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It is appropriate at the 100-year mark of Medern Language JourndMLJ) to consider the
characteristics and the role of the space in wthielorganized teaching and learning of languadessta
place. In the wake of technological tools thatinoeeasingly bringing instructioto the student—
sometimes to thousands of students at the samettinoegh formats such as Massive Open Online
Courses (MOOCs)—some scholars question whethez thiircontinue to be a role for the ‘bricks and
mortar’ language classroom in the 21st centuryifdua public lecture in 2012, Stanford University
professor Andrew Delbanco remarked that for “thlesehing languages in particular—the prospect is
for near or total obsolescence. Your French teactagrbe a version of Siri on your smartphone”
(Romeo, 2012).

Are language teachers truly an endangered spactthas the language classroom become an
obsolete learning environment? In this articleraféect upon the contemporary classroom as we look
ahead to the ways in which it may continue to afflanguage learning. We begin by establishing the
scope of the paper with respect to the languageéslassrooms that we have chosen to focus on. The
paper is then divided into two sections. In thstfiwe report on a survey we conducted of all ctass-
based studies of foreign languages (FLs) publisghéide Modern Language JourndMLJ) between
2001 and 2014 inclusivé(= 97), undertaken to establish a descriptive [gafi the FLs being studied,

the students who are learning them, and the cantexthich they are doing so. We highlight several



insights on contemporary FL classrooms that emefigaa the survey findings. In the second section,
we look ahead to some of the consequences forltledaBsroom of the diverse exposure opportunities
that are increasingly available to students, indgdhe expansion of instructional time, teacheotes

in managing learning inside and outside the clasarwalls, and the FL norm adopted in the classroom.
The paper concludes with the identification of saspects of FL classrooms that merit research
attention as th&LJ moves into its second centenary. A number of atit central issues related to
the FL classroom receive detailed treatment inratbatributions to this volume, notably the rolds o
teachers (Kubanyiova & Crookes); applications ohtelogy within and beyond the classroom walls

(Chun, Smith, & Kern) and socio-institutional pegspives on classroom learners (Kibler & Valdeés).

DEFINITIONS AND SCOPE
Modern Languages

The first issues of thiILJ focused on modern (as opposed to classical) l@sguaeing taught
in American secondary and postsecondary institat{pnmarily French, German, and Spanish). Over
the years, the scope has broadened to include d¢ihg kearned outside the USA and also second
languages that are being used in the society imatedglioutside the classroom. We have opted to
restrict our discussion to the FL classroom, ndy because it reflects the original mandate of the
journal, but also because it would not be possibkesingle paper to also do justice to the variesses
arising from the diversity of second language clz@® contexts such as those that cater to newcomers
to a host society, to international/exchange sttgjéo heritage/community language learners, to
children enrolled in bilingual or dual-language gnams, and so forth. We acknowledge that the
distinctions between ‘second’ and ‘foreign’ arergasingly blurred (Kramsch, 1993; Spolsky, 1999),

notably in the case oflengua francalanguage such as English (Cogo, 2008; Kachru, ;198%ar,



1997; Swan, 2012; see also Widdowson, 2013) drarcase of a commodified language, such as
Russian has become in Europe (Pavlenko, in pta&®) also acknowledge the changes brought about
by globalization and population mobility to the cept of “foreign” itself when real time instantamso
communication has altered the significance of gaplgical distribution of languages and their
availability (Lo Bianco, 2014). However, the terare used by theILJ in the description of its
editorial mission and they also figure as keywdaoitsarticles published in the journal. For our pases,
the distinction captures some important differerindearning contexts including target language use
outside the classroom, and the quality, quantitydixersity of input, all of which in turn have
consequences for the roles and characteristidasgrooms in the two situations.
Language Classrooms

The education literature contains considerablerméation on different configurations and
orientations of classrooms from primary throughtpesondary institutions (e.g., Fenstermacher &
Soltis, 2009; Kay, Summers, & Syinicki, 2011), uding ways in which learning experiences may
transcend classroom walls. Somewhat surprisinglydver, very little attention has been given to
defining the factors that characterize the speaiti@in those walls. This is also true of the second
language literature, where the focus is more owgrd®sg differences among language classrooms that
adhere to different teaching methodologies (e.g@rsén—Freeman & Anderson, 2011) or on aspects of
interaction involving roles, relationships, andisbcommunities (e.g., Duff & Uchida, 1997; Mitchel
& Lee, 2003). As it is important for our purposese able to distinguish a language classroom from
other kinds of learning environments such as caatem clubs (face-to-face or virtual), tutoring
sessions, or self-paced courses, we have identifreg¢ main features that define the language
classroom we will be discussing. It iplysical spac¢hat serves as learning environment and is

bounded in time; it is managed byazilitator who normally has expertise in the FL and in FL



pedagogy; and it is populated by groups of peogie ghare theommon purposef learning/using the
target L2 (although their individual learning goaiay differ). This definition also provides a poait
reference when we refer to innovations that chgbeor extend the reach of the classroom, becaege th
tend to involve a reconceptualization of one oremufrthe three features in our definition, thathe
notion of space/time, the facilitator, and/or stugélearning goals. Two examples serve to illustra

this point. In MOOCs, the classroom becomes aafiipace, populated by users with diverse goals
(White et al., in press); in IRIs (Interactive Radinstruction) the classroom is the site for thiveey of

a distance education program monitored by a nonizls instructor (for example, EFL in rural

schools in Colombia, Centro Virtual de Noticiasla@&ducacion, 2014).

PROFILE OF THE FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLASSROOM IN THHLJ: SURVEY FINDINGS

In preparation for writing this piece, we conductedescriptive analysis of the FL classrooms
that have figured in the articles published inMie] in the 21st century; that is, since the last et o
anniversary articles published in the final issti2@00 and the first issue of 2001. The purposthisf
exercise was to use the contexts described inrtivzéea to gain a perspective on the charactesisifc
FL classrooms, notably the following five factoijsthe geographical locations of the classroomghe
age of the students in the classrooms; iii) the Ibéiag studied; iv) the language backgrounds of the
students; and v) the classroom time (amount aridlison) available for instruction. Clearly, the
portrait of the FL classroom that emerged from sigbians to a single journal must be seen as a
selective window on the contexts in which FLs agag studied around the world. The findings

nevertheless serve as discussion points for refeon the 21st century FL classroom.



In keeping with the FL focus, we excluded any #&taeporting on second or bilingual
classrooms. We also excluded studies that drevestadrom existing classrooms (individually, in
dyads or groups) to engage in researcher-creatstias in lab-like settings, or that ‘created’ a
temporary class of students for the purpose ofékearch. Articles meeting our criteria were theded
for the five factors mentioned above by three gedelstudents in applied linguistics. They began by
independently coding the summer, fall, and wingsues of 2001. They then compared their coding,
confirmed agreement on the inclusion criteria dreddategories, and divided up the coding of the
remaining articles. Two of the research assistets verified 25% of the completed coding. This
process had two purposes: to ensure that the inolgsteria for the studies had been followed #rat
the relevant classroom information had been exddaatcurately. The verification yielded five stigdie
that required further discussion with the full tedour were rejected and one was retained, reguitira
final pool of 97 studies that took place in FL sla®ms. For the information categories coded within
each study, no discrepancies among raters wereteelpd his level of agreement is not surprisingeoi
the low-inference nature of the factors (age, talaggguage, location, etc.). Tables 1-5 in the Ayojpe
summarize the findings from the survey. We willeretio the tables in the relevant sections below.
Overview of the MLJ Foreign Language Classroom

What does the FL learning environment reportethdheMLJ look like? First of all, it is almost
always an actual classroom. Of the 97 studiesfidnated in our survey, the overwhelming majority
(90%) took place in face-to-face contexts, withL&rinstructor. The remaining 10% included either
combined face-to-face and virtual components, otrested the two contexts. The location of the FL
classrooms spans a range of 23 countries (see Tablée highest concentration is in the USA, but
over half of the articles reported findings fronh@t FL contexts. It is thus clear that the physsgelce

of a classroom continues to be a site in whicheoporary FL learning takes place around the world,



perhaps supplemented by different types of outt@gscexposure and interaction in the FL, but not
supplanted by them. It is not possible, of coutsé&now the degree to which the numbers of readwer
virtual classrooms in thielLJ reflect the ‘typical’ FL classroom orientation wdwide—one reason

being that many regions of the world are not regmeed in the time frame we examined (no studiels too
place in FL classrooms in Africa or India, for exae). In addition, researchers with a particulaeiest

in the more virtual experiences afforded by techggimediated FL learning have recourse to more
specialized journals for reporting findings fronesle environments. It does appear, however, that
research conducted in FL classrooms publishedeivitt) tends to focus more on learning inside the
classroom walls rather than on what students arggdmutside the classroom, on their own or as glart

the curriculum.

A second observation is that the FL classroorhé&MLJ is largely populated by older learners.
The summary of participants’ age profiles (see &&)ldemonstrates that 75% of the FL classrooms
described involve adult students, of whom mostearelled in university courses. One explanation for
this demographic is likely practical: universitysearchers often have easier access to language
classrooms in their own institutions than in otbentexts. The challenges in gaining entry to school
based programs for children to conduct researctbedormidable and are well documented (for
example, Schachter & Gass, 198@he result of the focus on university learnerthi we have
comparatively less information about the charasties of FL learning in school-based classrooms,
which for many students, constitutes their firstl amost sustained classroom experience with a new
language. This is particularly true for EFL classrs, because the world-wide trend towards theegarli
introduction of EFL in elementary and even pre-sthas meant that the amount of time spent learning
English for students under twelve in many educatiggstems is as great or greater than the amdunt o

time spent learning the language at secondarydesall much greater than the amount spent atrtertia



levels. We shall return to the need for greatemaitbn to FL learning in classes for younger lessrand

across a broader range of geographical sites ifirthlesection of the papér.

We now turn to the target languages being stualetithe languages spoken by the students who
are learning the new language.
Languages

The FLs featured in thiéLJ have not changed much in the past 100 years. Basiews that
English as a FL dominates, at 35%; after which ntlost common languages studied remain Spanish
(20%), French (14%) and German (13%). With the ptioa of three studies, anytime a language other
than English was being studied, the classroom a@aéd in an English speaking country (Australia,
Canada, New Zealand, the UK and the USA). ThusEglish speakers featured in the studies were
almost always learning EFL. English speakers wieeartost common student group whose FL learning
was investigated (see Table 4); and these spealeeesmost typically studied in classrooms in which
one of just three languages was being learned (Spdfrench and German). An additional finding is
that while virtually every study reported the L1tbé participants, only 4% reported whether thgdtr
language was actually the first FL the studentsveairning. Moreover, no study in the period
surveyed explicitly focused on the learning of alijLstudents who already speak two or more
languages. We return to the implications of thigliing in the final section of the paper.

The dominance of EFL is not at all surprising,egithe current status of English as the dominant
international language, and its presence irMhéd would undoubtedly be greater without the journal’s
editorial policy of encouraging the publicationasficles on other FLs. There are a number of
consequences of the situation with English thatestr distinguish it from other FLs being learned i

classrooms around the world.



One well-documented consequence of the prominehEaglish is that it has an impact on
whether and how other languages are taught anédaln English-speaking countries, the worldwide
status of English is increasingly seen as a ketpfac the decline in interest in FLs, which istumn
reflected in educational policies that clearly @t favour FL learning. For example, the currenklat
student demand for FLs in England at the univetsitgl may partly result from the fact that FL
learning— beginning now at age 7—is only compulsantil age 14 (Godsland, 2010). According to the
first European Survey on Language Competences (E@@opean Commission, 2012) only 9% of
teenage students in the UK are capable of commtimgcia a FL on a basic level about straightforward
familiar matters without support (compared to aarage of 42% across all countries in the survelyg T
economic and cultural risks of the resulting momglialism have emerged as a current concern in the
UK (British Council, 2012; Godsland; Tinsley, 2018hd recent initiatives aim to increase students’
intrinsic motivation for studying FLs (e.g., Tayl&rMarsden, 2014), to provide more appropriate FL
curriculum and evaluation measures (UK Departméiducation, 2014%,and to reinstate compulsory
FL study at the secondary level (Adams, 2015)h&nWSA, one estimate of competency in a FL
acquired at school puts the figure at just 10% (Rsin, Rivers, & Brecht, 2008)Another challenge
for English-speaking learners of other languagesee from the expansion of English itself, as it
becomes increasingly challenging for these leanteuse their additional languages when their
interlocutors will frequently switch into English,FL they may speak well (Komska, 2014).

Lo Bianco (2014) contrasts the mostly low-utilitaridemand for FLs in English speaking
countries (with the exception of Spanish in the Y&#&h the hyper-utilitarian demand for English in
non-English speaking countries. In fact, Englishesoming “the additional language” by far, even in
settings with language policies that actively préenmultilingualism, such as the European Union.

According to the ESLC, this situation results imydifferent levels of competence in the first and



second FL, respectively: whereas 42% of teenagkests are capable of communicating in the first FL
(i.e. in English in almost all cases) on a basiel@about straightforward, familiar matters without
support, only 20% may be considered similarly cowpiein their second FL. Furthermore, in some
Member States, English has acquired the statusasic skill’; that is, an academic subject to be
mastered to high levels of proficiency, with mangrenhours devoted to its learning than to other FLs
(European Commission, 2012). This attribution tglih of the status addditional rather tharforeign
language is increasingly common in other parthiefworld (Lo Bianco, 2014; see also Graddol, 2006).
As a result, proficiency in the new lingua franather than multilingualism has become an essential
commodity in the global marketplace (Dewaele, 2009)

The final factor examined was the amount and @istion of instructional time in the FL

classrooms that figured in the studies during ittne fperiod of the survey.

Instructional Time

The time required to ‘learn’ a language dependa aomber of factors, not the least of which is
the targeted proficiency. An often cited figure éxpert skill performance in any domain is the 00;0
hour rule (Ericsson, Krampe, & Tesch—Romer, 1993Jiehy, for an L2, is still far below the estimated
17,000 hours of exposure a child has had to hieeot.1 by the age of four (Roffwarg, Muzio, &
Dement, 1966.The Foreign Service Institute in the US Departnuéitate provides estimates based
on L1-L2 differences for times required for Englggleakers in their intensive programs to achiege th
rough equivalent of an intermediate level of knalgle of different FLs ranging from 600 hours of slas
time for the most closely related languages to@J&6urs for languages with typologically distant
features (National Virtual Translation Center, NV, TZD0O7).

How is the time allocated in the FL classrooms thuntheMLJ articles? Of the 97 studies, 39

included information about the distribution of @nilable instructional time. In most of the reporEL
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contexts (90%) students spent an average of twirée hours a week in the FL class (see Tablel®. T
distribution of the time ranged from short dailyipés to the concentration of the available weeihe

into a single class period. The total length of¢barse was not always reported, but the university
courses (the most frequent type) normally lastedmaester (12—16 weeks). Extrapolating from these
findings, a ‘typical’ FL course in thiglLJ consists of about 37.5 hours of class time (2.5h&u5

weeks). Classrooms offering extensive and condeati@xposure were not common sites for research in
the survey. Just four studies took place in suctiecds, offering students an average of 20 hours pe
week of classroom contact time, spread out ovegrag¢wmonths (an average of 478 total hors).

We do not know, of course, the total number ofs#gasstudents in thdLJ survey of classrooms
might take/have taken (this information was notaligyprovided); nor we do have information on how
much teachers might supplement class time withtiadail out of class exposure tasks. However, at a
couple of hours a week of ‘drip feed’ access (St2885), it would take a considerable number of
courses and additional practice time to reach aeygvblose to a threshold of exposure that couldtres
in even an intermediate level of FL knowledge. Tikigot a novel observation: writing in one of the
first issues of th&LJ, Hills (1919) included the increasing and intensifyof classroom time as one of
the reforms needed to improve American studentgpiéificiency. Decades later, Stern (1985) also
advocated for the concentration of instruction isbstantial blocks of what he labelled ‘free flow’
formats. More recently, scholars such as DeKey&#d{a) draw from the insights of Skill Acquisition
Theory to underscore the considerable amount ditgyeactice time needed for learning a new
language. Yet classrooms providing extensive exgosuthe FL were not common in the survey. The
skewed distribution towards limited exposure cotdegflects what has been reported elsewhere as
‘typical’ for FL classrooms, especially in scho@ded programs (Lightbown, 2014; Mitchell, 2011).

This is also a point we will return to in the firssdction.
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Summary

The survey of FL classrooms figuring in researgorts in theMLJ has revealed that, thus far in
this century, the classes benefiting from reseamebstigations typically involve older learners in
programs that afford relatively limited exposurdhe target languages. Students studied in nonidngl
speaking countries tend to be learning EFL; in Ehgbpeaking countries they are frequently learning
one of only three languages (French, German oriSipaiwWe have discussed the implications of these
findings mainly in relation to the prominence ofglish and of the drip-feed distribution of instriectal
time. In the next section, we look ahead to howtetogical innovations may be able to address the
time issue, providing greater and more varied expoto target languages. We further consider the
implications of the expansion of learning space tame for the role of the teacher, as well as thpact

of diverse exposure and interactions in the FLhentarget language norms in the classroom.

THE EXPANDED MODERN FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLASSROOM

In the broader educational literature, increastbgndon is being paid to the diversity of
environments that support teaching and learninggtwéire “expanding the boundaries of space and
time” (Trilling & Fadel, 2009, p. 139). In develagheountries such as the USA, this may even include
wireless internet access on school buses enalilidgrsts to engage in learning activities duringglon
rural commutes, “part of a wider effort to use tealogy to extend learning beyond classroom walts an
the six-hour school day” (Dillon, 2010; see als@owd, 2010).

One consequence for the FL classroom of the fusutteat it need not be limited by the
scheduled time allocated to classroom meeting ti@ésourse it never really has been, as good
teachers have always sought ways to increase stu@gposure to the FL. The very first issue of the

MLJ contained articles on the provision of out of clasperiences such as oral interaction activities
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with NSs in the community (Hervey, 1916) and regdor pleasure in German in which the teacher also
participated (Mersereau, 1916). More recently pitadiferation of study abroad programs are seea as
way of breaking through the ceiling of ‘drip-feqaograms to allow students to progress to advanced
levels of proficiency (Rifkin, 2005). The changewever, is that with the ‘anytime anyplace’ leain
that technology affords, what was once ‘extra-cutter’ or ‘supplementary’ practice can now in faet
built into a course syllabus. For example, in beshtearning, a combination of face-to-face and
computer-assisted learning in a single teachingeeauthing environment (Neumeier, 2005, p. 164),
learning is stretched in time and integrated acnosges. In the Flipped Classroom, a form of blended
learning, students acquire topic knowledge on thein time outside the classroom (typically via vide
lectures), which allows class time to be used fpi@ing, refining and applying knowledge in more
hands-on activities (Baker, 2000; Muldrow, 2013)eile are many other uses of new technology
(including chats, blogs, wikis, virtual worlds, gemm environments, and so on) that extend language-
learning opportunities in ways that are also trarmafng the classroom. These include the integradion
technologies and task based language teachingingpire classroom doors to authentic language
environments (Gonzélez—Lloret & Ortega, 2014);itfedrporation of personal learning environments
(PLEs) into the classroom (Buchem, Attwell, & Ta+&ompen, 2011) by means of electronic
portfolios (e.g., Abrami et al., 2008; Attwell, ZDQ and the use of multiple user domains object-
oriented (MOOSs) fully integrated into the syllaiogransform and enrich the language learning
experience in the classroom (e.g., von der Emden&der, & Kotter, 2001).

The extension of the classroom also provides riehdrpotentially more effective alternatives to
increasing the hours of exposure than simply lowgethe start of FL learning in elementary school.
This is an increasingly common practice in EFL eatd around the world, but it has not necessarily

resulted in the desired improvements to proficiefs®e Mufioz, 2006), in large part because this is
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typically done by simply adding more years of dapd access. In Québec, Canada, for example, EFL
instruction for French-speaking students now begtrgrade 1, but for the majority of children, the
classroom time spent on English is a mere hourekwhgoughout the full six years of primary schbol.
Not only is the total amount of time insufficiemr fattaining reasonable levels of proficiencysibften
challenging for students to extract maximum berfgdin the time thais offered. This is because when
FL learning is treated like the learning of a spzed school subject in short infrequent sessibresn

be difficult for students to reactivate the dormiamguage in between lessons (Lightbown, 2014; see
also Hawkins, 1978).

The expansion of learning opportunities also hagraber of implications for the time spent
the classroom and consequently for the person wéthates language learning across time and space;
that is, the FL teacher. This includes considenatior the organization of the actual physical Layaf
the classroom (see Trilling & Fadel, 2009, p. 40 sample configuration of new learning
environments/ flexible “learning studios”), so thiatan accommodate the range of interactive dsvi
that may take place during the classroom compaooiethie learning experiences of the students. This
may involve designated spaces for project meetnglspresentations, in addition to whole class
interactions with the teacher.

One obvious task for the classroom FL teacherarettpanded learning space is the promotion
of self-directed and self-regulated learning, towlstudents to extract maximum benefit from the
different learning environments they may find thehass in. This echoes with the new understanding of
learner autonomy as a set of “specific abilitieaavigate different (learning) environments” (Regrsl
& White, 2011, p. 2) in which technology plays ampiortant facilitative role. Examples include
familiarizing students with resources and toolg thay can use for individual practice, such as-tex

speech synthesizers (Soler Urzua, 2011), mobilecspeecognition software (Liakin, Cardoso, &
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Liakina, 2013) and open source collections of laggulearning materials, such as FLAX (Flexible
Language Acquisition; Fitzgerald, Wu, & Marin, 2018 also extends to the actual content delivered
by technology. Nielson’s (2011) study of populdf-seudy CD-ROM packages with motivated adult
learners found that a key factor in the high rdtatwition could be attributed to the lack of gaitte

and support for autonomous learning.

With the ever-expanding possibilities for studeotgiteract with each other and others in the
target language, it is possible to overlook thatlémguage classroom is also the place where dgiden
can interactvith the teacher (in addition to interacting with eatier) and also where the teacher can
help students prepare for, interpret, and leamm filoeir experiences in other environments. Thedatt
has been observed with study abroad, where theisitig benefits are greater when students are
provided with adequate pre-departure training dsaseadequate follow up after returning home
(DeKeyser, 2007b). Successful computer mediatedraamcation also depends on appropriate
guidance. Its absence can result in failed andratisg learning encounters, as Kramsch and Thorne
(2002) and O’'Dowd and Ritter (2006) have documeri®ed’Dowd (2011) found that one explanation
for unsuccessful telecollaboration activities in €ducation is that teachers tend to receive muaie mo
training in dealing with the technology that sugpout of class interaction than in the pedagogy that
would better support students’class integration of their interaction experienédthough there is not
yet research on the effectiveness of MOOCs foreelring, including the percentage and profile of
enrolled users who complete courses (the literdtudate tends to describe the content rather than
measure or document learning; see, for example,Aitagerald, & Witten, 2014; Fitzgerald et al.,
2015), the drop in/drop out behaviour of student®ied in MOOCS in general (White et al., 2014)
suggests that the type of exposure and practigepitoide does not engage students in the sameasgvay

smaller groups of learners in actual classroomB aiteachefThese examples illustrate the key
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motivating role of the classroom FL teacher (D6in26801), including the promotion of self-motivatio
an essential component of self-regulated learrifglioda, 2006; Zimmerman, 2004).

Interaction with the teacher in the target languag®so beneficial to students’ actual linguistic
development. There is evidence that whole-classhtded discourse can provide better exposure to
and practice with some target features of the lagguhan small group learner-led discourse (Toth,
2008), and that in typical pair and small grougiiattion students do not always generate conteats t
would allow them to stretch their interlanguagel(i@s & White, 2014). The teacher’s contribution to
students’ language learning is not confined to §fmpanaging activities, however; they also can
provide students with rich exposure to languagm$owhen, in addition to setting up opportunities fo
language practice, they also participate in thviiets with the students, for example, taking entto
recount an anecdote, or talking about weekend e (Collins et al., 2009, 2012).

A final observation on the diverse interactionfefed by technology and global travel concerns
their impact on the FL ‘norm’ that the classroonojpid. Most modern languages are taught with a
‘native speaker’ (NS) model in mind, with the exjagion that students will be learning the langutge
use it with NSs. However, these norms are incrgisichallenged. The widespread use of English as a
lingua franca for communication among NNSs has l@esrajor factor in the loosening of the NS model
(Jenkins, Cogo, & Dewey, 2011) and of the privilegetain varieties of the FL have over others (e.g.
Chapelle, 2009). The result is a broadening oWdreeties of the language students may be expased t
and practice (including the out of classroom cantath the language that may be built into the
syllabus) which is having an impact on teachening (e.g., Davies & Patsko, 2013) and published
teaching materials (e.g., Walker, 2010), not oolyEnglish but also for the teaching of other Fig;h
as French (Guénette, Kennedy, Allard, & Murphypiiass; Kennedy, Guénette, Murphy, & Allard, in

press; Stegu & Wachele, 2008) and Spanish (dek\Vall14). The goal of these initiatives, as Kramsch
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(2014) notes is to encourage students to becoméilimgual individuals, sensitive to linguistic,
cultural, and above all, semiotic diversity, andling to engage with difference” (p. 305), thattis,be

able to make informed choices about and respoondasguage use.

THE NEXT CENTENARY: FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLASSROOMS ANDHE MLJ

To return to the two questions posed at the owoffsiiis article, it is clear that the teacher amel
classroom continue to be a crucial part of theddrring experience. Engaging in this reflectiortren
FL classroom using thdLJ itself as our point of departure, however, hasliggted a number of
aspects that merit attention in future issues @fidhirnal, across the different types of articlerfats
that currently exist (including special issues)m@dave been mentioned in the previous section: the
integrationof out of class exposure, interaction and practite course syllabi; the impact of
anytime/anyplace learning d@achers’ rolesn managing and facilitating learning both witlaind
beyond the classroom walls; almbua franca approache® FL pedagogy and assessment. In this final
section, we conclude with proposals for two averfaefuture research that stand to enhance our
understanding of learning in the FL classroomsefftiture.

The first is research reporting on a greater rarigd. learners. As seen above, two notable
absences in the studies conducted in FL classragres younger learners and multilingual learners for
whom the target language was not the first FL bsindied. School-based FL programs, particularly
those at the elementary school level are increBsecmgnmon and yet under-represented, not onlyén th
MLJ but in SLA research in general. Much of what wewrabout L2 acquisition in instructed settings
(for both the learner internal and learner extefaetiors) comes from studies involving either older
learners (frequently university students) or yourigarners in acquisition rich environments, sugh a

immersion and second language contexts in whicleltgsroom is not the only or necessarily the most
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significant exposure to the target language. Thegdizability of these findings to children in FL
classrooms is largely underexplored (see, for exanButler's, 2015 state of the art overview of EfL
the elementary school level in East Asia for exasplf under-researched issues in that context}h©n
topic of the effectiveness of early starts to Farteng, surprisingly little has been done in timeited
exposure contexts in which it so commonly occursifk, 2008).

In SLA research focused on the role of L1 influetize participants’ knowledge of other L2s is
often not adequately controlled for or even repgbr¥et, as Jessner (2008) and others have poinied o
FLs are increasingly being learned as an L3 (iflabtetc.), and a well-documented phenomenon in
cross-linguistic influence research is transfenfra known L2 during the learning or use of an
additional L2 (Falk & Bardel, 2010; Jarvis & Pawen 2008). To date, the ways in which this prior
linguistic knowledge may be used to facilitate l@rning of new FLs (for example, helping students
identify sources of erroneous hypotheses about3Heased on influence from the L2) has not yet had
much impact on mainstream pedagogical approaclessr& researchers have advocated the potential
benefits of pedagogy that takes into considerattadents’ full language repertory, based on both
theoretical accounts of multilingualism (reviewadlessner, 2008; see also the contributions toLeno
& Gorter, 2011) and on observed behaviour amondgilngual learners in FL classrooms (Carvalho,
Friere, & da Silva, 2010). For example, there iglence that adult bilingual speakers make connestio
on their own when learning an L3 that is typolodjicaimilar to a previously learned L2 (Carvalhod&a
Silva, 2006), and that children are more likelyltoso if cross-linguistic reflection is encouraged
valued by the teacher (Moore, 2006). The poteati@antages of having already learned an L2,
especially in a FL classroom, are not restrictethéouse of cross-linguistic similarities and diffieces,
however; students may also benefit from their ddearning strategies and heightened metalinguistic

awareness (Cenoz, 2003; Moore, 2006). Kramsch {28ties that the multilingual individual may



18

become the model of instruction, which implies ttegichers focus on awareness of Language with a
capital L, facilitating reflection on language dadguage use in the classroom.

Our understanding of learning in the FL classravonld also be informed by research that
examines the factor of time, more specifically howch time in language classrooms (however they
may be configured) is needed to reach differemhlag goals and when in the learning process compac
instruction may be more or most beneficial. Thevsyrclearly demonstrated that limited exposure
conditions continue to dominate in FL contexts. @rewbacks of this situation, as noted above, neay b
offset by technological innovations that permitregased exposure and practice in both formal and
informal environments. White (2014) outlines potaintesearch agendas for exploring this in the
context of FL learning, including longitudinal cagtedies of the impact of multiple sources of exjes
on different aspects of proficiency, the ways inahtteachers mentor out of class learning, and
learners’ perceptions on the teacher’s presenaiabsduring different types and phases of tasks.
Within the classroom itself, increasing and conitg the available hours to provide substantia a
significant exposure to the FL, where this is polgsihas proven to be an effective and efficieny voa
leaners to make substantial gains (Mufoz, 2012gress which may be maintained over time (French,
Collins, & Gagné, 2014). However, we need more stigations of the impact on learning of different
ways in which classroom time can be increased a@eange of learners and contexts. For example,
content and language integrated instruction sucbLadls in Europe has been extensively described, but
overviews of the existing research in CLIL contexassistently note the paucity of empirical evidenc
from studies that control for the different varieblincluding selection criteria) that affect leam
outcomes (e.g., Cenoz, Genesee & Gorter, 2014pD&uffer, Nikula, & Smit, 2010; Mufioz, 2015;

Pérez-Cafado, 2012).
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A better understanding of the factors that intevath time is also needed. One such factor is age
(Mufioz, 2008; Swain, 1981; Turnbull et al., 1998h the one hand, a young age is believed to be a
particularly suitable time to start learning a Ekpecially in an immersion setting and as far ak or
skills are concerned (see DeKeyser & Larson—HaM5). On the other hand, older children and
adolescents are faster and more efficient leammasss settings with different intensity (Mufioz &
Llanes, 2014; Mufioz & Singleton, 2011). We alscndbhave a good understanding of the interaction
between proficiency and intensive instruction. Taygid learning that results from intensive experesn
at the beginner level are well documented (e.glljr@c& White, 2011) but there is some evidencd tha
advanced learners may not benefit as much from anaxperience (Serrano, 2011). There is also
evidence that substantial amounts of classroomfistiesed on communicative interaction or content
instruction may not provide rich enough input andpat practice that would allow FL students to push
their interlanguage to more advanced levels (Colinhal., 2012; Collins & White, 2014; Lightbown &
Spada, 1990; Swain, 1985), including opportunitteeflect on non-target use of language (Lyster,
2007). Thus the quality of the classroom time ahstters.

TheMLJ has played a crucial role in the past 100 yeadssseminating information on the
teaching and learning of FLs in some of the clamsrenvironments in which they occur. We have
identified some areas related to classrooms wiiehdurnal appears to be particularly well posigidn
to address in its ongoing mission of supportingidtruction. We are pleased to have been invited to

contribute to the marking of this historical milese.
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NOTES

1 Another example is the case of Spanish in theddristates: widely spoken in certain regions of
the country, but most often taught as a foreiggl@ge in the school system (Rhodes & Pufahl, 2014;
Ruiz-Farjardo, 2012).

2 Martha Bigelow (personal communication, Marchl2)) for example, reports delays of several
months in obtaining ethics approval for a classrditenacy study with school children in the USA
(Bigelow & King, 2014). The procedures were consathily longer and more complex than those
required for working with university L2 studentsarlan example of the steps involved in seekinggth
clearance for working with school-aged childrerg 8ee Minneapolis Public Schools research

guidelines littp://rea.mpls.k12.mn.us/reseaych

3 Another under-represented population is low-litgradults who may need to learn a FL
(frequently English) to fulfill their employment tlas, through work-sponsored, community or extended
education courses. As Tarone and Bigelow (20052pPBave pointed out, this a neglected demographic
in SLA research in general. Studies that do eksivever, have tended to involve students in second
language classrooms (for example, Bigelow, DeliHassen, & Tarone, 2006). There may be
similarities in some of the learning challengeshi@ second and foreign contexts, but also poténtial

important differences with respect to exposure,ivatibn, and needs.

4 It is interesting to note that the three FL langsatargetted for curriculum reform are the same

three most commonly reported on (after Englishjunsurvey: French, German, and Spanish.
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5 It is difficult to locate comparable informationrfother English speaking countries, because
existing surveys in the form of census data nowyrfaltus on languages spoken in the home, not those
learned as part of FL education in school progrdmthe USA, for example, census data for 2011
indicates that 18% of school-aged children spokerae language other than English (Ryan, 2013), but
the assumption is that these are languages thatleemed in the home, not at school. The survey da
reported on in Robinson et al (2006) were basea wery small sample of respondents—just 1,398 (p.
459).

6 Roffwarg, Muzio, and Dement (1966) reported thattthtal amount of daily sleep for 2- to 3-
year-old children is close to 12 hours, which iraplthat they are exposed to their L1 for aboutdits$

a day. This adds up to approximat[§;520 hours by the time children reach the agewt

7 There were three additional studies that took pilat¢ke more extensive exposure provided by
concentrated instruction (one content-based immensiogram, two language-focused intensive

programs), but the total amount and distributiotirok were not reported.

8 Although Canada is officially a bilingual countifgrench is the only official language of the
province of Québec. In many regions of the provjmeeuding the suburbs of Montréal (a city where
English is present), students have limited oppdatiesto interact in English beyond their classrgom
Consequently, researchers working with this poparadften characterize English as more of a foreign

than a second language in these contexts.
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Appendix
TABLE 1

Location of the FL classrooms

Country Raw %

USA 46 46.00
Japan 10 10.00
Canada 5 5.00
China 4 4.00
Korea 4 4.00
Spain 4 4.00
Germany 3 3.00
Taiwan 3 3.00
Australia 2 2.00
Chile 2 2.00
Netherlands 2 2.00
Turkey 2 2.00
UK 2 2.00
Costa Rica 1 1.00
Hungary 1 1.00
Iran 1 1.00
New Zealand 1 1.00
Poland 1 1.00

Russia 1 1.00



Singapore 1
Switzerland 1
Ukraine 1
Venezuela 1
Not reported 1
100

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

Note The total exceeds 97 because there was moretmlocation in some studies.
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TABLE 2

Participant Age
Age Raw %
Child Primary 7 7.87
Child Secondary 15 16.85
Child TOTAL 22 2472
Adult University 58 65.17
Adult Other 9 1011
Adult TOTAL 67 75.28
TOTAL 89
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Note The total is less than 97 because in 8 of théie$ithe participants’ ages were not specified.



TABLE 3

Target Languages

Language Raw %
English 41 35.04
Spanish 23 19.66
French 16 13.68
German 15 12.82
[talian 4 342
Japanese 4 3.42
Russian 3 256
Arabic 2 171
Chinese 2 17
Georgian 1 0.85
Kazakh 1 0.85
Kyrgyz 1 0.85
Hebrew 1 0.85
Turkish 1 0.85
Greek 1 0.85
Brazilian Portuguese 1 0.85
TOTAL 117

Note The total exceeds 97 because some studies exéithméearning of two or more foreign

languages.



TABLE 4

Reported L1s

Language Raw %

English 53 5248
Japanese 10 9.90
Spanish 7 6.93
Chinese 6 594
German 4 3.96
Korean 4 3.96
NA 3 2.97
Bilingual 2 1.98
Dutch 2 1.98
Turkish 2 1.98
French 1 0.99
Hungarian 1 0.99
Mandarin 1 0.99
Persian 1 099
Polish 1 0.99
Russian 1 099
Ukranian 1 0.99
Varied 1 0.99

TOTAL 101
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Note The total exceeds 97 because some studies exédithméearning of two or more L2s by different

L1 groups.



TABLE 5

Weekly distribution of instructional time

Format Mean hours Median Range
(SD) hours
Concentrated 20 20 15-25
(n=4): 10% (4.08) hours
Distributed 2.83 2.5 40 min. -
(n=35): 90% (1.62) 9 hours
Total (N= 39)

Note The total is less than 97 because many studiesaiprovide information on class time.
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