek
slaves provided instruction in Greek language and the arts to interested members
of the household. Itinerant teachers offered instruction for a fee to whomever
they could recruit as students. Some of the greatest educators were tutors, but
few were teachers in classrooms with many learners, let alone students of diverse
preparation, motivations, and abilities.

That language teaching in the schools was held in lowest regard is evident in
the following excerpt from a Jesuit who proposed for himself the severest of
penances:

Relieve me of the care of others, take away my preaching and my study, leaving me
only my breviary, and bid me come to Rome, begging my way, and there put me to
work in the kitchen, or serving table, or in the garden, or at anything else. And when
I am no longer good for any of this, put me in the lowest class of grammar and that until
death, without any more care for me . . . than you have for an old broom. (Letter to Ignatius
from Lainez, 1552, in Young, 1959, p. 273, emphasis mine)

As if to further underscore the marginal status of the language teacher, the
Jesuits invented a two-tiered system of instruction that forms the basis of second-
language programs at many universities to this day: the use of advanced students
to instruct the language classes, freeing professors to teach the more prestigious
“subject matter” courses. Musumeci (1997) argues that this distinct separation of
subject matter (content) and language (skill) further fueled the demise of Latin as
a meaningful subject in the curriculum. By reducing language to a mere skill, the
esteem in which the teacher was held diminished proportionally.

The introduction of mass public education in northern Europe in the seven-
teenth century created a demand for teachers that must have outstripped the
supply. Rather than raise the status of the teacher according to the usual rules of
modern economics, however, it appeared to have had an opposite effect: increas-
ing supply by lowering the acceptable standards. Comenius lamented the fact
that good teachers were few and far between, the best having been snatched up
by the wealthy to serve as tutors for their children, depriving the state of an
important resource.

In Comenius’ instructional framework, the teacher is the single source of know-
ledge that is poured into the students, like water from a fountain or the warmth
of the sun (Didactica Magna, pp. 163, 165, 166, 250). Given the student’s status as
a blank tablet on which the teacher wrote or painted knowledge, Comenius held
the teacher entirely responsible for a student’s failure to learn: “If the result be
not successful, it is more than certain that this is not the fault of the tablet (unless
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it have some inherent defect), but arises from ignorance on the part of the writer
or painter” (p. 44). Despite the enormous instructional burden that he placed
on the teacher’s shoulders, Comenius minimized the instructor’s relative merits
as follows:

An organist can read any piece of music from his notes, though he might not be able
to compose it or to sing or play it from memory; and a schoolmaster, in the same
way, should be able to teach anything, if he have before his eyes the subject matter
and the method by which it should be taught. (Didactica Magna, p. 288)

Comenius’ passionate belief in the foremost importance of sound materials
and methodology reduces the teacher to a technician who simply puts the plan
into action, but has no role in its design. He is a musician who cannot compose or
sing or even play from memory. The adage “those who can, do; those who can't,
teach” comes painfully to mind.

Finally, despite the ongoing admonition of the importance of supplying learn-
ers with good language models from the very beginning of the language learning
process, for most of its history the profession had little to say about whether
those models need be native speakers. This, too, is an artifact of Latin, a language
that for centuries of its instruction was the first language of no one; all teachers
were de facto non-native speakers. Howatt and Widdowson (2004) point out that
the tradition of the non-native teacher persisted throughout the early days of
teaching English as a second language. In fact, the highly proficient non-native
speaker who shared the learners’ first language and culture and who could pre-
dict the difficulties that students would encounter enjoyed a unique advantage
over the native-speaker instructor.

Potential effects of the instructor’s status as a native or non-native speaker
of the second language continue to be investigated in present-day research.
Nevertheless, it would be naive to believe that the factors that decide who should
teach a language revolve solely around linguistic concerns. When language is
understood to be a cultural commodity or a lucrative national product, the native
speaker becomes part of the linguistic economy, and the economic reality can be
significant. As an example, recent calculations report that English language teach-
ing contributed over £10 billion to the United Kingdom’s economy in 2001-2,
with the prediction that the market was poised to undergo yet another major
expansion (Johnes, 2004). Given such high stakes, one can well understand the
motivation to portray native-speaker teachers as highly desirable and valuable
resources.

The Role and Status of the Learner

The teacher is only part of the equation; what about the learner? Is the student
an active participant in his or her learning or a blank tablet upon which to
write? The underlying philosophy in conjunction with the current technology
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supply the metaphors for learning. Not surprisingly, Quintilian likens the stu-
dent to a container, “we are by nature most tenacious of childish impressions,
just as the flavour first absorbed by vessels when new persists, and the colour
imparted by dyes to the primitive whiteness of wool is indelible. Further it is the
worst impressions that are most durable” (Institutio oratoria 1, in Ulich, 1954,
p- 104). Using almost identical words, one of the early Church doctors, Jerome
(347-420), offers advice on the proper education of a daughter when he warns,
“Early impressions are hard to eradicate from the mind. When once wool has
been dyed purple who can restore it to its previous whiteness? An unused jar
long retains the taste and smell of that with which it is first filled” (Letter to Laeta,
in Ulich, 1954, pp. 165-6) Such expressions reflect a fear that exposure to poor
models and allowing errors to go uncorrected will have lasting detrimental
effects for the learner.

Although they reappear with some regularity throughout the history of second-
language teaching, these concerns do not reflect the only response to learner
error. For example, such metaphors are conspicuously absent in the language of
some early humanists. Guarino insisted, as well, on the importance of excellent
language models, warning that teachers should refrain from obscene language
that students might later imitate. Unlike the tabula rasa models, his metaphors for
students, instead, emphasize their active role in a discovery process of learning.
He offers the following advice to students who struggle to interpret the meaning
of a text:

If, instead, it [the meaning] escapes you and “remains hidden to you” go back,
knock so to speak on the door, until even if it takes time, it opens just a crack to your
understanding. Here you should imitate your hunting dogs that, if rummaging
through bush and shrubs they don’t find the bird on the first try, receive the order
to repeat the procedure, because that which doesn’t emerge at the first attempt
might be flushed at the next. (Letter to Lionello d’Este, in Garin, 1958, p. 380, transla-
tion mine)

In the expressive skills, as well, Guarino concentrates on the creative rather
than the mechanical aspects of the task, comparing the learner to a sculptor or
artist who from a heap of raw materials (ideas) creates a polished piece of work.

To support his argument for the importance of early education, Comenius,
instead, builds his case by enumerating the classical metaphors for care in the
early stages: the initial pliancy of wax, the vessel that retains the essence of what
it first held, the sapling that conforms to the shape of its early environment.
However, in an interesting twist, he combines these with new metaphors, pecu-
liar to his time; namely, the specialization of labor and mass production. He
suggests that just as one goes to the cobbler for shoes and the locksmith for a key,
children go to school for instruction. The implication is that the teacher supplies
a commodity (knowledge), and the school is the place where scholars are pro-
duced, like shoes or keys. Mass education is likened to fish hatcheries or the
cultivation of fruit orchards. Moreover, he argues that, given the proper tools
and method, instruction can proceed almost effortlessly:
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It will be no harder to teach schoolboys, in any number desired, than with the help
of the printing press to cover a thousand sheets daily with the neatest writing . . . The
whole process, too, will be as free from friction as is the movement of a clock whose
motive power is supplied by weights. It will be as pleasant to see education carried
out on my plan as to look at an automatic machine of this kind, and the process will
be as free from failure as are these mechanical contrivances, when skilfully made.
(Didactica Magna, pp. 96-7)

With the appropriate materials and method, instruction will proceed with the
efficiency of the printing press and the precision of clockwork. In reaction against
the elitist system of the Jesuits, Comenius insisted that all children benefit from
education regardless of their natural ability, arguing that “a sieve, if you continu-
ally pour water through it, grows cleaner and cleaner, although it cannot retain
liquid” (Didactica Magna, p. 67).

At first glance, an examination of the metaphors that were used in the past to
describe language teachers and learners may appear antiquated or quaint. How-
ever, even a brief overview of the historical panorama reveals the extent to which
the existent technology influences the ways in which second-language learning
and teaching are construed. It is not surprising that the modern equivalent of the
printing press, the computer, serves the same function today. Most of the liter-
ature in second-language acquisition research would be impossible to interpret
without the metaphors from twentieth-century information technology that
allow the profession to refer to language learners as bilingual processors and
the pathways and products of that learning in terms of input, intake, output,
working memory, and processing capacity.

Conclusion

In historical accounts of second-language teaching, clichés abound: there is nothing
new under the sun and the pendulum swings widely from one approach to its
apparent counterpart. Indeed, anyone who has been teaching language for more
than 20 years or so has experienced such shifts first hand. A familiarity with the
history of language teaching reveals a complex constellation of factors that affect
those changes. It can also serve to identify some underlying trends with regard to
language education reform. When the primary goal of second-language teaching
is the development of functional oral skills, the prescribed method employs the
second language as the medium of instruction; that is, as a vehicle to convey
meaning. The goal of developing second-language literacy requires at least
a reliance on the reading of authentic texts and extensive writing practice. On
the one hand, it appears that the successful implementation of total immersion
requires a combination of features that may be impossibly difficult to control in a
large, institutionalized setting, where the expertise of the teacher, the motivations
and abilities of the students, the prestige of the second language, and the
economic resources are not guaranteed. On the other hand, language teaching
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methods that are easier to implement in a large, institutionalized setting with a
wide range of teachers and learners, in which the second language is the focus
rather than the medium of instruction, and students rely heavily on their first lan-
guage, result in limited functional skills for the majority of students. The historical
record implies that, directives aside, attempts to force students to use a language
that is not necessary for the acquisition of subject matter knowledge in the class-
room or that serves no practical purpose outside it have small hope of success.
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5 The Language-Learning
Brain

ALAN BERETTA

In second language learning and teaching, there seem to be two principal ways
in which neurolinguistics is of interest: as a source of evidence to support a
particular approach to SLA, usually via the critical period issue; and as a source
of evidence to promote some supposedly “brain-compatible” classroom teaching
technique and to dismiss other techniques that fail on this criterion. The latter use
of language-brain research is, to say the least, premature. Even the neuroimaging
work on the critical period issue appears to entertain higher expectations than
can reasonably be sustained in view of the uncontroversial fact that far less
complex problems in language-brain research remain to be solved. This chapter
attempts to provide a more realistic perspective.

In an attempt to anchor debate to reality, the question that first needs to be
considered is what the enterprise of neurolinguistics could possibly be. After all,
there is nothing obvious about what is meant by grafting linguistics onto neuro.
Once this question is confronted, the answer that it yields may serve as a basis
for judging what claims are warranted and what expectations might reasonably
be entertained with respect to brains and second language teaching and learning.

What is Neurolinguistics?

Someone wishing to find out what neurolinguistics is might turn to the Linguistic
Society of America’s website (www.Isa.org), as it contains sketches of the various
sub-disciplines of linguistics. Here is what it says about neurolinguistics:

What is neurolinguistics about? Where in your brain is a word that you’ve learned?
If you know two languages, are they stored in two different parts of your brain? Is
the left side of your brain really the language side? If you lose the ability to talk
because of a stroke, can you learn to talk again? Do people who read languages
written from left to right (like English) think differently from people who read
languages written from right to left (like Hebrew and Arabic)? What about if you
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read a language that is written using some other kind of symbols, like Chinese
or Japanese? If you're dyslexic, is your brain different from the brain of someone
who has no trouble reading? All of these questions and more are what neurolinguistics
is about.

You and I may be interested in some of these questions or not. You and I may
find some of them quite bizarre. But you and I would be none the wiser after
reading this passage as to what neurolinguistics could possibly be. The problem
is not that the passage fails to demarcate neurolinguistics, to specify what counts
as neurolinguistic and what does not. Let us be quite clear about that: boundary-
setting for domains of interest is never at issue in any kind of scientific inquiry,
as is plain from the slightest acquaintance with the history of science. The prob-
lem is this, that the term neurolinguistics links together two areas of inquiry,
which begs the question of what sort of relationship they could have, given
current levels of understanding, and what sort of insight the relationship might
ever yield such that anyone could care. A random series of questions, clinical,
Whorfian, whatever, does not begin to offer any idea what is at stake, that is,
what is at stake theoretically.

Having broached the notion of theory, a caution is in order. Theory certainly
matters, but whatever theory is at issue, it cannot be neurolinguistic theory. The
term make no sense at all at present. It is true that one constantly hears about
political theory, feminist theory, social theory, educational theory, queer theory,
critical theory, framing theory, and border theory, but in these sorts of cases, it is
difficult to see why common sense and experience of the world could not arrive
at the same conclusions as are given by the theories. If the term theory is to be
used in the way it is normally understood in the sciences, that is, an idea that
yields genuine insight and which agrees with solid and publicly demonstrable
evidence, then it is pointless to talk about neurolinguistic theory.

A criticism that the LSA description of neurolinguistics is atheoretical coupled
with a statement that the very idea of neurolinguistic theory is at present entirely
senseless appears to be paradoxical. Even more so, since it will be maintained in
what follows that neurolinguistic inquiry had better be guided by theory or it is
worthless. In order to resolve these apparent contradictions, and to give some
idea of what combining the neuro and the linguistic might yield, discussion will
start from a position of common sense, which is the starting point for many when
they contemplate the relationship between language and brain, and which unfor-
tunately remains the apparent guiding principle for many seasoned language—
brain researchers. It will be argued that common sense needs to be abandoned,
which prepares the ground for a notion of theoretically-guided neurolinguistic
inquiry.

The commonsense approach is to wonder how something mental, like language,
can interact with a physical brain, and yet know that it must. Thus, starting from
common sense, it is possible to approach the language-brain relation as mind-
body dualists, no better off than Descartes was more than 300 years ago when he
formulated the problem, similarly confronted with a mystery and similarly left
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with no way to move forward. Descartes really did have no option but to posit
two distinct substances because in his mechanical universe, everything was
constrained by the laws of mechanism, everything physical; that is, everything
except mind. Researchers today, on the other hand, have the advantage of hind-
sight, not smarter, as they say, just later. With hindsight, it is known that the idea
of a mechanical universe crumbled later in the seventeeth century, when Newton
proposed a notion of gravity, but the consequences for the mind-body problem
do not seem to have been immediately apparent. However, by the eighteenth
century, the chemist Joseph Priestley was able to see that the inevitable conse-
quence was the total rejection of the commonsense mind-body problem and a
radical re-conception of the relationship between the mental and the physical.
Priestley, too, started out as a mind-body dualist, so what better than to follow
his progress from that belief to the standard materialism that is considered normal
in cognitive science today.

Priestley initially assumed “the soul to be a substance so entirely distinct from
matter as to have no property in common with it” (1777, p. xi). The “soul,” or
“spirit,” or “mind” consisted of something airy and insubstantial, while the
“body,” or “matter,” or the “physical” was solid, inert, and occupied space. He began
to wonder whether “either the material or the immaterial part of the univer-
sal system was superfluous” but “relapsed into the general hypothesis of two
entirely distinct and independent principles in man” (p. xii). Having idly won-
dered about the issue, Priestley thought it through in earnest in Disquisitions
relating to matter and spirit (1777). Mindful of gravitational force and also of more
recent insight into electromagnetic forces, he concluded that the commonsense
notion of body was dead to science; matter with properties such as inert-
ness, solidity, and so forth, he reasoned, does not exist. Matter instead possesses
“powers,” forces of attraction and repulsion which lack solidity, do not occupy
space, are not inert. “Matter is not the inert substance it has been supposed to
be” since “powers of attraction and repulsion are necessary to its very being”
(p. xxxviii); without the power of attraction, “there cannot be any such thing as
matter . . . for when we suppose bodies to be divested of it, they come to be
nothing at all” (p. 5); take away attraction and “solidity itself vanishes” and par-
ticles would just fall apart and “be dispersed” (p. 6).

The mind-body problem, in Priestley’s argument, was based on a notion of
body that science had shown not to exist. Since the mind-body problem was how
something lacking solidity and not occupying space could interact with bodies
that had solidity and did occupy space, the problem has disappeared because
physical properties, in a new conception of matter, also lack solidity and do not
occupy space. For Priestley, it made better sense to think of an enlarged concep-
tion of matter “especially as we know nothing more of the nature of substance
than that it is something which supports properties” (p. 17); “powers of sensation
or perception, and thought” (p. 22) could belong to the same substance as
supports properties of attraction and repulsion. As he observed, “powers of
sensation and thought . .. have never been found except in conjunction with a
certain organized system of matter” (p. 26) which comprises both mind and
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brain. “Thought is a property of the nervous system, or rather of the brain”
(p. 27); whatever matter supports a brain, supports a mind too.

In the same vein as Priestley, it has been argued more recently that the notion
of body turns out to be a useless concept which has no more meaning in effect
than whatever “finds a place in intelligible explanatory theory” and theory can
contain within it anything, “however offensive to common sense” (Chomsky,
1995, p. 5). With the loss of any meaningful notion of body 300 years ago, the
mind-body problem no longer had any coherent formulation. The challenge for
language-brain research is of a more familiar kind in the sciences: a unification
problem, how to unify two bodies of theoretical knowledge (Chomsky, 1995).
There is linguistic theory and there is brain theory, but at present neither theory
constrains the other. For centuries, physics and chemistry were in the same
position and unification only became possible a couple of generations ago (Brock,
1992; Chomsky, 1995). Within physics today, a major question is to how to unify
the different forces (gravitational, electromagnetic, strong and weak nuclear). So,
when the term neurolinguistics is used, reasonably, all that can be meant is an area
of inquiry whose ultimate goal is theory unification, but with a full recognition
that unless substantial progress is made in that direction, the term neurolinguistic
theory is without content since it presupposes that unification has already occurred.

How can progress toward eventual unification be made? The most obvious
answer is for linguists and brain scientists to continue doing what they are already
doing, namely, developing ever more explanatory theories of language and of
brains, with the hope that with increased understanding, it will one day be possible
to perceive how unification is possible. This answer, of course, prescribes no
particular role for neurolinguistics at all. Neurolinguistics has a purpose only to
the extent that examining language in brains can be informative about either
brains or about language. Does examining language in brains tell us anything
about language? That is, is it possible to think of a problem in linguistics such
that something about brains provides an answer? The question is rhetorical
because the only answer, until more is known about brains perhaps, is silence.
Let us ask the converse question: Does examining language in brains tell us
anything about brains? The answer to this question, one suspects, is not quite so
debilitating because it may be reasoned that if something worthwhile is known
about language, then at least it is possible to ask the brain something coherent.
Of course, no one knows how a brain computes language — that is what it is like
to be non-unified — but to the extent that the brain makes such distinctions that
agree with the distinctions made in a theory of language, it might, not irration-
ally, be hoped that something is being learned about how brains care about
language. What is learned, however, will have the character of peculiar facts
because we do not have a relevant understanding of brains. Again, such is the
nature of inquiry when two bodies of knowledge are not unified. The best pro-
spect is to ask the brain a linguistically coherent question and look for an answer
that matters to current brain theory. Then the inquiry is coherent in the only
ways currently available, and the hope is that it becomes possible to build bridges
that will provide eventual insight.
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There is an alternative: experiment that treats language as a mere commonsense
notion and brains only in terms of location. That description covers much of the
vast literature on language and brain, including most of the work that seems
closest to the interests of L2 researchers and teachers, the work on differences
and similarities between L1 and L2 in brain territory. It is the kind of inquiry that
Poeppel and Embick (2005) refer to, without approval, as the standard program in
neurolinguistics.

Before discussing this further, a few more comments on common sense and
theory. In the early days of modern science, the mechanical philosophy was
based on a commonsense apprehension of Nature. Expectations were very high.
Think of Bacon’s hope that, if a natural and experimental history such as he
proposed was provided, “the investigation of nature and of all sciences will be
the work of a few years” (1620). From hopes for imminent and comprehensive
understanding amenable to common sense, very soon afterwards, with the
advent of Newton’s gravitational force which defied the prevailing commonsense
assumption of mechanism that physical objects could only move through direct
contact with other physical objects, expectations changed. From that time on, it
would be necessary to resign ourselves to a far more limited access to Nature’s
secrets, namely, access via the proxy of theory entirely unconstrained by the
dictates of common sense (Chomsky, 2000). Centuries later, this has become
familiar. The physicist Richard Feynman comments that, “one had to lose one’s
common sense in order to perceive what was happening at the atomic level”
(1985, p. 5). Quantum theory, he notes, is “absurd from the point of view of
common sense. And it agrees fully with experiment” (p. 10). Quantum theory
tortures common sense, but Feynman observes that physicists have learned not
to care if common sense is tortured. What matters is insight-giving theory that
agrees with experiment.

Although the shift from common sense to theory must have been hard to take
during the early days of modern science, it is rather surprising to find that, so
many years later, a great deal of neuroimaging work on language anachronist-
ically prefers commonsense notions of language to theoretical principles. In an
attempt to draw attention to this atheoretical tendency, Poeppel (1996) criticized
several high-profile researchers for their imaging studies of phonological process-
ing which concerned themselves little with what was known about phonological
processing or even about phonology. The criticism was not appreciated (Démonet
et al., 1996). I recall a discussion a couple of years ago with a well-known scholar
who has published many imaging studies of language. I was informed that it was
premature in neuroscience for experiment to worry about theoretical issues. What
was needed, he explained, was a long period of description, so informal notions
of language were appropriate. Venturing dissent, I was asked to explain why
so many highly intelligent people were doing descriptive research. I could not
answer then and I am unable to answer now. However, imagine physicists, faced
with some tough problem, and deciding that what was called for was a period
in which theoretical concepts would be put on ice and replaced with informal
notions of, say, work or energy or light. Everyone would scoff at such a suggestion,
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and yet, when it comes to language, that is precisely the approach that is so often
adopted. It amounts to what Chomsky has called methodological dualism, more
ruinous than mind-body dualism.

It is not just linguistic theory that is ignored, but theory of brain also seems
very thin on the ground in the standard research program in neurolinguistics.
Since most neuroscience studies of language use positron emission tomography
(PET) or functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI), the focus is heavily on
location. Although there is by now a vast literature describing locations of this
informal notion of language or that, it is far from obvious that neural location
does any theoretical work. Function has to occur somewhere, and to some extent
we can already navigate a brain in terms of different functions, and certainly
these are useful facts to know. But that does not mean that location is doing
explanatory work; it may instead be merely epiphenomenal, just as linearity is
epiphenomenal in linguistic theory — every sentence has to be heard or produced
in a linear string, but that observation has no theoretical status.

Electrophysiological tools, by contrast, record aspects of brain that are theoret-
ically more obviously interesting. Electroencephalography (EEG) and magne-
toencephalography (MEG) record brain activity directly, and the signal they pick
up is the synchronous firing of a large number of neurons. Synchronous firing
has long been considered a central explanation of how neurons form assemblies
for particular computational tasks (Abeles, 1991; Gray et al., 1989; Singer, 2000).
Also, as Phillips (2005, p. 81) has pointed out, there are substantial hypotheses
regarding timing of language function but no detailed hypotheses regarding
location. In neural studies of second language processing, however, EEG studies
are few and far between and MEG studies, so far as I know, are non-existent.

Some Promising Neurolinguistic Research

The above characterization of neurolinguistics may serve (or not) to keep
expectations in perspective, but hopefully not to curb interest. That is far
from the intention. So long as we devise experiments that ask the brain theoret-
ically coherent questions, we are doing the only reasonable thing we can do,
which at least holds out the possibility of building bridges between language
and brain.

For example, some rather intriguing work has been carried out which finds a
neural response to phonological categories. This is unusual, as most neurolinguistic
studies have focused on acoustic and phonetic features, but have not addressed
phenomena relevant to the phonological level of analysis. Phonetic categories, of
course, group together a number of similar sounds, and neural responses have
been established for within-category discrimination of these sounds. For example,
Dehaene-Lambertz et al. (1997) found that within-category contrasts produced
a Mismatch Response, a particular neural response to a sequence of standards
(identical sounds) interrupted by a deviant (different sound). The deviant elicits
the mismatch response at ~150-250 ms in auditory cortex.
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But does the auditory cortex register phonological categories? Since phonolo-
gical categories are abstract symbolic representations that have an all-or-none
character, within-category variation is irrelevant; the same rules apply across the
board to all members of a category. One body of research was able to use the
mismatch response to get at phonological categories. It is a well-known fact that
the perceptual cue for voicing in stop consonants (e.g., /t/ and /d/) is voice
onset time (VOT) — the amount of time that elapses between the release of a
consonant and the onset of voicing. Stop consonants that have shorter VOTs are
perceived as voiced, while those with longer VOTs are perceived as unvoiced.
The perceptual boundary is quite sharply drawn at ~30 ms. Phillips et al. (2001;
see also Aulanko et al., 1993) used a range of different VOT values of /dae/ and
/tae/. With VOT varying both within and between /dae/ and /tae/, there was
no many-to-one ratio of standards and deviants at acoustic or phonetic levels; all
sounds were different in terms of VOT. There could only be a many-to-one ratio
if all of the different realizations of each category were treated as the same thing,
that is to say, at the phonological level. In the event, different VOT values of one
category /tae/ interrupted by a single value of /dae/ elicited the characteristic
mismatch response in auditory cortex, indicating that the brain does care about
phonological categories.

In addition to the impressive body of work taking us, in Poeppel’s phrase,
from vibration in the ear to abstraction in the head, thoughtful work has been
pursued that investigates lexical access. Embick et al. (2001), in a MEG study of
lexical frequency, found that the first peak in the magnetic waveform to vary as
a function of frequency occurred at ~350 ms after stimulus presentation. In a
lexical decision task, the M350 peak for frequent words was earlier than the peak
for non-frequent words. The M350 also occurred earlier for repeated words than
for non-repeated words (Pylkkédnen et al., 2000). In a further study, Pylkkénen,
Stringfellow, & Marantz (2002) observed that the M350 responded to phonotactic
probability, but not to density similarity neighborhoods. That is, it is sensitive to
the frequencies of sounds and their sequences in words, but not to the extent
with which a word sounds like lots of other words. This is interesting because
in behavioral studies, it had been shown that phonotactic probability and
neighborhood density had opposite effects: phonotactics facilitated sublexical
processing, while density had an inhibitory effect, slowing word recognition.
What Pylkkdnen et al. did was to use stimuli that possessed both properties. The
fact that the M350 responded to phonotactics and not density argues that the
peak indexes an early stage of (sub)lexical processing rather than a later recogni-
tion stage when competition from like-sounding words would obtain.

Further sharpening our grasp of the M350, Fiorentino & Poeppel (2007) showed
that it is not an index simply of lexical access but of root access, a rather more
precise concept because roots and what is contained in them are important
theoretical entities (see, e.g., Halle & Marantz, 1993). Another important theoret-
ical issue is polysemy, the different senses of a word. Syntactic principles operate
on identity in sentences such as The newspaper decided to change its format (Chomsky,
1970): newspaper and its have identical reference and yet they have two different
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senses (newspaper refers to the publisher and its to the publication). Of interest,
then, is whether polysemous senses share the same root, and are thus identical at
that level, or whether they have separate roots, as is widely agreed to be the case
with homonymy. Both positions have their adherents but evidence one way or
the other has been difficult to obtain. Two recent MEG studies have investigated
polysemy and homonymy (Beretta, Fiorentino, & Poeppel, 2005; Pylkkénen, Llinas,
& Murphy, 2006). Without going into detail, the findings of these studies can be
explained if the M350 accesses roots and if polysemous senses, but not homonym-
ous meanings, share the same root.

Neurolinguistic Research and L2 Learning
and Teaching

One strand of research that is often discussed in the second language literature asks
the question: Is L1 like L2 in the brain? There are many reviews of this literature
(e.g., Fabbro, 2001; Perani, 2005; Perani & Abutalebi, 2005), so a cursory summary
will suffice before it is asked in what ways the body of work is informative.

Starting with PET and fMRI studies, the general picture that seems to be
emerging is twofold. First, acquisition of L2 engages very much the same neural
regions as L1. Second, these relatively stable common patterns can be mediated
by age of acquisition and the level of proficiency attained. Basically, with respect
to tasks that are claimed to tap grammatical resources, subjects who acquired
their L2 early show the same regional activation, whereas those who acquired
their L2 late use the same areas as L1 but also show some additional activation.
With respect to tasks that are considered to access lexical-semantic processing,
in early or late acquisition of L2, if proficiency is high, the same neural areas
are activated.

Why ask a brain if L1 is like L2 with regard to location? For Kim et al. (1997),
as for many others, this is self-explanatory: “Here we investigate the funda-
mental question of how multiple languages are represented in the human brain”
(p- 171). No further motivation is offered. Leaving aside, for the moment, the fact
that the term fundamental is misplaced given that far simpler questions have
barely been addressed (as mentioned earlier), the lack of any clearly stated the-
oretical focus reflects the descriptive nature of much of the work. The main issue
stated in a number of reports concerns critical periods in language acquisition,
but unlike much of the behavioral work in this domain of inquiry (such as Johnson
& Newport, 1989; White & Genesee, 1996), there is little or no concern for ques-
tions that are driven by some aspect of linguistic theory. The result is that the
behavioral work is often capable of fairly precise interpretation whereas the
neurolinguistic work is not.

As in the behavioral literature, independent variables that are frequently mani-
pulated in the neuroimaging literature are age of first exposure to a language
and level of attainment. What distinguishes the two literatures is the content of
the dependent variables. Dependent variables in at least some of the behavioral
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studies attempt to isolate some linguistically relevant element or other, while
the dependent variables in typical PET and fMRI studies bear no obvious relation
to what is known about the nature of language. Some studies (e.g., Chee, Tan, &
Thiel, 1999) ask subjects to take letter strings like cou and think of a word that
begins with those letters, perhaps coulomb or courtesy; or to think of words that
end in a letter string like fer, maybe banter. Others ask subjects to think of a word
that begins with a single letter that is called out to them (Perani et al., 2003). Still
others have subjects listen to stories (Perani et al., 1996), or silently describe
events that happened during the previous day (Kim et al., 1997), or listen to
(unspecified) sentences in different languages (Pallier et al., 2003), or translate
and read words (Price, Green, & von Studnitz, 1999), listen to dialogues (Nakai
et al., 1999), and so forth. Language, in some sense, is plainly involved in all
of these tasks, but in none of the reports is there any indication as to which
theoretical element is being tapped into, and it is hard to imagine candidates.
Perani et al. (1998) start out by discussing parameter setting, something behavioral
studies have pursued, but in the event they end up using a story-telling task, a
task that does not pick out any particular parameter at all.

Part of the problem of relating L2 to L1 in brain space is that we know precious
little about L1 in brain space. Even the rare experiment that contrasts sentences
that differ only in respects that have relevance in the linguistic literature, such
as subject vs. object movement in relative clauses in L1, has found it difficult to
nail down anything solid and reliable. For example, Caplan and his colleagues
have carried out a series of experiments looking only at relative clauses. In the
first study, Stromswold et al.’s (1996) PET study of relative clauses, syntactic pro-
cessing showed increased activation, not only in Broca’s area, but in a specific
portion of that area, the pars opercularis. A follow-up study (Caplan, Alpert, &
Waters, 1998) with the same materials, but with female instead of male subjects,
found increased activation in one part of the pars opercularis, higher and more
anterior than for males. This difference was not predicted, but after the fact, it
was speculated that this might indicate a male—female difference. A separate
experiment in the same report looked at relative clauses with two propositions
vs. relative clauses with one proposition. No increased activation was found
in the traditional language areas, but in visual cortex. Clearly, this was not
predicted, but it was considered that it was “most likely due to differences in
some aspect of post-interpretive processing . . . visual mental imagery processes”
(p. 548). A later study found increased regional cerebral blood flow for one kind
of relative clause in a part of Broca’s area not implicated in the earlier studies, the
pars triangularis (Caplan et al., 2000). Why should that be? Apparently, “both
these areas can be activated by syntactic processing” (p. 70). Undeterred, Caplan
et al. (2001) proceed to examine relative clauses with and without padding. They
find no difference for the critical part of the sentence (immediately following the
padding). Perhaps this was because relative clauses involved movement out of
subject or object position, perhaps different task demands, possibilities that “can
only be answered by further detailed studies” (2001, p. 37). A further detailed
study (Caplan, Waters, & Alpert, 2003) used the same materials and tasks as
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Stromswold et al. (1996) and Caplan et al. (1998), but this time with subjects aged
70-79. Unlike the earlier studies, increased blood flow was found in the left
inferior parietal, which must be “related to sentence processing . . . and syntactic
comprehension” (p. 118). There was also increased activation in left superior
frontal cortex, near the midline, an area which, it is surmised, “may be involved
in syntactic processing” (p. 118). Why might older subjects apparently use totally
different parts of the brain from the younger subjects? One possibility mooted is
that they had received two years less education. This was explored in a second
experiment in Caplan et al. (2003). Younger subjects with less education were
tested. Now, increased activation was observed in superior frontal, but a part of
it quite distinct from any previously seen. Increases were also reported in the
motor planning region, which might be due to different eye movements, or “could
reflect greater deployment of attention” (p. 122). An increase in the precuneal
parietal, not the parietal area observed in the older subjects, showed increased
activation too, and it was considered that this could be due to subtle aspects of
language processing. But, perhaps the older subjects” different neural activation
was not due to their lower education, but to their less accurate task performance,
a possibility also examined by Caplan et al. (2003). Older subjects whose per-
formance matched the younger subjects were tested. Increased regional blood
flow was found in one more area of prefrontal cortex not implicated in the earlier
studies, an area normally considered to be involved in executive functioning.
Caplan et al. note that it would appear also to be involved in syntactic processing.

This series of studies is of interest because of the persistent attention to a quite
well-circumscribed range of sentence types. In the end, we know that if you place
subjects in a PET or fMRI scanner, then something is going to happen, but it is
very hard to say in advance what that will be, and after the fact, very difficult to
narrow candidate explanations. This is not just a problem for Caplan and his
colleagues, but a problem for everyone at a time when theories of language and
brain seem far away from each other. If one asks subjects to listen to stories in
L1 or L2, for example, then surely prediction and explanation are rendered all the
more indeterminate.

Turning to the EEG studies, the picture that emerges from the relatively fewer
studies that have been carried out is, roughly speaking, that as proficiency in-
creases ERPs (event-related potentials) for L2 processing become more like those
in L1. Research by Friederici and her colleagues has suggested that semantic
violations modulate the N400, while phrase structure violations have an effect on
early anterior negativity and afterwards on late positivity (the P600). An early
study by Weber-Fox and Neville (1996) found qualitatively different ERPs be-
tween L2 and L1 for syntactic processes, but quantitative differences for semantic
processes (such as a delayed N400 for those who acquired the L2 at a later age).
Isel, Hahne, and Friederici (2000) and Hahne and Friederici (2001), using similar
stimuli but for different L2s, found N400 modulation for semantic violations,
along with a lack of the expected early anterior negativity modulation for phrase
structure violations and no P600. Hahne (2001), again using similar stimuli, found
an N400 effect for both L1 and L2 groups, while for phrase structure violations
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there was no modulation of early anterior negativity for the L2 group, in contrast
to the L1 group, suggesting that automaticity of processing was reduced. The
P600 was similar for both L1 and L2. Reflecting on these findings across different
studies, Hahne (2001) notes that the subjects in her study were more proficient in
L2 than the subjects in Isel et al. (2000) and Hahne and Friederici (2001), and
while the main difference between her study and the other two is that the more
proficient subjects showed a P600 effect, all three studies revealed N400 modula-
tion, as does an experiment by McLoughlin, Osterhout, and Kim (2004). She
infers from these facts that semantic processes are the first to become L1-like, and
syntactic processes become so with greater proficiency. This does not address the
difference in anterior negativities, but a recent study (Ojima, Nakata, & Kakigi,
2005) finds that high-proficiency L2 subjects do show anterior negativities for
syntactic processing whereas low-proficiency L2 subjects do not. In addition, a
study by Friederici, Steinhauer, and Pfeifer (2002) finds that training on an arti-
ficial language called BRICANTO that reportedly has UG-like constraints yields
the same early automatic negativities and P600 effects as seen in normal L1
processing. Age does not seem to be a contributory factor in these experiments,
but level of proficiency does. These considerations are used to argue against a
very strong form of the critical period hypothesis.

The EEG studies of critical period issue are conducted against a background of
increasingly well-understood electrophysiological responses in the time course of
linguistic processing, namely the N400, LAN (left anterior negativity), and the
P600. As such, the program is seeking to construct language-brain relations in a
way that has some neural justification (timing matters in proposals regarding
neuronal population coding), and also in a way that is not incoherent linguistic-
ally, though rather blunt. Blunt, because the contrasts are relatively coarse and
there is no attention to the very fine computations that linguistic theory cares about.

Some Confusions

The above treatment of the L1/L2 neuroimaging studies is perhaps slightly less
sanguine than is to be found in some reviews, but if reservations have been
expressed about research that is plainly serious, it is hard to know what to say
about some of the views that have been advanced in sections of the second
language literature regarding what claims neuroscience entitles us to make about
second language acquisition and teaching.

It transpires there is such a literature whose concern is for brain-compatible
language teaching (Bimonte, 1998; Dhority & Jensen, 1998; Genesee, 2000;
Lombardi, 2004). Apparently, the brain is complex and adaptive, and varies across
individuals, so language teaching should be approached with a variety of tech-
niques, such as group work, and so forth. The brain is social, so teaching should
involve cooperative learning strategies. The brain is emotional, so it is critical to
lower the “affective filter.” Left brain and right brain are respectively associated
with rational and artistic orientations, so one can deploy art or music to teach
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math, physics, or language; though some of the authors regard teaching based on
left-brain/right-brain considerations to be outmoded. The brain links language
to other parts of the brain, so good teaching practice should, for example, not
present phonics independently of meaning. To do so would be misguided. Brain
connections are shaped by the environment, so teaching makes a difference and
one should not give up on older learners. And so on.

The blandest comment that presents itself is that the conclusions do not follow
from the premises. However, even this is tantamount to saying that the authors
have abandoned the most rudimentary notions of rationality. So, lacking any
understanding of what counts as argument in this literature, I will not, indeed
cannot, criticize it any further.

With regard to SLA, the picture is not much clearer. A typical account might,
for example, seek to promote a language socialization paradigm and jettison
cognitive science models, and claim that brain research provides the impetus
(e.g., Watson-Gegeo, 2004). The appeal to neuroscience is littered with miscon-
ceptions, such as that it is a problem for cognitive science approaches that “re-
search has discovered no structure in the brain that corresponds to a Language
Acquisition Device as argued by Chomsky” (p. 333). Chomsky argued no such
thing, of course, but profound confusions of this sort will not be pursued here
(however, see Gregg, 2006 for a thorough critique).

Conclusion

Neurolinguistics is an area of inquiry whose ultimate goal is theory unification.
To engage in neurolinguistic work is to attempt to integrate what is known about
language, which I have been referring to as ‘“linguistic theory,” with what is
known about brains, which I have been informally calling “brain theory.” Given
that at present neither theory constrains the other, it is obvious that neurolinguistics
is at a very preliminary stage of development. The challenge facing neurolinguistics
is awe-inspiring, and there are those who have concluded (prematurely, since we
simply do not know) that the relationship of mind to brain will forever remain a
mystery (e.g., McGinn, 1993, 1999; Uttal, 2005). It is unfortunate, then, that much
of language-brain research is conducted without reference to either linguistic or
brain theory, because it suggests that there is some other way of finding out
about nature than via theory. Indeed, as noted earlier, the standard research
program in neurolinguistics largely proceeds as if what is called for is descrip-
tion. The prospects for theory unification are remote indeed if most current work
is atheoretical.

Commenting on an earlier research program that favored theory-free descrip-
tion, the biologist Ernst Mayr (cited in Hull, 1988) offered a cautionary tale. In the
nineteenth century, in an attempt to solve the mysteries of inheritance, one scien-
tist, Carl Friedrich von Gértner, judged that the best approach was theory-free
Stakhanovite data collection, relentless unbiased description. He carried out
literally 10,000 cross-breeding experiments. Unfortunately no one was ever able
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to make use of his work; they were always forced to conduct their own experi-
ments because, even in as many as 10,000 experiments, the contrasts demanded
by one hypothesis or another were never found. Not surprising when we consider
that theories contain within them exotic elements that torture common sense. The
relevant contrasts would not occur to anyone absent a theory. Von Gértner’s data
collections now lie “buried in the stacks of a few libraries around the world, as
sterile as the day that they were conceived” (Hull, 1988, p. 489). It is not unrea-
sonable to wonder if today’s mass accumulation of descriptive neuroimaging
data on language and the brain can have much more hope of chancing upon the
right contrasts that might permit insightful language-brain connections than von
Gartner’s work contributed to an understanding of inheritance.

Given the preliminary nature of neurolinguistic inquiry and the descriptive
bent of much of the work currently conducted, the upshot is that brain research
can at present provide evidence that is little more than suggestive to a model
of L2 acquisition and less than that to the practice of language teaching. The
neuroimaging studies on the critical period question can be seen, at best, as to be
taken under advisement. It may seem compelling to use brain data to make a
point, but there is little justification for privileging brain data over other kinds of
data. The same goes for teaching research. If there was some reason to support
group work or dispense with it before, there is no better reason to be found in the
neurolinguistic literature. Practical applications, such as to teaching, are remote,
beyond remote.
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