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Introduction
Doy

This volume, the thirteenth in the series of the American Association of
University Supervisors, Coordinators, and Directors of Foreign Lan-
guage Programs (AAUSC), Issues in Program Direction, explores the ap-
plications of sociolinguistic scholarship to the teaching and learning of
foreign languages in the context of American higher education. Histor-
ically, applied linguistics has been heavily influenced by research in the
allied fields of linguistics and psycholinguistics. These two fields focus
on language as an abstract, context-free system and how the human
mind apprehends, processes, stores, and accesses parts of that system.
In other words, researchers from these fields tend to conceive of the
locus of cognition as the individual mind. In the past several decades,
however, applied linguists have become increasingly interested in soci-
olinguistic issues of language learning. The so-called “sociocultural
turn” in foreign language research belies a conviction that the social
context of learning matters. For, as socioculturalists are quick to point
out, language is always learned in a social context—whether the context
be the home, the office, the street, or the classroom.

Foreign language teachers face sociolinguistic concerns everyday.
For example, the object of study—the foreign language—comes in a
multitude of context-sensitive forms. What are teachers to do about
this reality? Should teachers attempt to deal with sociolinguistic vari-
ation from the beginning? Or is it best to simplify the pedagogical task
for learners by idealizing and thereby reducing the object of study to
the “educated standard norm”? Is it even possible to teach sociolin-
guistic competence in a classroom where language use is restricted by
the social roles of “teacher” and “student”? Another sociolinguistic
issue central to all foreign language teachers is language choice, that
is, the use of the first language (in this case, English) versus the for-
eign language. What is gained and what is lost by banishing the first
language from the classroom? Or put differently, should we allow our
classrooms to become “multilingual speech communities” where “the
natives” mix codes in ways that teachers may find unfamiliar and thus
disconcerting? And finally, what are the salient differences between
teachers who are native speakers and those who are non-native? Do
they differ significantly in their linguistic attitudes? Are natives likely
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to be more prescriptive than the non-natives or vice versa? How do the
linguistic ideologies of teachers differ and what impact do these ideo-
logical differences have on teaching practices? These are just a sample
of the many fascinating questions that sociolinguistic research sheds
light on.

Even when delimited to pedagogical issues, the relevant sociolin-
guistic scholarship surpasses the scope of this volume. As a conse-
quence, this book focuses discussion by framing the issues in terms of
the native speaker construct. Given how fundamental the native
speaker is to the foreign language profession, it might strike some
readers as odd that any examination is necessary. After all, as Kram-
sch (1997) points out, “the study of foreign languages and literatures
is predicated, explicitly or implicitly, on the notion of the native
speaker” (p. 359). It is not hyperbole to say that the native/non-native
dichotomy lies at the heart of foreign language teachers’ conception of
who they are and what they do, affecting virtually all their pedagogi-
cal practices, from textbook selection to error correction. How we con-
ceive of native speakership is thus eminently worthy of closer
inspection. With the publication of his provocative book The Native
Speaker is Dead! in 1985, Thomas Paikeday began such a reexamina-
tion. In particular, Paikeday was concerned with problematizing the
role of the native, the near-native, and the non-native speaker in lin-
guistic theory. Within the field of foreign language education, it has
been argued that these constructs typically reflect an ideology that
privileges native speakers over non-native speakers and assumes the
superiority of certain native speakers over others (Rampton 1990,
Blyth 1995, Kramsch 1997, Cook 1999). Furthermore, it has been
shown that native speakers demonstrate significant differences in
grammatical and sociolinguisticperformance making the homoge-
nized native speaker found in many pedagogical materials a conve-
nient fiction (Davies 1991). Finally, the construct of the near-native
speaker, ubiquitous in MLA and ACTFL job announcements, has re-
cently been criticized for lacking an operational definition (Koike and
Liskin-Gasparro 1999).

This volume is divided into five sections. The first section surveys
how the native/non-native speaker construct influences teachers’ be-
liefs and practices: their linguistic attitudes (i.e., prescriptive vs. de-
scriptive approaches to language), their socially defined roles in the
classroom, and their understanding of what “counts” as a “language.”
The second section tackles the thorny problem of linguistic variation
in the foreign language curriculum by elaborating the helpful notion
of the pedagogical norm. The pedagogical norm offers instructors
useful criteria for deciding whether sociolinguistic variation deserves
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to be included in the curriculum and at what level. The third section
looks at the issues surrounding the presence of increasing numbers of
heritage speakers in our classrooms. The fourth section reports on a
central concern of all foreign language instructors—the role of the
first language in foreign and second language teaching. Should we
banish English from our classrooms altogether or might the use of En-
glish actually facilitate the learning of the foreign language? The final
section consists of a somewhat controversial position paper on the
native/nonnative dichotomy followed by responses from various for-
eign language educators. Instead of bringing the volume to a tidy
close, this section aims to provoke further debate about the issues
raised in previous sections.

The native speaker construct and its impact on foreign language
teaching are the focus of the first section. In the first article of this sec-
tion, Robert Train argues that the native speaker construct presup-
poses another influential construct—the native standard language.
Analyzing language standardization in terms of linguistic ideology and
sociocultural practice, Train shows that the unitary assumptions of the
standard language predispose foreign language educators to conceive
of linguistic variation and cultural diversity as “pedagogical prob-
lems.” Train contends that educators should strive to achieve an “en-
lightened normativism” and ends with suggestions on how to
incorporate critical language awareness into foreign language curric-
ula and teacher education programs.

Anke Finger continues the focus on the native speaker by examin-
ing the problems that arise for both students and teachers when re-
quired to adopt roles that do not fit their social identities. Finger calls
for the replacement of the native speaker model in teacher education
programs with what she calls the “cultural informant.” According to
Finger, the term cultural informant “embraces both the nonnative and
the native speaker without enforcing a dichotomous constellation; it
precludes anticipation of complete knowledge and expertise; it dis-
misses the questionable prevalence of birth and territory by eliminat-
ing ‘native; and it allows for aspects of social variation such as gender,
class, and ethnicity that may find expression in language.”

The second section, devoted to the pedagogical norm, begins with
an article by Albert Valdman, the leading pioneer in this area (Gass et
al. 2002). The purpose of the pedagogical norm is to help teachers
manage sociolinguistic variation by guiding the selection and se-
quencing of target language features. According to Valdman, peda-
gogical norms should be established according to linguistic,
sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic factors: 1) the actual production
of native speakers in authentic communicative situations; 2) the native
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speakers’ idealized views of their speech and the perceptions of both
native and non-natives regarding the expected behavior of foreign lan-
guage learners; and 3) the relative ease of learning and use of a given
form. Valdman illustrates the concept of the pedagogical norm by ap-
plying it to the teaching of French morphosyntax and phonetics.

Julie Auger’s article extend’s Valdman'’s definition of the pedagogi-
cal norm by applying it to the teaching of dialectal variation, in this
case, the teaching of Quebec French in American classrooms. Con-
trasting the different pedagogical contexts of Canadian immersion
programs with American universities, Auger suggests that American
students be acquainted with Quebec French but for receptive purposes
only. After sketching the most salient features of the dialect for the
reader, she employ the pedagogical norm to aid in the selection and se-
quencing of popular Quebec songs in order to familiarize American
students with “québécismes.” Foreign language teachers will find this
article valuable for its application of the pedagogical norm, as well as
for its clever and concrete suggestions for the use of popular music to
teach colloquial language.

In the third section, Manel Lacorte and Evelyn Canabal survey the
most recent research regarding heritage speakers in American foreign
language education. Heritage speakers present an unusual and chal-
lenging profile for foreign language teachers—an intriguing mixture
of native and non-native competencies. This article examines three
issues of concern to teachers who wish to “make room” for heritage
language learners in their classrooms: 1) the sociocultural back-
grounds of heritage language learners; 2) the pedagogical conditions
of foreign language classrooms with heritage learners; and 3) the af-
fective dimensions of the relationship between instructors and
heritage learners.

Following Lacorte’s and Canabal’s overview of the issues concern-
ing heritage language leaners, Stacey Katz describes her own experi-
ences teaching French to Haitian students in an American university.
Katz claims that neither ‘heritage speaker’ nor ‘near-native speaker’ ad-
equately describe this heterogenous population. Based on surveys and
follow-up interviews with her Haitian and American students, Katz
presents a detailed report of both perspectives. She concludes with
suggestions on how to integrate ‘heritage/non-native speakers’ into the
foreign language classroom.

The next section treats the pedagogical problems of language choice
in the foreign language classroom. Citing research on foreign language
classroom discourse that demonstrates how the first and second lan-
guages serve distinctly different functions, Monika Chavez frames her
discussion of language choice in terms of “diglossia,” the sociolinguis-
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tic term commonly used to refer to a speech community where two lan-
guage varieties are found in functional complementary distribution.
Chavez’s article is based on a large-scale survey she conducted in order
to determine the views of students enrolled in German foreign language
courses concerning the classroom use of English and German. She
finds that students express different preferences for the L1 and the L2
according to the task or communicative function. Moreover, according
to her survey, the more they study the language, the more students
become receptive to using German for a wider variety of classroom
functions. Finally, she points out that learners’ views concerning class-
room language choice are occasionally at odds with instructors’ views.
Despite these differences, both students and teachers clearly view their
speech community, the classroom, as diglossic. Chavez admonishes lan-
guage program directors to give classroom language choice careful con-
sideration when devising programmatic policies.

Julie Belz’s article extends the discussion of classroom language
choice to incorporate the larger picture of multilingual competence,
also referred to as ‘multicompetence’ by Vivian Cook (1992). After crit-
ically examining applied linguistic research, Belz concludes that there
exists a strong tendency among scholars to define the non-native
speaker solely in terms of linguistic deficiency. In an attempt to turn
the image of the non-native-speaker-as-a-deficient-communicator on
its head, Belz reports on a pedagogical experiment she conducted to
examine “whether or not the learners reacted as deficient communi-
cators when the institutionalized ban on L1 use in the classroom [...]
was lifted.” The results of her experiment reveal that foreign language
learners when given permission to employ both codes in the same text
do so in ways that exhibit a complex multilingual competence rather
than a particular deficiency. She goes on to offer pedagogical sugges-
tions for allowing students to employ a fuller range of multilingual re-
sources for creative expression than is normally sanctioned in foreign
language classrooms.

The line of reasoning developed in Belz’s article owes much to
Claire Kramsch’s 1997 essay “The Privilege of the Nonnative Speaker”
originally published as a guest column in the prestigious Publications
of the Modern Language Association and reprinted here with permis-
sion from the Modern Language Asssociation. Arguing that non-native
speakership is a position of privilege (if not always one of power),
Kramsch deconstructs the myth of the native speaker. Of course, the
readers of the PMLA are largely professors of literature well versed in
postmodern discourse that shares much in common with Kramsch’s
rhetoric. But how would the very same article be received by different
readers in a different context, namely members of the American
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Council for the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL)? Or members
of the American Association of University Supervisors, Coordinators,
and Directors of Foreign Language Programs (AAUSC)? I decided to
find out. I sent Kramsch'’s provocative essay to various AAUSC mem-
bers who I asked to ascertain its relevance to the foreign language
teaching profession. Kramsch’s article proved provocative indeed and
raised further questions in the mind’s of the respondents. If we get rid
of the native speaker, where does that leave us? If we deconstruct the
native speaker, what do we construct in its place? Besides, is the native
speaker construct really as influential as Kramsch would have us be-
lieve? And finally, can our cherished belief in a theoretical construct
have professional merit even if the construct itself may have little
basis in reality? Important questions that will require further debate.
If this volume helps engender such a debate, it will have achieved its

purpose.
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