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Epilogue

A Critical Look at Technologies and Ideologies
in Internet-mediated Intercultural Foreign
Language Education

Robert Train

Abstract

This chapter provides a critical perspective on the Internet-mediated inter-
cultural projects presented in this volume. Internet-mediated intercultural
Joreign language education (a.k.a. telecollaboration) is presented as a site of
critical intercultural discourse shaped and mediated by the technologies, ide-
ologies, and practices that inform the complex ecology of foreign language
education in general. The focus on the global term “education”is intended to
conceptualize the ecological character of the endeavor, such that foreign lan-
guage learning and second language acquisition are not viewed as separate
from the teaching of foreign languages (i.e., instruction, pedagogy, curricu-
lum) or from issues of sociocultural identity, educational policy, and teacher
education. A critical reflexivity is outlined with special attention to the edu-
cational project of critical awareness of language, culture, community, and
identity through intercultural interaction with peers. Some key ideologies of
Joreign language education are examined in socio-bistorical context with
respect to the technologies and ideologies of standardization that have con-
structed the Native Standard Language as the dominant model for language,
with its begemonic implications for notions of culture, identity, and commu-
nity in local, national, and global contexts. Ideologies of learner identity
grounded in the concept of (Non)Native Speaker are critically discussed as
contested sites of standardized and standardizing competence and language
use (e.g., “communication,” “negotiation,”“interaction,” and “error”). The possi-
bilities for new intercultural conceptions of learner and teacher identity,
expertise, and agency emerging in the telecollaborative practices described in
this volume are considered.

Introduction

The chapters in this volume attest to the tantalizing possibilities for teaching,
learning, and research afforded by the emerging practices of Internet-mediated
intercultural foreign language education (ICFLE). These “telecollaborative”
projects and the intercultural perspectives afforded by them display a refreshing
sense of purpose and enthusiasm about what foreign language education (FLE) is,
and perhaps even more important, an orientation toward what the multifaceted
experience of teaching and learning of language and culture can be given the
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increasing availability of digital technologies. In its commitment to bringing
added depth of understanding and meaning to the experience of foreign language
(FL) learning, the body of work presented in this volume begins with the basic
concern for moving beyond the limits of current practice in FLE.

Conscious of the pedagogical and research implications of ICFLE, these edu-
cators and researchers articulate learning and pedagogical goals that seek to
expand the prevalent notions of cultural and linguistic knowledge, competence,
and development. Language is conceptualized within an intercultural context that
surpasses the traditional focus on micro-linguistic elements (e.g., grammar and
vocabulary) to include more discourse-level perspectives, such as those gained
through the analysis of learner corpora. The canonical notion of communication
in FL pedagogy is reframed as a more meaningful, authentic, and problematic
interaction between learners and native speakers (NSs). The role of culture is also
re-conceptualized in order to break down monolithic notions and avoid reduction-
ist approaches that foster cultural stereotypes (see Bauer ef al., this volume). This
requires knowledge, skills, and sensitivities not generally included or available in
traditional FL classroom settings, such as ethnographical techniques and perspec-
tives and the ability to engage in culturally appropriate conversational styles in
real time.

Taken together in their diverse approaches, these telecollaborative projects
portray teaching and learning as an ongoing and dynamic process of reflecting and
acting on what we do as FL teachers and learners—a sort of reflective and meta-
reflective practice grounded in intercultural and meta-linguistic awareness.
Working from the concept of intercultural competence, learners and teachers are
guided toward developing the skills of discovery, interpreting, relating, and under-
standing that can lead to critical cultural awareness (Byram 1997; Miiller-
Hartmann, this volume) by which learners and teacher-learners begin to realize
and relativize the cultural-situatedness and constructedness of their own way of
seeing the world and the worldviews of others. These projects, as fundamentally
intercultural, point us toward enlarging our views of what constitutes communi-
ties of practice (Wenger 1998) outside and on the margins of the traditional class-
room. The evidence highlights the complex ecologies of these academic and
professional communities of learners and teachers that are built on the vital ten-
sion between collaboration, learner autonomy, and intercultural conflict. Taking a
critical stance toward national culture and stereotypical national identities, the
educator-researchers of these chapters state their commitment to fostering more
empowering identities for learners and teachers as “intercultural speakers”
(Kramsch 1998) who negotiate over the course of a lifetime within and between
the complex linguistic, sociocultural, and affective spaces of what Agar (1994) has
called “languaculture” where “language” and “culture” are inseparable (see Belz
and Thorne, this volume; Thorne, this volume).

As this volume amply demonstrates, telecollaboration as long-distance, inter-
cultural class-to-class collaboration within academic settings brings Internet and
videoconferencing technologies into FLE in ways that explore the emergent semi-
otic potentialities of multimedia, synchronous, and asynchronous modalities of
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communication. In this dynamic environment, or “ecology,” both students and
teachers engage in complex meaning-making processes that are not readily avail-
able in conventional classroom contexts with the largely standardized array of
pedagogical materials and practices such as standardized textbooks. While navi-
gating the margins of pedagogies and technologies, these telecollaborative endeav-
ors are definitely not lost in cyberspace; instead, they are firmly anchored in the
institutional priorities of university FLE with its concern for creating academic
contexts for a more internationalized and intercultural educational experience for
students. However, this volume also attests to a growing body of research (Belz
2005; Kramsch and Thorne 2002; Ware 2005; Ware and Kramsch 2005) pointing to
a new set of educational demands, tensions, and concerns that ICFLE places on
learners, teachers, and university language departments (see Schneider and von
der Emde, this volume).

From a critical perspective, the crux of the issue is twofold. On the one hand,
ICFLE is poised to provide students, teachers, program coordinators, and
researchers with a space in which to “re-envision” (Ware and Kramsch 2005,
p. 191) existing theories and practices of FLE. A central component of this sort of
rethinking involves a critical awareness of what we do and how we conceptualize
what we do in terms of a more critical and “responsive” pedagogy (Bowers and
Flinders 1990). In such a pedagogy, we are aware and capable of responding in
educationally constructive ways to the ecology of FLE with its complex relation-
ships between classroom practices and the larger context of living in an increas-
ingly global and conflicted post-9/11 world. In this sense, one must consider the
ways in which ICFLE, as a newly constituted reflexive and self-reflexive field of
action, transcends established boundaries to offer new possibilities, or “affor-
dances,” for learning, teaching, and research. On the other hand, it may well be
the case that the intersection of ideologies and technologies that has shaped FLE
to the present does not best serve the goals of a more intercultural FLE in new
digital and global environments. From this standpoint, the emerging ICFLE is
also in need of a critical discourse perspective that will examine some of its
institutionalized ideologies of language, identity, and community, thus opening
the way to allow researchers and educators to fulfill the promise of ICFLE.
Therefore, one must inquire as to what extent these new telecollaborative
approaches, grounded in the institution of FLE, reproduce the Native Standard
Language (Train 2003), a complex constellation of hegemonic ideologies of lan-
guage, (non)standardness, and (non)nativeness that have come to define the
socio-historically and discursively constructed “realities” of language, culture,
community, language use, and speaker identity inside and outside the classroom
through ongoing processes of standardization. In the following sections, I move
this critical awareness project forward by contextualizing telecollaborative peda-
gogies and technologies with respect to some of the ideologies surrounding the
Native Standard Language (NSL) that inform FLE. These include ideologies of
learner and teacher identity grounded in the concept of the NS and ideologies of
language use surrounding communication and competence that shape the domi-
nant notions of interaction in FLE.



250 TRAIN

In Search of the Critical and the Intercultural
in Foreign Language Education

In order to examine the ideologies and technologies surrounding ICFLE, it will be
necessary to find a critical place from which to speak because, as Reagan and
Osborn have noted, the underlying ideological and cultural biases of FLE “remain
unexamined and unaddressed” (2002, p. 8). While I agree that there is a relative
lack of self-reflection with respect to the ideologies qua ideology that shape FLE
(see, however, Ortega 1999; Pavlenko 2003; Train 2003; Valdés ef al. 2003), there
does exist a small but significant body of research that provides critical insights into
the practices and theories prevalent in FLE (e.g., Kramsch 1987; Kramsch 1993).
However, such critical perspectives have not been adequately incorporated into the
lives of FL educators, students, and departments. With this situation in mind, I
attempt to paint in rather broad brushstrokes one possible avenue to a critical
understanding of ideology as a largely under-conceptualized component of FLE.

The general orientation that guides my discussion is that of applied linguistics,
an interdisciplinary field that mediates between the theory and the practice of lan-
guage acquisition, socialization, and use (Kramsch 2000). As a place of interdisci-
plinary reflection and investigation, applied linguistics offers a fittingly critical
perspective on those very practices that are at the heart of ICFLE as outlined in
this volume. An explicitly critical applied linguistics recognizes the need to “retain
a constant skepticism, a constant questioning of the givens” (Pennycook 2001,
p. 8) of what we do as researchers and practitioners, even with respect to such
time-honored concepts as “communication” and “grammatical accuracy” (see
Firth and Wagner 1997). A critical view also foregrounds the notions of discourse
as social practice, which offer FL learners, educators, and researchers insights into
telecollaboration as a site of critical intercultural discourse shaped and mediated
by the technologies, ideologies, and practices that inform the complex ecology of
FLE. The educational project proposed by proponents of critical discourse views of
language involves various versions of critical language awareness (Fairclough
1992, 2001). According to Train (2003), a critical awareness of language-as-
discourse involves

¢ an understanding of oneself as a speaker and learner of both the native
language (L1) and the second or foreign language (L2);

e exploration of and engagement with individual and collective practices
and ideologies (beliefs, attitudes, biases, prejudices) surrounding lan-
guage broadly;

e an appreciation of variation as inherent in language, culture, and learning;
e the questioning of dominant linguistic and cultural knowledge and dis-
course (e.g., the NSL) and how they are constructed and represented;

e critical reflection on the tension and interplay that exist in language
education between creative individual uses of language and conformity
to institutionalized norms; and

e a transformative and empowering awareness of the sociocultural and
discursive construction of speakers’ identities and “realities” in a multi-
lingual and multicultural world.
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Recognizing that education should foster reflective stances toward language
is consistent with a reflective approach to second and FL teaching as “one in which
teachers and student teachers collect data about teaching, examine their attitudes,
beliefs, assumptions, and teaching practices, and use the information obtained as
a basis for critical reflection about teaching” (Richards and Lockhart 1994, p. 1).
Reflective approaches also recognize the need for crifical language teaching
awareness (Train 2003, pp. 20-26; see also Gebhard and Oprandy 1999; van Lier
1996) in order to

e create an institutional space in which to explore and cultivate empower-
ing professional identities for educators grounded in their expertise as
bilingual and intercultural speakers that transcend the “native,” “near-
native,” and “non-native” categories (Kramsch 1998; Rampton 1990);

¢ develop informed and reflective stances toward FLE as a socio-historically
and discursively constructed set of practices; and

e empower educators to critically evaluate, question, and rethink the
dominant policies, practices, and ideologies that have shaped FLE (e.g.,
correctness, accuracy, appropriateness, L2 exclusivity, communication,

standards).

In addition, critical awareness of discourse must be expanded to embrace what
Byram (1997, p. 34) calls critical cultural awareness—particularly in the context
of telecollaboration where discourse is necessarily intercultural, as the chapters in
the present volume amply demonstrate. Central to such an educational framework
is a complex reflexivity between the learner, socialized into multiple discourses,
ideologies, and practices associated with L1 culture (and more, in the case of
multilingual learners), and the L2 speakers with their own complex array of cul-
tural practices and experiences. This awareness of the positioning of self and other
is also critical in its potential to transform the learner because the “relativisation
of one’s own and valuing of others’ meanings, beliefs and behaviours does not hap-
pen without a reflective and analytical challenge to the ways in which they have
been formed and the complex of social forces within which they are experienced”
(Byram 1997, p. 35).

Telecollaboration: Discourse, Practice, and Ecology

For educators and researchers alike, telecollaboration is a particular type of learn-
ing environment that presents a number of challenges, not the least of which cen-
ters on the fundamental diversity of cultural backgrounds and communicative
expectations that are involved in intercultural exchanges (Kern, Ware, and
Warschauer 2004). A point of departure for the present discussion involves exam-
ining and rethinking what constitutes “language” and “the language” of FLE in
the context of telecollaborative learning environments with their undeniable
diversity and broader discursive contexts. In this respect, the notion of “discourse”
is basic to critical approaches to language, culture, and identity (Foucault 1971;
Gee 1996, 2005; Blommaert 2005) in which the traditional components (i.e., lexi-
con, syntax, morphology, phonology) and uses of language as well as speaker iden-
tities can no longer be understood in isolation from the diverse, multiple and
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complex sociocultural, political, and historical contexts that have constituted and
been constituted through discourse. This discourse orientation recognizes that
language cannot or should not be reduced to a set of formal and universal ele-
ments such as the “words and rules” that have been popularized as “the ingredi-
ents of language” (Pinker 1999).

Language-as-discourse posits a basic inseparability of culture and language.
Drawing significantly from anthropological tradition, diverse interdisciplinary
approaches agree that language is nothing if not cultural (see Agar 1994; Harris
1998; Kramsch 1998). This basic language-culture connection in discourse has
been operationalized via interdisciplinary notions of “practice” (Bourdieu 2000;
de Certeau 1984) and articulated variously in terms of “language as social prac-
tice” (Eckert 2000) and “language as cultural practice”(Schecter and Bayley 2002),
with a focus on sociolinguistic and ethnographic methodologies that explore the
multiple experiences of speakers as human being. The blending of the social and
the cultural into the “sociocultural” has been appropriated by more socio-
cognitively oriented, but no less interdisciplinary, approaches to language that
treat discursive practices, particularly in Vygotskian perspective, as human
activity with significant implications for language learning (Wertsch 1991). For
example, ethnographic work on language and literacy has broadened the notions
of content and culture by exploring classroom and household settings as “cultur-
ally mediated activity systems” that, in theoretical terms, shift attention to the
complex “processes of how people live culturally” and move away from notions of
culture that “assume that all members of a particular group share a normative,
bounded, and integrated view of their own culture” (Moll 2000, p. 267).! This
search for increasingly complex perspectives on culturality or socioculturality is
central to an understanding of telecollaboration as intercultural discourse
(Kiesling and Paulston 2005; Scollon and Scollon 2001) through which learners
and teachers must confront the simplifying and standardizing notions of “the lan-
guage” and “the culture” that are prevalent in FLE and in encounters between
learners and NSs of the target language.

In considering telecollaboration in terms of intercultural discourse, the ecol-
ogy metaphor is useful in rethinking language as fundamentally context-bound
discourse and practice. In the earliest ecological accounts of language, “language
ecology” is defined as “the study of interactions between any given language and
its environment” (Haugen 1972, p. 325). More recent eco-linguistic views have
expanded the idea of the interconnectedness of language with the world to a more
discourse-oriented perspective on the complex role of language in constructing
context, such that language both constructs the world and is constructed by it
(e.g., Mithlhausler 2003, p. 2).

Ecological views of language raise a set of crucial epistemological issues
involving the social, cultural, and linguistic construction of reality (Berger and
Luckmann 1989; Grace 1989). In short, discourse always poses the principle of rel-
ativity, most famously expressed in linguistic terms by Whorf’s insight that our
experiential world is a function of the human perceptual interface with both the
external and internal environment of the human body (Lee 1996, p. 27). That is,
our experience (as we subjectively apprehend it through our “cultural eyes”)
shapes and is shaped by our ways of talking and thinking about it.
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Ecological perspectives (Barron, Bruce, and Nunan 2002; Kramsch 2002;
Leather and van Dam 2002; van Lier 2004) have been useful in moving beyond
purely cognitive views of learning (i.e., that learning takes place solely in the
learner’s mind and brain) to more semiotic views. In sum, learning is not separa-
ble from the learner’s experience as a human being in the world. Moreover, learn-
ing requires the learner to be part of a larger context that makes learning possible
and meaningful. If this is so for learning in general, it is unavoidably the case for
intercultural FL learning, where each learner negotiates the complex cultures and
identities that are part of being a speaker-reader-writer of different languages.

Critical Reflexivity

In addition to ecology and relativity, understanding telecollaboration as a site of
intercultural discourse requires language educators, students, and researchers to
address the important yet often neglected fact that language is fundamentally
reflexive (Bauman and Briggs 2003; Lucy 1993; Taylor 2000). Reflexivity involves a
set of meta-discursive practices that allow us, in Lucy’s terms, “to use language to
communicate about the activity of using language” (1993, p. 9). Although imagin-
ings of language and culture are found in all languacultures, the reflexive proper-
ties of language are typically represented in mainstream linguistics as
supplemental and inessential, as if language were somehow independent of the
“reflexive discourse” that we use to talk about language and its everyday uses
(Taylor 2000). This bias against explicitly addressing reflexivity is evident in FLE
and SLA research (heavily influenced by the nativist assumptions of Chomskyan
linguistics) in which language is assumed to be somehow “naturally” acquired.
But from a discourse perspective it is clear that language acquisition is fundamen-
tally social. As Taylor (1997) has argued, reflexivity is an important dimension of
language and therefore should be explicitly incorporated into the study of lan-
guage by linguists and, I would add, by language teachers and learners:

It is by means of contextually embedded instances of normative meta-
discourse—rather than by “unspoken agreements” or “tacit conven-
tions” —that we establish language use as a normative form of behavior
and impose and negotiate and contest the differential values and con-
straints that “we” in “our culture” place on linguistic phenomena.
(Taylor 1997,p.13)

In this sense, ICFLE and FLE in general must struggle against the ideological
purging of explicit reflexivity from language as an object of study that is mirrored
in FL textbooks and curricula that generally focus on linguistic form and “com-
munication” with scant attention given to how speakers’ discourse is constructed
and reflected in language (see Belz, this volume). Telecollaboration in many
respects pushes the notion of reflexivity in language to a new level of urgency as
learners engage in complex intercultural interaction with speakers and their dis-
course norms (Belz and Kinginger 2003) in ways that are not generally possible in
traditional FL classrooms.

While language is fundamentally reflective, it is the ways in which and to what
ends humans reflect on language that is at stake. This elimination of messy
reflexivity from the study of language has a long history that coincides with the
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formation of modern forms of consciousness and social organization, and with lin-
guistic standardization. Already evident in Locke’s work in 17th-century England,
the action of abstracting and “purifying” language from society involved “a complex
process of defining language in such a way that its social embeddedness could be
construed as peripheral, pathological, and suppressible at the same time that a puri-
fied core could be elevated to the status of the privileged mode of generating knowl-
edge” (Bauman and Briggs 2003, p. 36). Increasingly, critical strands of research
have fostered awareness of the ideological presuppositions of linguistic and popular
notions of language, thus prompting language professionals to begin examining
their own meta-linguistic practices in relation to ideologies of language (Joseph and
Taylor 1990). In telecollaborative FL instruction, learners and teachers must con-
front the social embeddedness of language practices, both their own and those of
their native-speaker keypals, in the context of intercultural communication.

Ideology and Language Ideology

There are perhaps few terms that have had a more contentious history than
ideology, which most often becomes reduced to a synonym for “false beliefs.” The
term “ideology” is used routinely in public discourse to discredit the beliefs of
one’s adversaries and to construct a set of oppositional positions between “us” and
“them.” However, the binary opposition of ideology to reality or truth does not go
very far toward explaining how or why people think and act in certain ways—a
tenet of ICFLE.

A more critical and ecological view conceptualizes the notion of “ideology” as
both constitutive and reflective of a given socially constructed reality. This crucial
conceptual and methodological issue in theorizing language and ideology can be
expressed in the following terms: while ideology left unexamined and unques-
tioned can mask the sociocultural and historical contingency of “reality,” the
examination of ideology through a critical lens is powerfully revelatory of this
same constructed view of the world (Hasan 1996). In this sense, ideologies are sys-
tems of belief and representation that both shape and are shaped by individual and
collective ways of acting, interacting, knowing, evaluating, imagining, and being
in the world. Ideologies are, in effect, validity constructs insofar as they make
claims for a certain “reality” of the physical, social, symbolic, and affective world.
As a validity construct, ideology is basic to the construction of the authority, rele-
vance, and legitimacy of a given view of reality.

In the last several decades, a multidisciplinary view of standard language as
an ideology has emerged (Lodge 1993; Lippi-Green 1997; Milroy and Milroy 1999;
Silverstein 1996). Speakers of standard languages can be said to live in “standard
language cultures” in which certain languages are believed to exist in standardized
forms (Milroy 2001, p. 530). From the discourse perspective that I have outlined,
the standard language provides a powerful, if not hegemonic, “normative metadis-
course” (Taylor 1997) that comments on the perceived reality of language in
society by defining what counts as a/“the” language and profoundly shapes the
discursive practices surrounding that constructed idea of language and speakers
in a given context. A considerable body of research has also shown the standard
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language idea as being constructed by means of an ongoing sociopolitical, socio-
cultural, and sociolinguistic process of standardization involving the codification
and institutionalization of the dominant linguistic and cultural norms of privileged
speakers in a given context (see Crowley 2003; Haugen 1966; Heath 1980; Joseph
1987; Lodge 1993; Milroy and Milroy 1999; Milroy 2001; Silverstein 1996).

In a effort to relate language ideology research to the concerns of FL educa-
tors and particularly those interested in telecollaboration, I explore the concept of
the NSL (Train 2003) as a complex constellation of ideologies involving notions
of language, (non)standardness, and (non)nativeness that have come to define the
socio-historically and discursively constructed “realities” of language, culture,
community, language use, and speaker identity inside and outside the classroom.
From the standpoint of FLE, the study of language ideology in general and the
NSL in particular highlights several important and interrelated issues. First, lan-
guage is more than “language” in the narrowly construed structural account typi-
cal of mainstream Chomskyan linguistics. To recognize that ideology is part and
parcel of language is to also acknowledge that language and culture are funda-
mentally inseparable. From there, it is possible to perceive the problematic
relationship between what is thought to be “the language” and the complex
language-culture practices as they can be observed in the variety and diversity of
contexts of situation (Malinowski 1923) such as telecollaborative instruction.
Second, language ideologies have both symbolic value and practical consequences
for learner and teacher engagement and/or non-engagement in certain practices.
Third, the constellation of attitudes and practices surrounding language that con-
stitute language ideology are not isolated from other ideologies such as those con-
cerning learning, teaching, technology, identity, culture, and community. Perhaps
the most difficult and threatening point for educators, learners, and researchers is
recognizing that language is “always and everywhere ideological” (Gee 1990,
p. 104). Given the ubiquity of language in the lives of human beings, any account
or description of language is always about more than “language” in a formal sense.

Telecollaboration, Native Standard Language,
and Standardization

Standardization is the process of language-making by which elite and literate
norms have come to define over time what constitutes “the language” of the
empire, the nation, its citizens or subjects, and its schools. The standardization
process confers privileged native-speakership on the users of the standard lan-
guage. The standard language comes to be nativized as the putative native
language of the educated members of society and becomes universalized and
essentialized as the hegemonic “unitary language” (Crowley 2003; Gramsci 1975)
of the larger national and/or international community of speakers. In the case of
the most widely used of the European world ex-colonial languages, e.g., English,
French, and Spanish, the discourse practices of a geographically and socially
situated group (e.g., the royal court) in Castile or Ile-de-France or London were
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codified (i.e., inscribed in grammars and dictionaries), thus forming the basis of
the universalized language of the kingdom and, later, the Empire. More recently,
the polycentric standardization (Stewart 1968) of post-colonial prestige norms
throughout the world has come to define “the Spanish language” or “the English
language” with respect to a constellation of standard language practices attached
to national and international identities linked together by a notion of global
Hispanidad, Francophonie, or World English (Crowley 2003; Leith 1983; Lodge
1993; Mar-Molinero 1997; Watts and Trudgill 2002).

Telecollaboration and the Nation

An important point for telecollaborative pedagogies emerges quite clearly from
the research on standardization: the practices attached to standard language con-
structs are very much tied to the imagining of human communities and identities
around the concept of the nation-state (Anderson 1991). In early studies, the NSL
construct was framed somewhat uncritically as being instrumental in overcoming
the “problem” of linguistic diversity by creating “contrastive self-identification”
(Fishman 1972) at the individual and societal levels between speakers of different
languages within and between national borders. A critical discourse perspective, in
contrast, foregrounds the ways in which standardization is instrumental in the
discursive construction of the national identities (Wodak ef al. 1999) that consti-
tute and support the ideologies and technologies undergirding national communi-
ties, national languages, national literatures, and national cultures. From a
critical perspective, however, the national unity embodied in standard languages
cannot be disassociated from the troubling phenomena of ethnocentrism, xeno-
phobia, racism, and purism (Bonfiglio 2002). In post-modern critical terms, the
dynamic of “othering” and “selfing” has been problematized as an ideology of
essentialism that is itself intertwined with the construction of “nativeness” and
“authenticity” whereby “the attributes and behavior of socially defined groups can
be determined and explained by reference to cultural and/or biological characteristics
believed to be inherent to the group” (Bucholtz 2003, p. 400). For example, Jaffe has
pointed out that the construct of “the French language” is an essentializing notion of
the “one true, authenthic code associated with one authentic people” (1999, p. 121)
conceived of in terms of nation. Education is part of this same ideological landscape
of standardized notions of national identity, language, and culture:

Schooling and teaching remain technologies of a nation . .. teaching
remains about, within, and for the nation, tacitly about the protection
and production of its Culture (and, by implication, its preferred ethnic-
ities and races, languages, and codes) and committed to the production
of its sovereign subjects. (Luke 2004, p. 24)

It is important in the context of telecollaborative pedagogies to underscore
that the conjoining of education and technology has been basic to the standard
imagining of a unitary language-culture-nation-self. For instance, the standardi-
zation of printing technologies in early modern Europe made possible the print
languages (Anderson 1991) and print cultures (Eisenstein 1983) that are seen as



A CRITICAL LOOK AT TECHNOLOGIES AND IDEOLOGIES 257

central to national identities. The technological standardization of printing went
hand in hand with increasingly standardized orthography and the diffusion of the
first codifications or “grammars” of European national standard languages upon
which FLE has been constructed (Auroux 1994; Joseph 1987; Train 2000).

The essentializing force of standardization presents a basic dilemma that is
central to the telecollaboration projects described in this volume: how can learn-
ers, socialized to varying degrees into their standardized national Identity,
Culture, and Language, with all the attendant ethnocentric baggage, “authenti-
cally” communicate and interact with the “foreign” NSs who in all likelihood also
bring to the exchange their own culturally constructed pride and prejudice sur-
rounding their sense of national Identity constructed to some degree in opposition
to the Other? A recurring leitmotif in some research on telecollaboration is that
technologically mediated pedagogies do not create an ecology of learning in which
conflict and otherization magically disappear. Quite to the contrary, technology
brings learners from both sides of the exchange into an environment in which dis-
cursively constructed conflict and misunderstanding is to some degree inevitable
(see Scheider and von der Emde, this volume). For FL educators and students, a
critical perspective on standardization offers a salutary challenge to the standard-
ized imagining of language, culture, and identity in FLE, that is, a monolingual
national community inhabited by putative NSs of the NSL. While recognizing the
need to address very real normativity of the NSL, a critical take on standardization
also problematizes the assumption of one-nation-one-language-one-culture-one-
self as the on/y desirable model of community, language, culture, and identity.

Standardization, Variation, and Communication

Through the construction of a unitary notion of language-culture-community-
identity, standardization constructs a standardizing view of the “reality” of lan-
guage, culture, community, and identity in which diversity, and variability are
seen as “problems” that can be ostensibly “solved,” “managed,” or “controlled”
through standardization. This “language as problem” (Ruiz 1984) orientation that
has guided much language policy in the world appears to be well integrated into
SLA research and FLE (Train 2003). Standardization seeks to suppress variability
in language that does not conform to the putative language-culture practices of
educated adult native speaker-writers as codified in grammars. The standard lan-
guage topos of “if it’s not in the dictionary, it’s not a word” can be seen as the “era-
sure” (Irvine and Gal 2000) of non-authorized lexical items from what is seen to
constitute the valid “language.” This powerful languaging and de-languaging
effect exerted by standardization serves to define the standard language in opposi-
tion to practices of variation and language diversity. The inclusionary/exclusionary
power of standardness extends to a broad range of discursive practices of variation
and speaker identities that are positioned as “inadequate” or “deficient” with
respect to the NSL:

e regional practices (“dialects”)
e socio-economically or demographically situated practices (“minority
language,” “sociolects,” “argot,” “slang”)
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situational, stylistic practices (informal registers)

temporally situated practices (archaisms)

inherent variability (“idiolect”)

bilingual and multilingual practices (code-switching, borrowing, contact
languages)

computer-mediated discourse (“Netspeak”)

¢ second language learner practices (“interlanguage,” “transitional com-
petence, v v ” “near-native,”

” «

approximative system,” “error, ” “non-native,
“native-like”)

In framing linguistic diversity negatively, the NSL construct supports the
marginalization and devaluing of bilingual, multilingual, and intercultural dis-
course practices that have been shown to be basic to telecollaboration. The ques-
tion at hand is: to what extent do telecollaborative pedagogies participate in or
work against powerful ideology?

As a basic concept and practice in FLE, “communication” looms large in
telecollaboration. Much of the impetus for telecollaboration stems from the bene-
fits both demonstrable and potential that are seen to accrue from communication
between NS and non-native speaker (NNS). However, the intercultural discourse
of telecollaboration has been shown to also involve intercultural misunderstand-
ing (Belz 2003; Ware 2005) and conflict within the context of FLE as “global com-
municative practice” (Kramsch and Thorne 2002).

The common-sense view is to see “people just talking” according to the domi-
nant notion of communication that assumes consensus and understanding
between interlocutors. This view of communication is shaped by the NSL con-
struct which, by virtue of its perceived uniformity, is perceived to possess superior
communicative power. It is assumed to be the most “useful” and “efficient” variety
of language within a nation due to its idealization as a vehicle for maximum com-
munication (Ray 1963). The assumption that standardized language is necessary
for efficient communication has extended to the dubious “deficit” view regarding
non-standardized practices, critiqued by Labov (1972), whereby the standard lan-
guage is seen as a requirement for the expression of cogent thought.

Standardized language, culture, and identity are increasingly yet problemati-
cally identified with global communicative practices. The “global” has long been
associated with speaker participation in the national or world standard language-
culture that is constructed in opposition to “local” varieties (e.g., Occitan with
respect to French, Quechua to Spanish). Globalization has resulted in the somewhat
misleading pluralization of the world standard language construct with concepts
such as world Englishes. However, this globalness of world languages only exacer-
bates the tension among the various national Englishes or Spanishes undergoing
pluricentric standardization and the non-standardized practices that in effect define
them. As Monica Heller (1999, 2002) has convincingly demonstrated for the
Canadian bilingual context of French and English, the ideology of the monolingual
national standard language has morphed into an “ideology of commodification” that
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differentially values the language and culture practices of standard French over the
diversity of observable practices among bilingual Canadians. In the globalizing ide-
ology described by Heller, the school contributes to the notion of bilingualism as a
commodity for exchange in an internationalized job market. But only a certain type
of “parallel” or “double” bilingualism is valued, one in which the student is expected
to “speak each ‘language’ as though it were a homogeneous monolingual variety”
(Heller 2002, p. 48). In doing so, the school “promotes the socioeconomic advance-
ment of one set of francophones,” those who command the standard, “but marginal-
izes another set and narrows and normativizes the definition of what it means to
speak French” (Heller 1999, p. 273). The same can be said of Spanish-as-a-foreign-
language programs and heritage-language programs in the United States that for
the most part seem to be increasingly focused on the job opportunities for Spanish
speakers who have mastered the conventions of standardized Spanish.

Standardization as communicative efficiency has been linked to other ideolo-
gies of language use such as an ideology of correctness (Corson 2001; Leith 1983).
The standardizing practice of European printers during the 14th to 17th century is
difficult to separate from their role as the “inventors of bon usage” (Trudeau
1992). Correctness is seen as necessary for communication. “Non-standard”
and/or “minority” practices such as Ebonics have been discursively constructed as
threats to the communicative, political, and cultural unity of the nation. Models
for “speaking and writing the language properly” have been diffused over the cen-
turies through printed manuals, textbooks, and treatises on of any number of
language-related topics including grammar, orthography, elocution, manners,
public speaking, composition, style, and education (Watts and Trudgill 2002).

A critical stance toward standardization requires deep reflection and explo-
ration on the part of educators as to the diversity and complexity of what literacy is
and could be in FLE:

Literacy is the use of socially, historically, and culturally situated prac-
tices of creating and interpreting meaning through texts. It entails at
least a tacit awareness of the relationships between textual conven-
tions and their contexts of use and, ideally, the ability to reflect criti-
cally on those relationships. Because it is purpose-sensitive, literacy is
dynamic—not static—and variable across and within discourse com-
munities and cultures. It draws on a wide range of cognitive abilities, on
knowledge of written and spoken language, on knowledge of genres,
and on cultural knowledge. (Kern 2000, p. 16)

This is a crucial point for telecollaboration where the discourse constructed
through online interaction pushes the limits of what many educators would con-
sider “correct” or “appropriate” uses of written language. However, as Bauer ef al.
(this volume) demonstrate in their Cu/tura project, the meaningful and skilled
creation and interpretation of digital texts by students in a telecollaborative con-
text constitutes literate practice. In this sense, telecollaboration can provide a
space for “multimodal discourse” that incorporates “a new constellation of com-
municational resources” (Kress 2003, p. 9) into the standard print technologies.
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Nativism and the Contested Sites of Competence,
Authenticity, Expertise, and Agency

A significant and growing body of scholarship has problematized the concept of
the NS as the most salient ideology of identity and language use connected to FLE
(Valdman 1982; Rampton 1990; Kramsch 1997; Cook 1999; Belz 2002a, 2002b;
Davies 2003; Train 2003). The need for new conceptualizations or re-imaginings of
learner identity and competence has emerged as a central concern for ICFLE, as
is demonstrated by the chapters in this volume (Belz; Schneider and von der
Emde; Thorne).

The NS presupposes a monolingual nativism constructed in terms of stan-
dardized identities. The ideologically monolingual NS identity is bound to a homo-
geneous speech community in which NSs are assumed to “speak the same
language” (Silverstein 1998). However convenient this monolingual nativism may
seem, a critical perspective poses the fundamental normative question raised
by these nativist assumptions: whose language? (Mey 1985). That is, whose lin-
guistic practices, in what contexts, will be validated, and whose will be positioned
hors la langue, thus falling outside the legitimating practices of the standardized
norm with its putative community of NSs? The answer is contingent on historical
and social context given that ideologies are never hors contexte. Through multiple
re-contextualizations, ideologies reflect and shape shifting contexts of hegemony
and dominance. Although the NSL may appear to represent a universal ideal of
language, it is situated in the European context attached to the emergence of
Western practices and technologies of literacy, education, and sociopolitical
organization (e.g., nationalism, imperialism, and colonialism) that privileged the
Graeco-Latin model of language (Joseph 1987) and its norm-bearers (Haugen
1966) embodied in kings, courtiers, and language professionals (scribes, printers).
However, the locus of native-speaker normativity and cultural capital has repeat-
edly shifted, to use French as an example, from bourgeois revolutionaries, to the
educated metropolitan urban middle class, to an emerging global elite socio-
professional class of “symbolic analyists” (Reich 1991). Whoever and wherever the
NS, the idealized and authoritative state of “the language” implies the construc-
tion and imposition of an idealized NS norm as the normative center (Bartsch
1987) of discourse practices, with the assumed internalization or nativization by
speakers of the attitudes, behaviors, and affective stances attached to this norm.

The NS construct is fundamental to the pedagogizing, systematizing, and
recontextualizing of knowledge (Bernstein 2000) of the NSL construct as a peda-
gogical hyperstandard (Train 2000) for the purposes of teaching the language to
NNSs. The codified formal and appropriate communicative elements attributed
to NSs come to constitute a set of pedagogical norms (Gass ef al. 2002; Valdman
2000). Learner and teacher identity has been grounded in the ideologized concept
of the NS as an educated monolingual speaker of the target language living in an
ideologically homogeneous national culture. Still the learners are expected to con-
form to and, ideally, internalize the norm based on relatively little linguistic input
and in a relatively reduced range of settings in which the language is presented.
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A crucial issue for the present discussion is that the notion of NS has been,
and continues to be, the implicit and explicit model for native competence in L1 as
well as for ultimate attainment among learners. The nativist paradigm of compe-
tence has been at the center of much of what language researchers and educators
have come to believe or disbelieve about language structure, use, and acquisition.
The nativist conception of language was formulated as that of an “ideal speaker-
listener, in a completely homogeneous speech-community” (Chomsky 1965, p. 3).
Chomsky inherited and embraced the nativist view of language underlying the NS
from the prescriptive tradition of grammarians who codified their idea of authori-
tative language practices (often conforming to their own) into national standard
languages. In particular, Saussure offered nativists a scientific description of lan-
guage based on an idealized state of “the language” (langue) that resembled the
standard language, abstracted from the observable language practices (parole) of
educated NSs, as represented by the linguist (Crowley 1990). The Chomskyan
idealization of “competence” relegates the way people actually use language (“per-
formance”) to a theoretically unimportant status.

Much of the work of sociolinguistics and, more recently, corpus linguistics
has been to question the homogeneity of the Chomskyan NS and to establish the
social grounding of speakers’ actual language practices in terms of variability cor-
relating to social class, register, ethnicity, age, geography, and gender.
Ethnographic and anthropological perspectives have come to focus increasingly
on the very issues of sociocultural and interactional context (e.g., cultural knowl-
edge, ideology, identity, local practice) that Chomskyan linguistics has attempted
to banish, or at least marginalize, from the theory and study of language.

ICFLE must engage and contest the nativist focus on competence as formal
accuracy and communicative appropriateness that is associated with an idealized
NS and the NSL along with its concern for communicative efficiency. There is a
considerable body of research in applied linguistics on what it means to know a
language, particularly in terms of “the communicative competence” of second-
language learners (Bachman 1990; Canale and Swain 1980; Canale 1983; Savignon
1972). In this context, the institutionalized normativity of the NSL is present in
the notion of grammatical competence; that is, the degree to which the language
learner has “mastered” (i.e., can accurately produce) the linguistic code.
Grammatical competence is conceived of as one element within the larger com-
municative competence in which the language learner demonstrates the ability to
use this grammatical competence in conjunction with sociolinguistic compe-
tence, discourse competence, strategic competence (Canale and Swain 1980), and
pragmatic competence (Bachman 1990) in order to communicate appropriately
according to the variable contexts in which language is used. But none of these
competence models addresses the intercultural use of language in telecollabora-
tion. Hence, the need for Byram’s (1997) model of infercultural competence.

Telecollaboration as a site of intercultural discourse must also contend with
the dominant paradigm in FLE and research in which the NS construct embodies
the “monolingual bias” of SLA theory and FLE that “elevates an idealized “native”
speaker above a stereotypical “non-native,” while viewing the latter as a defective
communicator, limited by an underdeveloped communicative competence” (Firth
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and Wagner 1997, p. 285), thus contributing to “the myth of the deficient commu-
nicator” (Belz 2002a). The ideology of (in)competence is discursively constructed
through the term NS and its binary opposite, the NNS, along with a host of even
murkier concepts: “near-native speaker” (see Koike and Liskin-Gasparro 1999;
Valdés 1998), “the pseudo-native,” or “quasi-native” speaker. The privileged com-
petence and identity attributed to the NS raises questions as to the ultimate
attainment of proficiency in an L2—whether discursively positioned NNSs can
attain native-like proficiency, whether NNSs can become NSs, and why they would
or would not want to, or have to.

An increasingly important body of research in applied linguistics throws
into question the validity of the NS and the ideologically monolingual NSL as a
suitable goal for competence in language learners (e.g., Belz 2002a, 2002b;
Blyth 1995; Cook 1999; Kramsch 1997; Rampton 1990; Train 2003; Valdman 1982,
2000; Valdés and Figueroa 1996). The basic insight in this line of inquiry is that
language learners, whether in the context of second-language, foreign-language,
or heritage-language education, are not monolinguals, and therefore they do not,
nor should they be expected to, speak, behave, or even think in exclusively mono-
lingual ways. This critical perspective asserts that an understanding and valuing of
the diverse bilingual or multilingual practices of language learners (such as code-
switching, language-mixing, multilingual language play) are fundamental to lan-
guage learning and therefore ought to be to incorporated into language education
and pedagogy.

Intercultural education is well-positioned to challenge the hegemony of the
NS and to re-appropriate and subvert the ideologies and discourses of nativism in
ways that break down the binary native/non-native construct and highlight the
value of being more-than-native. Rather than acquiescing to the ideological posi-
tioning of L2 learners as deficient, the “privilege of the non-native speaker”
enables FL learners to “construct linguistic and cultural identities in the inter-
stices of national languages and on the margins of monolingual speakers’ territo-
ries” (Kramsch 1997, p. 368).

A basic premise of telecollaboration expressed in this volume is that “authen-
tic” contact with NSs is desirable and beneficial in the development of language, as
well as the skills of discovery and interaction required for intercultural learning.
The notion of “authenticity” between learners and speakers of the target language
must be examined in light of the ideological co-construction of NS and NNS
(where one cannot appear to exist without the other) with respect to the NSL. The
articulation of authenticity and nativeness of language, culture, and speakers is an
attempt to discursively capture what might be called “the real language of real
speakers.” The question for ICFLE is: who will be the “real” speakers and how will
they and their expertise be valued?

The salient point for ICFLE is to recognize that the notion of authenticity
inappropriately privileges native-speaker use as the “proper language for learn-
ing” (Widdowson 1994, p. 387). In this respect, telecollaborative pedagogies must
be attentive to the notion of agency, which designates the extent to which individ-
uals and collectivities have a conceptual space for the understanding of themselves
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and acting upon that understanding. Telecollaboration should consciously
question the ideologies of authenticity and nativeness attached to the NSL that
create a very problematic, even paradoxical, sort of agency where speakers are seen
as “empowered” only to the extent that they conform to the dominant NS normes.
Intercultural FLE cannot be intercultural if a speaker’s or teacher’s nativeness and
authenticity are seen as inherent qualities bestowed on speakers by right of birth
or by the exceptional expertise of being able to “pass” as NS. Telecollaboration is
well-placed to move beyond the predicament of (in)authenticity and (non)native-
ness that positions the language learner as NNS who is an authentic foreigner and
who is also expected to somehow act as native-like as possible.

The central concern that emerges for intercultural telecollaborative pedagogy
and research is how to articulate a frame in which concepts of linguistic and
cultural authenticity can be “resignified” (Kramsch, ANess, and Lam 2000) into a
notion of agency, expertise, and identity that are not bound to the acquisition of
authorized NSL practices as the sole means of empowering speakers, nor bound to
the disempowering potential of the authentic NS. In the following sections, I
explore each of the chapters in this present volume in terms of the themes dis-
cussed here. These chapters present a rich variety of perspectives on ICFLE. For
that reason, I do not claim to comprehensively treat the positions and perspectives
advanced in these articles.

Pedagogical and Praxiological Lessons
from Internet-mediated Intercultural
Foreign Language Education Research

In his chapter on research findings, pedagogical methods, and the theoretical
frameworks of ICFLE, Thorne (this volume) makes the case, as I did at the begin-
ning of my chapter, that all communication is intercultural (Scollon and Scollon
2001). Recognizing the fundamental interculturality of communicative activity is
a step toward forging more responsive, and more responsible, FL pedagogies for
students living in an increasingly complex world. This insight provides the basis
for one goal of ICFLE: to “make visible and available the conceptual, linguistic,
and cultural tools necessary for negotiating what is always and everywhere inter-
cultural communication” (p. 23). The other goal of ICFLE articulated by Thorne is
“to support the development of significant social relationships between persons
who have been socialized into varying and varied languacultural viewpoints.” Both
goals problematize the notion that bi- and multi-lingual speakers merely shift
between monolingual discourse systems. Rather, Thorne suggests that in an
ecology of multiple codes, personal and collective histories, and the immediacy of
talk-in-interaction, communication is an accomplishment assembled utterance by
utterance. From this vantage point, the primary aspiration of FLE, and ICFLE in
particular, is to enhance one’s capacity to participate in such processes.
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The Cultura Project

The fundamental issue for ICFLE addressed by the Cultura project (Bauer ef al.,
this volume) is that of conceptualizing and representing “culture” as both an
element of human lives and as a pedagogical construct. The Culfura project takes
as its starting point the premise that intercultural competence needs to become a
much larger component of the language curriculum. This stems from the long-
standing realization that the main focus of FL classes has been, and still is, on
developing linguistic and communicative competencies. Despite a refocusing of
curricular content toward the study of target cultures (as evidenced in the FL
Standards), Bauer ef al. observe that culture remains marginalized, often reduced
to lists of facts or “culture capsules” that give a simplified and stereotyped picture
of the other culture (p. 33). The Cultura project, in contrast, carefully avoids
reducing cultural knowledge to capsules of discrete facts by encouraging students
to explore both individual and socially constructed understandings of cultural
phenomena. The Culfura exchange is integrated with classroom discussions and
activities designed to encourage awareness of the culturally bound character of
perceptions and values.

Cultura rejects the NSL ideology that reduces and systematizes language and
culture into a unitary construct of “the language” and “the culture” that misrep-
resents, or fails to represent, or at best partially represents the observable com-
plexity, diversity, and variability of the target language and culture. Culfura strives
to “problematiz[e] national cultures from within and without” as learners and
their partners experience first-hand the diversity of what it means to be a speaker
of French, German, Russian, or Spanish through intercultural communication
and questionnaires (p. 52). Culture is no longer limited to a generic and/or
national culture attached to the national and/or global standard language and an
abstract NS. Through the cultural self-reflections built into Culfura, learners are
afforded a sense of agency and awareness as they cultivate “an increasingly com-
plex sense of national identities and cultural heterogeneity” (p. 52).

Cultura raises another crucial question for ICFLE: what will be the terminol-
ogy (or meta-discourse) we will use to talk about “culture” in ways that do not inad-
vertently support the NSL model? The Culfura project evokes the problematic
metaphor of “understanding the inner core of another culture” as a way to talk
about the “long process, akin to a journey on which one amasses pictures, words,
impressions, fragments, and ideas, which one then tries to assemble into a coher-
ent whole” (p. 34). While depth of cultural understanding is an important goal, it
remains to be known whether cultures have an “inner core.” This sort of meta-
discourse seems very close to the traditional notion of an “essential” culture and
identity that has been largely tied to unitary national cultures and identity.
Moreover, one must ask whether the goal of constructing “a coherent whole” is a
discursive residue of the very essentializing view of culture that an intercultural
FLE and Cultura seek to avoid. This concern for a certain wholeness of representa-
tion of culture as seen from many sides and in many modalities is consistent with
Cultura’s rejection of culture as monolithic. However, from a critical perspective
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that foregrounds socio-economic inequalities, the metaphorical coherence and
wholeness of culture mask the complex, conflicted, and stratified character of
culture (Hannerz 1992).

Learning How to Teach Intercultural Communicative
Competence via Telecollaboration: A Model
for Language Teacher Education

The evidence from ICFLE reported in this volume seems to suggest that students
expect and assume that contact with the NS will lead to intercultural awareness
and language proficiency (Miller-Hartmann, this volume,pp. 75-76). The
researchers throughout the projects reported here remind educators and students
that there is no single automatic, linear, or even predictable path of linguistic and
cultural development in learners engaged in telecollaboration. Moreover, research
that highlights the complexity, variability, and contextuality of intercultural learn-
ing deeply challenges the common-sense notion (in part, a legacy of audio-lingual
methodologies grounded in behaviorism, and “natural” approaches attached to
linguistic nativism) that somehow learners just acquire the language “naturally”
when among NSs. The telecollaborative evidence suggests the need to educate
students and teachers that learning involves much more than the metaphorical
“contact” and “exposure” to contagiously authentic NSs.

In highlighting the complexity of language learning, ICFLE also brings out
the complexity of the teachable, thus presenting the challenge of preparing teach-
ers to be able to deal with global communicative practices that they and their
students will encounter (Kramsch and Thorne 2002). Miiller-Hartmann (this
volume) addresses the need to develop language teachers’ knowledge base of inter-
cultural communicative competence (ICC) through experiential learning and
model teaching. As in other intercultural telecollaborative situations, critical
cultural awareness comes to the fore. In this case, “collaborative reflection” is seen
as a way to lead student teachers to becoming reflective practitioners who will, in
turn, guide their students in reflecting critically on their own practices. Following
Tarone and Allwright (2005), shaping teachers’ knowledge base is also seen as cen-
tral to developing the practical and experiential knowledge that is crucial to
becoming an expert teacher. Implicit in this position is the concept of teacher-as-
learner, which in the ideological context of the NS-NSS relationship raises (again)
questions regarding identity, expertise, and agency in the lives of teacher-learners
as NSs, NNSs, or intercultural speakers.

Telecollaboration and Intercultural
Student Ethnography

O’Dowd (this volume) brings technology to bear on the question of NS authorita-
tive expertise and learner agency. O’'Dowd recognizes the need for learners to
become aware of the “dangers of over-generalizing” about the target culture based
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on the knowledge of a single or select group of NSs (O’Dowd, this volume, p. 101).
Pedagogically, even a seemingly straightforward exchange about holidays has the
potential for becoming a rich point, a learning moment, that also calls for a signif-
icant amount of thought and planning in order to support deeper intercultural
learning, past the canonical “culture capsule” or “fact-based” approach to cultural
knowledge critiqued by Bauer ef al. (this volume). An effective strategy presented
by O’Dowd is the use of carefully chosen “parallel texts” (readings, films, concepts)
that attenuate the asymmetrical native-speaker-knows-all relationship, such that
learners on both sides of the partnership have a common point of information and
discussion. O'Dowd calls for “a framework of multiple perspectives” (Kern 2000,
p. 258) in which learners critically evaluate information accessed from a variety of
sources, such as their intercultural interlocutors, teachers, and texts. This
approach could be enhanced by an explicitly critical discourse perspective in
which one could envisage the incorporation of a “discourse-historical approach”
(see Wodak ef al. 1999; Wodak 2001) that “centers on political issues and seeks to
integrate as many of the genres of discourse referring to a particular issue as pos-
sible, as well as the historical dimension of that issue” (van Leeuwen and Wodak
1999, p. 91).2 Concretely, learners on both sides of the exchange could read con-
textualizing texts that might better situate some key discursive acts that appear in
the learners’ experiences and perspectives within larger discursively constructed
ideologies of national identity and community. The integration of a discourse-
historical approach would also give an explicit rationale to the shifting of peda-
gogical space in the FL curriculum to more intellectually substantive and more
content-based material, while at the same time allowing for mainstream attention
to language in communicative settings.

The application of ethnographical techniques and goals to ICFLE offers a
promising pedagogical approach for addressing NS hegemony and breaking down
the “stereotypical portraits” of the Other held by learners in telecollaboration
(p. 96). From a discourse perspective, ethnography is crucial to a more practice-
oriented critical intercultural FLE (see Barro, Jordan, and Roberts 1998; Roberts
et al. 2001). It is also central to Byram’s notion of the critical cultural awareness of
the intercultural speaker, who, like an ethnographer, “can use a range of analytical
approaches to place a document or event in context (of origins/sources, time,
place, other documents or events) and to demonstrate the ideology involved”
(Byram 1997, p. 63, quoted in O’Dowd, pp. 112-113). Hence, the ethnographer as
a metaphor and ethnography as a technique for intercultural FL learning goes to
the heart of the telecollaborative work described in this volume and elsewhere.

However, the language learner as ethnographer also raises the troubling ques-
tion of the “objectivity” of the NS, the FL learner, and the teacher in observation and
interaction. O’'Dowd relates the comments of students (Katya and Lucie) in Germany
regarding the inability of one of their American co-participants (Mary) to “to stay
objective”(p. 107): “Her personal experience didn’t allow her to discuss the topic
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objectively” (p. 103). The teacher-researcher seems to endorse the same idealized
“scientific” objectivity of the ethnographer:

[Mary’s] comments show that she was unable to stand back and take a
scientific approach to the exchange due to the emotional nature of the
topics. Her experiences of the recent war in Iraq and her viewing of a
film on gun control in the USA meant that she could not “talk about
them more objectively” (p. 112)

However, it is precisely the assumption of objective talk and neutral observa-
tion that seems at odds with a critical cultural awareness that views all discourse
as ideological, that is, historically and culturally constructed and contingent,
grounded in a complex of worldview, values, attitudes, and social structures. An
idealized view of ethnography (as not mediated by the participant observer’s
ideologies) appears to be operative as the researcher explains that

learners need to see themselves more as young social scientists or
ethnographers who are objectively researching the cultural context
which influences and shapes the way their partners see the world.Their
task is not to agree or disagree with their partners, but rather to learn
more about their partners’ world—and their own. (p. 116)

In this case, the educator-researcher seems to be grappling with the heuristic
task of weighing the real benefits and difficulties of the intercultural telecollabora-
tive project, while searching for “the ideal outcomes of intercultural contact”
(p. 115):

‘When learners become more conscious that their aim is not to debate
with their partners but rather to understand how they experience their
worlds and why this is so, then they may become more objective in
their approaches and less willing to expect their partner to change all
the stereotypes that they have of the target culture. (p. 115)

If any sort of “objectivity” is a goal or outcome, then one would wonder how
“critical” the intercultural experience really is. Critical perspectives attempt to
displace regimes of objectivity, authority, and authenticity by positing a certain
inescapable and unstable subjectivity or subject-positioning of individuals in
cultural and social context. In grappling with the dilemmas of intercultural learn-
ing and critical cultural awareness, we would be well served in considering
Clifford’s characterization of “participant observation” as a “dialectic of experience
and interpretation,” that involves “a continuous tacking between the “inside” and
“outside” of events: on the one hand grasping the sense of specific occurrences
and gestures empathetically on the other stepping back to situate these meanings
in wider contexts” (1988, p. 34). This sort of critical relativism seeks to engage us
with the ideologies that inform what we do and think, especially as “objective
scientists” who observe culture and participate in it.
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Morphological Development in Spanish-American
Telecollaboration

In investigating the linguistic development of Spanish learners, Dussias (this vol-
ume) demonstrates the benefits of NS-NNS interaction via telecollaboration.
Linguistic gains in this study were assessed by examining the transcriptions of
Oral Proficiency Interviews (OPIs) that were conducted immediately before the
learners began the telecollaborative sessions and shortly after the last session
ended. Interestingly, the study’s findings suggest that the documented linguistic
gains (i.e., communication, fluency, and grammatical accuracy) “seem to readily
transfer to spontaneous language production,” as demonstrated by the OPI data
(p. 142). Therefore, the study can be said to lend support to the claim (Sotillo
2000) that the type of language elicited in synchronous discussions reflects the
complexity and characteristics of face-to-face interactions. This is a welcome find-
ing, the strategic importance of which should not be dismissed. As one of the first
studies to demonstrate quantitatively that there can be linguistic gains in telecol-
laboration, this sort of well-constructed research certainly makes a convincing
“numbers” and “hard proof” case for the pedagogical value of computer-mediated
intercultural courses and programs.

From a critical perspective, this examination of the linguistic consequences of
computer-mediated communication between FL learners of Spanish and native
Spanish speakers also raises a number of important questions as to how “commu-
nication” in telecollaboration is conceptualized as an area of SLA research and as
pedagogical practice. In FLE, “communication” has become something of a short-
hand for language use, grounded in an idealized competence (abstracted from
actual communication) underlying systems of knowledge and skill required for
communication, e.g., knowledge of vocabulary and skill in using the socio-
linguistic conventions for a given language (Canale 1983). In mainstream itera-
tions of SLA, the assumption of communication has been operationalized in terms
of observable and analyzable “interaction” and “negotiation” between speakers.
From a pedagogical standpoint, “meaningful and realistic interaction” has been
one of the guiding principles for a communicative approach (Canale 1983,
pp. 18-19). However, as Block has asserted, much SLA research labors under a
“narrow and partial version of communicative competence” in which “the only
subjectivity worthy of any in-depth discussion in SLA is that of NNS as “defective
communicator” in contrast with NS as target identity” (2003, p. 80). For Block,
the NS bias in the notion of communicative competence is one piece in the domi-
nant SLA view based on a “tripartite view of language” in which (1) “language” is
seen as rules of appropriate use (i.e., “communication”) and linguistic competence
(i.e., the formal system); (2) “tasks” are “what people do when speaking to one
another,” in keeping with the dominant Input-Interaction-Output (IIO) model
the notion of “communicative task” comes to define interaction as “real” and
“meaningful” because they reflect real world activity (2003, p. 68); and (3) conver-
sational interaction as negotiation for meaning (NfM), which is seen as central to
acquisition.
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For the most part, the more SLA-oriented approaches to telecollaboration
seem to acquiesce to the dominant paradigm critiqued by Block (2003). For
example, it is pointed out that computer-mediated interaction (e.g., chat interac-
tions and chat logs) can be an effective tool in helping learners to achieve higher
levels of metalinguistic awareness and can furnish valuable linguistic material for
aiding learners to “reflect on their interlanguage” (Dussias, p. 142). However, the
operative notions of awareness and reflection in this SLA paradigm, as well as the
benefits of online interaction, appear to be restricted to directing learners’ atten-
tion to “noticing” the gaps that exist in their interlanguage grammar. Interaction
is seen as the path to greater understanding of interlanguage as part of learning.
This view, consistent with mainstream SLA research traditions, requires a notion
of “error” as a driving force behind interaction, proficiency, and acquisition.
Linguistic development is conceptualized as fewer errors (the attainment of gram-
matical accuracy) and “a decline in disfluency” (Dussias, p. 131). However, the
error-focused data reveal little information as to the exact interaction and negoti-
ation that might have led to increased fluency (or decline in disfluency). As an
enduring legacy of the NSL, the focus-on-form goes along with the focus on error
and (in)correctness as a basis for research. Despite the linguistic gains described,
the data presented feel something like a chronicle of stubbornly persistent “non-
target-like forms” that negatively position non-native learners as the locus of
incorrectness. Moreover, evidence of bilingual and non-native discourse features
(e.g., codeswitching, mixing strategies, and lexical innovation) appear to be char-
acterized as deficiencies rather than as evidence for complex semiotic resources
deployed by the learner.

While a reasonable source of data for L2 development in the context of
the Dussias study, the use of the OPI as evidence of the transfer from computer-
mediated communication to spontaneous language production remains problem-
atic within a broader view of intercultural discourse. The “spontaneity,”
“complexity,” and “interaction” reflected in the OPI are arguably severely
constrained by the asymmetrical power relationship between interviewer and
interviewee and the staged, monologic character of linguistic production
(van Lier 1989). In short, the OPI does not take a social perspective on interaction
that would recognize the intrinsically social nature of performance (McNamara
1997). The Native Standard Speaker view of language upon which the OPI is based
(Valdés and Figueroa 1996) seems consistent with the reliance in the study on
readily testable formal morphological (e.g., gender/number agreement, subject-verb
agreement, tense/mood, por/para) and lexical elements, which are also among the
linguistic features most readily codifiable in the standardized accounts of the-
language-as-morphology-syntax-and-lexicon contained in grammars, dictionaries,
and textbooks. It would appear that this study for all its qualities supports the
rather narrow and asocial sense of context and language that has dominated much
of SLA research and FLE (see Firth and Wagner 1997).

The critical intercultural discourse perspective I have outlined reframes commu-
nication in general and especially FL. communication as intercultural communica-
tion (see Scollon and Scollon 2001). Language is always a complex affair that involves
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more than language structure to include the interplay of practice, ideology, and tech-
nology in language use. In particular, the use or multiple contextually dependent uses
of language are interwoven with ideologies of standardized language structure, cul-
ture, identity, and community that have coalesced around the NS and NSL. The inter-
action between NSs and NNSs produced in telecollaboration should be considered in
terms of the problematic and ideological character of intercultural communication.
But even more to the point, educators and researchers should begin to recognize the
uniqueness and specificity of the intercultural discourse of telecollaboration (see
Belz, this volume) in its own right, not in the shadow of possible transfer to tradi-
tional pedagogical contexts.

Native and Nonnative Speakers’ Feedback
and Responses in Spanish-American
Networked Collaborative Interaction

Research on networked collaborative interaction (Lee’s term for “telecol-
laboration”) seeks to explore the “negotiation for meaning and form” that is seen
to play a crucial role in the development of language competence (Lee, this vol-
ume, p. 147). This formulation begs for a more critical stance toward the basic
SLA tenets of “negotiation,” “form,” and “meaning” in the context of ICFLE. The
underlying dominant notion of negotiation is that of “an activity through which
L2 learners and interlocutors work together linguistically to repair or resolve
impasses in communication and come to an understanding of each other’s mes-
sage meaning” (Pica 1996, p. 2). The premise is that through negotiation NSs and
NNSs work together linguistically, and not culturally, to solve the communica-
tion problems and achieve understanding and meaning. This view discounts the
basic fact of ICFLE that meaning is discursively constructed in complex culfural or
intercultural contexts in which communication and understanding are far from
inevitable outcomes given the complexity of global and local languages, cultures,
communities, and identities. From a critical standpoint, the concept of negotia-
tion must be framed with respect to the larger ideological contexts of intercultural
communication in which the discourse of globalization is a discourse of power
(Fairclough 2001, p. 207) grounded in profoundly unequal and asymmetrical rela-
tionships between the cultural and linguistic practices of human beings. In a
world that is “increasingly interconnected and increasingly fragmented,” it is
important to realize, as Kramsch reminds us, “the term culfure has replaced
nation in the multinational corporate world of a globalized economy,” leading us
to believe that “all languages and cultures are equal and that all conflicts are only
a “communication” problem within an otherwise established consensus on ulti-
mate political and economic goals” (2002, p. 283). Echoing Cameron, Kramsch
warns that the concept of intercultural communication “as it is currently used can
be easily high-jacked by a global ideology of ‘effective communication’ Anglo-
Saxon style, which speaks an English discourse even as it expresses itself in many
different languages” (Kramsch 2002, p. 284).
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The concept of negotiation in SLA studies has often focused on finding evi-
dence of “corrective feedback” to learner “error.” The value for SLA of negotiation-
focused-on-feedback has become something of an article of interactional faith that
has gone largely unexamined. This attention to feedback emerges in telecol-
laborative studies where the main goal is “to examine how both NSs and NNSs
generate feedback and to what extent feedback is used to solve both linguistic and
comprehension problems during NCI” (Lee, p. 152). In language pedagogy and
SLA research, the role of feedback in negotiation has come increasingly to be seen
in terms of “focus on form” (FonF), which “overtly draws students’ attention to lin-
guistic elements as they arise incidentally in lessons whose overriding focus is on
meaning or communication” (Long 1991, pp. 45-46). Grounded in a narrow sense
of context in which formal linguistic elements can be seen to “arise incidentally,”
FonF dismisses socially situated views of discourse that highlight the inseparability
of linguistic structure from the ideologically shaped contexts of language use
(Silverstein 1979).

The suggestion that awareness of form arises independently of language
ideology seems highly implausible, particularly in the normative context of lan-
guage education with its multi-millenary ideology of (in)correctness (Corson
2001; Leith 1983; Train 2000). In spite of the relatively recent emphasis in FLE and
research on the communicative uses of language, questions arise as to how much
“communication” is really going on in the classroom, and what is being commu-
nicated beyond the traditional focus on the (in)correctness of learners’ linguistic
production? From a curricular perspective, the NSL is associated with a restricted
content that tends to focus on the standard language itself, whether as “grammar”
(i.e., “focus of form,” “accuracy,” “structure,” or explicit grammar instruction),
“vocabulary” (i.e., lexical items isolated from meaningful discursive context), or
“communication,” with generally poorly integrated lessons on “culture.” As
Wilkinson (2001) has noted, FL curricula have given relatively little attention to
teaching students how to recognize and use target language discourse norms, that
is, the conventionalized ways of carrying on a conversation through turn-taking or
shifting topics in a given situation. Awareness has emerged as central to the rela-
tionship of language use (communication, interaction, negotiation) to linguistic
form and meaning. Corrective feedback is seen to foster learners’ increased aware-
ness of forms and pushes them to produce modified output that may lead to the
development of learners’ interlanguage (Lee, p. 149).

ICFLE could benefit from a more nuanced understanding of interaction in the
context of ideologies of use. Critical questions include: What are the social mean-
ings of feedback for NSs and learners? What are the affordances of and constraints
on learner agency? How do NSs react to the agency of learners? Belz and
Kinginger, for example, examine how learners develop “awareness of the social
meanings of linguistic forms” (2003, p. 592) in telecollaborative partnerships.
This “pragmatic awareness” reflected in “learner performance” develops toward
approximation of the expert norm for interaction among peers. Interaction can be
reframed in terms of studying the “normative order of talk” or “how talk is
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supposed to be organized” (Heller 2003, p. 253) in order to understand how inter-
action in institutional settings (such as telecollaboration) produces knowledge
about what is important in the world and how to act in it, how it produces and
reproduces the moral order.

In FLE and SLA, the (non)native speaker is a binary categorization abstracted
from the practices of actual speakers. As such, the NS becomes the norm-bearer
(Haugen 1966) while the NNS is positioned as the bearer of error and the locus of
“linguistic problems” at the morphosyntactic, semantic, and lexical levels and of
“comprehension problems” related to meaning and comprehensibility (Lee,
p. 152). The implied authority and infallability of the NS places the onus of prob-
lem and error overwhelmingly on the NNS. True to linguistic nativism, the NS is
the arbitrator of grammaticality and correctness. Moreover, the NNS is trapped
into error through a standard research methodology that devises tasks that will
elicit from the participants the provision and the use of corrective feedback
through the negotiation of meaning and form (Lee, p. 153). The goal of “empow-
ering learners to become active and effective language users” (Lee, p. 172) is pred-
icated on the learners modifying their output in conformity to the NSL norm.
From a critical perspective, however, the goal of learner empowerment can be seen
as at odds with the positioning of learners and their production as problem-ridden,
thus supporting teaching methodologies that focus on error, while leaving little
room for appreciating the learners’ engagement in the discursive making of com-
plex intercultural meaning as intercultural speakers.

Codeswitching, for example, is framed as the best last resort to be used only in
the interest of economy, conversational flow, or solving “linguistic or communica-
tion problems” (Lee, p. 168). In another instance, the learner’s clarification check,
is in the form of a switch to L1 (“pantalla,” “screen,” “correcto”). This sort of clar-
ification check “appears to have a positive short-term effect” on comprehension
and vocabulary acquisition (Lee, p. 159). This apparent ambivalence as to the value
of L1 and bilingual discourse practices also enters into the monolingual bias of
language proficiency used to measure and characterize the NNS (dis)fluency, char-
acterized as the (dis)appearance of non-native lexical innovation typified by
codeswitching and mixing strategies in Dussias (this volume). Moreover, the cate-
gorization of error types (Lee, p. 162) easily falls into reliance on the canonical
“false cognates” (i.e., Spanish calques of English items) such as realizar for darse
cuenta de, which have been constructed through NSL-based pedagogy, and which
devalue bilingual discourse practices with respect to an idealized NS norm. For
instance, it is not clear that all bilingual Spanish speakers in the United States sys-
tematically distinguish realizar from darse cuenta de.

A critically informed view, grounded in ethnographic and sociocultural
research, would offer a “language-as-resource” orientation (Ruiz 1984) in which
the teacher also validates the “funds of knowledge” (Moll ef al. 1992), i.e., the rich
life experiences that the L2 learners bring with them as incipiently bilingual and
intercultural speakers. From this perspective, codeswitching and language mixing
are resources available to the learner (Belz 2002b; Blyth 1995), rather than a mark
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of NNS incompetence. This perspective explores the semiotic possibilities of inter-
cultural discourse within the hybridity of computer-mediated discourse (see
Baron 2000; Belz and Reinhardt 2004; Herring 2001).

Conflicts in Cyberspace: From Communication
Breakdown to Intercultural Dialogue in Online
Collaborations

Schneider and von der Emde (this volume) point out that telecollaboration under-
lines the inadequacy of “communication” and “communicative competence” as
organizing principles for FL study. These authors challenge the dominant notion
of “successful communication” in the NSL model with its assumed consensus and
understanding. Telecollaboration is reframed in terms of the inevitable inter-
cultural misunderstanding (Belz 2003, 2005; Ware 2005; Ware and Kramsch 2005)
and conflict that arises within the context of FLE as “global communicative prac-
tice” (Kramsch and Thorne 2002). Rather than contriving strategies for avoiding
conflict at all costs, Schneider and von der Emde establish a “dialogic paradigm”
for making conflict and tension a valuable component of intercultural learning.
This paradigm soundly rejects the standardizing essentialization of difference and
marginalization of diversity of the unitary NSL construct in favor of an inter-
cultural engagement within the Bakhtinian model of discourse. According to this
model, and unlike the dominant SLA and pedagogical model, interaction and com-
munication are (re)conceptualized in intercultural terms as a discursive engage-
ment with an Other, “whether that Other is someone from a different culture and
with a different language, or someone from within the same culture and language”
(Schneider and von der Emde, p. 182). Moreover, dialogic conceptions of commu-
nication emphasize that utterances are not merely the product of interlocutors,
but in fact shape the interlocutors as well. This discursive tension also opens the
door to an increased awareness of learner agency by insisting on the fundamental
openness of linguistic utterances to interpretation, rather than supporting a nor-
mative model of encoding and decoding utterances. Within this model of dis-
course as fundamentally dialogic and intercultural, telecollaboration is also
privileged as a site of multimodal discourse in which “speakers” display a broad
range of semiotic resources to convey, interpret, and contest meaning (e.g., use of
digital images such as the NRA symbol and U.S. flag). By heavily emphasizing
“reflection and meta-reflection,” Schneider and von der Emde characterize
telecollaboration as a site of critical reflectivity, as I discussed earlier (p. 196).

In pedagogical terms, the chapter by Schneider and von der Emde emphasizes
that telecollaboration provides an institutionalized academic environment in
which “conflict” becomes intellectually engaging and meaningful. This focus on
intellectually engaging and meaningful content within an exploratory and experi-
ential framework is reflected in the project-based nature (see van Lier 2003;
Warschauer 1995) of this telecollaborative course at Vassar and Miinster. In the
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larger context of education in the United States, this conflict-as-content perspec-
tive is, to my mind, a much-needed antidote to the increasingly standardized and
standardizing curricula and instruction (e.g., standards-based textbooks and
instructional outcomes) in which knowledge, as well as teacher and learner iden-
tities, are increasingly subordinated to ideology-laden “conflict-less” content.

As the only chapter in this volume written from a literary and cultural studies
perspective, Chapter 7 attests to the intellectual and institutional complexity of
FLE at the level of university departments in which FLs are taught. University
departments, inhabited by literary scholars, pedagogical specialists, and linguists
of various stripes and sensibilities, embody diverse concerns and perspectives, all
of which can contribute fruitfully to ICFLE. In terms of strategically engaging our
students, our teacher colleagues, and administrators in telecollaborative projects,
the “conflict” metaphor, however, could be accompanied by a framing of critical
intercultural discourse as a unique place in which to explore the “rich points”
(Agar 1994), those problematic and intriguing places in languaculture that beg for
our attention, if only we learn how to notice and appreciate them (see also Belz
2005, p. 29).

At the Intersection of Telecollaboration,
Learner Corpus Analysis, and L2 Pragmatics

Telecollaboration as a site of critical intercultural discourse offers expanded con-
ceptions of competence that have hitherto been limited to the nativist assump-
tions present in linguistics and education. One case in point is the new
Telecollaborative Learner Corpus of English and German (Telekorp) discussed in
Belz (this volume) that comprises bilingual, Internet-mediated interactions
among some 200 learners of German and English recorded during six years of
telecollaborative partnerships (see also Attp://www.personal psu.edu/facultylj/a/
jab63/Telekorp.html). As Belz states, the use of telecollaborative process data for
the compilation of a learner corpus and the introduction of corpus-enabled results
into the telecollaborative classroom in the form of data-driven learning may
contribute to L2 development in general and to L2 pragmatic competence in par-
ticular. Challenging a reductionist NS-based notion of competence, Telekorp
shows that competence is not restricted to the accuracy of particular forms but
also encompasses frequency and distribution of use in larger discourse contexts
over time. In broader sociolinguistic perspective, computer-assisted analysis of
large corpora offers a way of revealing the norms of language use that are
expressed in recurring collocations of words (Stubbs 2001). In this sense, corpus
linguistics is concerned with not only what speakers can say, but also with what
speakers do say (Stubbs 2001, p. 311). In terms of discourse-as-practice, corpus
linguistics provides “new ways of studying linguistic routines: what is typical and
expected in the utterance-by-utterance flow of spoken and written language in
use” (Stubbs 2001, p. 316). From a critical perspective, learner corpora such as
Telekorp provide a tangible space, supported by ample data, for critical awareness
through the exploration and valuing of learner practices and at the same time also
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engagement with the normativity of target-language practices and the diversity of
NS practices as represented concretely and quantitatively in the corpus.

In a very profound sense, the intersection of telecollaboration and learner cor-
pus research described by Belz offers a transformative perspective for educators
and researchers in ICFLE. This view shifts the focus in research and pedagogy
from largely abstract and often nativist conceptions of compefence to a more
empirical account of the actual, observable performance of real speakers, both
learner and native, in local contexts of use. Driven by data that is both qualitative
(e.g., biographical surveys and retrospective interviews) and quantitative (e.g., fre-
quency of use), this theoretical, methodological, analytical, and pedagogical
approach significantly rethinks and reconfigures the standard SLA and FLE para-
digms grounded in the NSL and NS model. In Belz’ study, linguistic form and use
(e.g., German second person pronouns, expressions of opinion, and pronominal
adverbs) are attended to in an intercultural ecology where meaning is constructed
through engagement with social and global issues (i.e., discourse norms, socio-
economic class) and local, interpersonal concerns. The project is also unique with
respect to both the bilingual character of the pedagogical practices (e.g., both L1
and L2 use are validated) and linguistic data derived from them, which break down
the rigidly monolingual paradigms of much L2 research and FLE. For all its
impressive data and research implications, the approach advocated by Belz
remains very teacherly and pedagogically grounded in the best sense of the terms.
The teacher’s role is that of an activist who does not shirk responsibility for
student learning or the quality and meaningfulness of students’ classroom
experiences. As Belz states, “it is simply not enough...to turn learners loose in
native-speaking regions of cyberspace” in order to facilitate linguistic, pragmatic,
and/or intercultural development (p. 236). But unlike much traditional FL peda-
gogy, learners are provided with an institutional and educational space in which to
begin to critically create empowering and validating bilingual identities. This is
not an approach for the faint of heart. It offers a challenging and much-needed
path for educators dedicated to exploring intercultural discourse in computer-
mediated contexts.

Conclusion: The Hope of the Intercultural

Education and technology are, at their best, about hope for the future. Nearly a
half century ago, at the juncture of print technologies and the emerging electronic
technologies that are now commonplace, McLuhan heralded the electronic era
with its “global village” as fundamentally different from the “typographic and
mechanical age” of nations (1962, p. 31). Successive theories, reforms, and refor-
mulations of teaching and learning have found much of their appeal in the prom-
ise of enhancing the educational experience of students, as in the case of the
Foreign Language Standards that frames FLE in terms of communication in other
languages, understanding of other cultures, connections with knowledge, insight
into language and culture, and participation in multilingual communities at home
and around the world (Phillips and Terry 1999). In conjoining technology and
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FLE, telecollaborative pedagogies offer a future-facing approach to creating inter-
cultural learning and teaching experiences for students and educators using
digital technologies that until recently were unavailable or inaccessible. This sense
of greater things to come is a fundamental perspective that has motivated my
critical account of some of the ideologies that inform the new Internet-mediated
approaches to FLE. In looking at telecollaboration as a site of critical intercultural
discourse, my central concern is that the content of the intercultural exchanges
presented in this volume, both as data to be studied in their own right and as a
heuristic for future pedagogical practice, can be seen through a larger and more
critical discourse-focused analytical lens. The contributions to this volume
vibrantly portray some of the 21st century’s affordances for FLE, while at the same
time raise, tacitly or explicitly, many of the constraints that educators and learners
have inherited—enthusiastically, reluctantly, indifferently, or unwittingly—from
certain paradigms and practices anchored in the past and enduring in the present.
The critical view of ICFLE is also intended to offer, to borrow Freire and Freire’s
(1994) term, a “pedagogy of hope,” but, I hasten to add, not a blueprint for
the future.

For all the changes in the ways of experiencing, understanding, and imagin-
ing the world that technologies and education have afforded human beings, a
salient point for my argument is the remarkable persistence of the standardized
notions of language, culture, community, and identity that were constructed
around and in conjunction with the technologies of print language and that have
been institutionalized in educational practices. From the perspective I've outlined,
FLE largely has been defined in terms of the ideological NSL and its attendant dis-
courses, practices, and ideologies. As such, much of FLE has been a misdirected
struggle to control and marginalize variation and variability with respect to stan-
dardized models. And, I have tried to make the case that technology has served this
task quite well, from the printing presses that diffused standardizing orthogra-
phies and codified grammars of the NSL to later language-oriented technologies.
As for computer-mediated communication and the Internet, the jury is still out.
But, aside from the usual shrill protests of linguistic purists, there is not over-
whelming evidence at this point that would indicate any serious threats to stan-
dard language practices coming from computer-mediated discourse (Crystal
2001), or at least not for the European alphabetic standard languages.

The standard language construct will probably not disappear from either
society or schooling and, it must be said, no one including myself seriously asserts
that it should. Instead, what I am suggesting is that educators and researchers
recognize that the institution and practice of schooling is intertwined with the
ideologies of language, community, culture, and identity attached to what I have
called the NSL. By doing so, the way is opened for theories and practices of FLE to
become grounded in a deeper, more critical understanding of those basic ideolo-
gies, thus broadening the range of possibilities for new ways of thinking and doing.

Critical research and pedagogical perspectives on language in the context of
FLE and computer-mediated discourse come in as a way to foster teachers’ and
learners’ critical awareness of the practices of standardization and variation. It has
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been remarked that “the arrival of new, informal, even bizarre forms of language,”
such as those occurring in computer-mediated discourse, extends the range of our
linguistic sensitivity and increases our awareness of the variability and normativ-
ity that is inherent in language (Crystal 2001, p. 242). Taking this a step further,
this awareness of variety, diversity, and normativity must be “critical” in that
speakers come to truly value the variability of language and culture practices
through exploring, questioning, and reflecting on its complexity with respect to
standard practices, rather than focusing on the marginalization of those variable
practices, as has been the case. Education has paid lip service to issues of diversity
but in order for “the “valuing” of language diversity to really count,” as the late
David Corson reminded us, “it needs to be carried out in a genuinely crifical con-
text” where language education is not conceptualized as an unproblematized faif
accompli, but rather as “language critically acquired” and critically taught (2001,
p. 77). Research into how language is used and imagined in the non-native, bilin-
gual, and multilingual communities that are emerging in the context of the tech-
nologies of the 21st century is basic to this critical project because it places the
practices of non-native, bilingual, multilingual, intercultural speakers who claim
multiple identities at the center of FLE and asks us to question our practices and
ideas about what languaculture is, how it is learned, how it is taught, and, ulti-
mately, what it means to be an educated person.

Notes

1. A more detailed discussion of the relationship between language as social/cultural
practice and sociocultural theory is developed from a sociolinguistic perspective in
Train 2003.

2. Scollon and Scollon note that their term “discourse systems” is similar to Gee’s influ-
ential notion of Discourses, defined as

ways of behaving, interacting, valuing, thinking, believing, speaking, and
often reading and writing that are accepted as instantiations of particu-
lar roles (or “types of people”) by specific groups of people, whether
families of a certain sort, lawyers of a certain sort, bikers of a certain
sort, business people of a certain sort, church members of certain sort,
African-Americans of a certain sort, women or men of a certain sort, and
so on through a very long list. Discourses are ways of being “people like
us” They are “ways of being in the world,” they are “forms of life” They
are, thus, always and everywhere social and products of social histories.
(Gee 1996, p. viii)

3. Discourse-historical analysis, grounded in critical discourse analysis,“perceives both
written and spoken discourse as a form of social practice” (van Leeuwen and Wodak
1999, p. 91).The historical dimension of discursive acts is addressed in two ways in
discourse-historical methodology: a) integration of all available information on the
historical background and the original sources in which discursive “events” are
embedded; and b) exploration of the ways in which particular types and genres of
discourse are subject to diachronic change (van Leeuwen and Wodak 1999, p. 91).
Ricento (2003) has skillfully employed this approach to describe the discursive con-
struction of Americanism in the period from 1914 to 1925.
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