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Immersion Education – an Introduction
Immersion education, where learners are educated in whole or in a significant part through a language other than their first language, is now firmly established internationally and in Ireland, North and South, as a successful and effective form of education. It aims to develop a high standard of language competence in the immersion language, but must also, and can, ensure at least a similar level of achievement in the first language as that reached by pupils attending monolingual schools.

Children acquire their first language relatively unconsciously. They are not aware that they are learning a language at home and in their wider environment. Immersion attempts to replicate this process. Accordingly, the approach most commonly employed in early full immersion worldwide has been on the whole experiential, not analytic. The focus has been on the content not the form of the language. Meaning is central, not conscious language learning.

One of the main reasons why parents choose immersion education is that learning a second language as a subject in school, particularly when language learning commonly begins post-primary, seldom achieves beyond what Cummins (1979) has described as BICS - Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills, which are fairly routine aspects of communication such as are specified in Modern Languages school syllabuses and do not require a high degree of cognition. Ellis (2005: 39) asserts with confidence that “if the only input students receive is in the context of a limited number of weekly lessons based on some course book, they are unlikely to achieve high levels of [second language] proficiency”. 

In contrast to BICS, immersion education aims to deliver what Cummins describes as Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) which comprises those skills which are necessary in order to have advanced understanding, analytic conversation and the ability to independently acquire information.

Cummins also hypothesised the Common Underlying Proficiency (CUP) principle which implies that experience in one language can promote development of the proficiency underlying another language because both operate through the individual’s central processing system
Essentially, language achievement in immersion education, when compared to subject teaching, can be attributed to three fundamental variables of successful second language acquisition namely, the extent of time, the intensity of use and the quality of exposure to the second language. In immersion education, it is also expected that learners have access to the whole curriculum, through either one or both of the languages, but the immersion language will be the dominant language of learning and instruction.

While immersion education has been vindicated and validated through its impressive achievements, particularly when compared with second language subject teaching, it is now clear from research that immersion pupils do not necessarily achieve full bilingualism. While often producing highly fluent speakers of the immersion language with no detriment to academic achievement in their first language, they do not regularly reach the levels of linguistic competences characteristic of native speakers. This is in part due to the fact that school, even with early full immersion, cannot replicate the instinctive acquisition from birth and constant exposure to the language of native speakers. There is also, however, a growing realisation that it may also be due to the methodology employed in immersion education. The experiential approach assumes that pupils will over time absorb the rules of grammar naturally, as happens with the first language. Unfortunately, while this has resulted in a high level of fluency, the grammatical competence tends to ‘plateau’, with ‘fossilisation’ of recurrent errors.

Much of the initial research into contemporary immersion education was carried out in Canada and the USA, but wider international experiences and literature can now be accessed. There is an inherent danger, however, in generalising from the North American, or other, experiences to the Irish context. The focus in Canada was on French immersion for English speakers (and vice versa), thus involving two high-status international languages; the USA experience, to a large extent, placed an emphasis on assimilating Spanish speakers into an Anglophone society; many other contexts, such as Hong Kong, increasingly concentrate on immersing pupils in English as the international language of commerce and power. The societal aims of Irish language immersion, whether in the Gaeltacht or the Galltacht (English-speaking areas), fall into those identified by Baker for Heritage Languages, such as Basque and Welsh namely, language maintenance, pluralism and enrichment, with bilingualism and biliteracy as language outcomes. In heritage language immersion in particular, teacher provision across the curriculum and teaching resources have been identified as areas of challenge.

While Irish Medium Education (IME) teachers daily face the practical challenges of teaching the full curriculum through an immersion language with the resources currently available, they are also faced with the specific issues of theory (discussed below in Chapter 3) and professional development which their situation gives rise to. Teacher education as currently provided does place an understandable premium on classroom experience and Continuing Professional Development (CPD). Nevertheless, in a situation where, for example, many IME primary teachers have received post-primary training, often a one year postgraduate diploma or certificate, and subject training (primary and post-primary) which may have been mostly if not totally geared towards English-medium schools, there is often an acknowledged lack of acquaintance with the various theoretical and methodological approaches that are available in the literature to other language teachers. Moreover, it may well be argued that since immersion teachers are dealing with two languages and teaching both content and language (Swain 1996), they must become familiar with an additional load of theoretical and methodological literature. One must keep in mind that many IME subject specialists, especially in post-primary may have received little specific language teaching training and yet they are expected to become language specialists without appropriate training and support.

Language teaching covers a wide range of overlapping and mutually instructive contexts, ranging from limited second language or subject teaching to total early immersion. New approaches frequently emerge, with disillusion often following in their wake so that is now suggested that we are in a ‘post-method’ era. Rather than espousing any particular approach or theory as a panacea, classroom practitioners are generally open to an eclectic approach, applying theory and practice in a pragmatic but informed manner. The underlying proposition, however, is that good practice should be based upon a firm grasp of theory.

It may not always be obvious to teachers, however, how theory can be put into practice, resulting in a ‘top-down’ approach from theory to practice that might lead to a ‘poverty of technique’ among teachers. A task-based recipe or exemplar approach is presented (Chapter 4) as an example of how teachers may develop a ‘bottom-up’ approach and thereby develop an understanding of the principles upon which their teaching techniques are based. Such a task-based approach is recognised in current good practice as an effective means of developing pupils’ opportunities and confidence in output and interaction.

Recognising the complex and challenging circumstances under which Irish immersion teachers carry out their duties, this study aims to provide IME teachers with an overview of how education for bilingualism and biliteracy has emerged, in Ireland and elsewhere, identifying the models of provision and the features which have been identified as contributing to its success, while identifying some of the possible limitations. IME builds upon the value and advantages of an early start to language learning, and so the age factor will be commented upon at the outset.

The growth of IME over the last 30 years has made demands upon the provision and preparation of teachers to service the sector, particularly in an era where the philosophies behind teacher education and the curriculum itself are changing. There is a gap between theory and practice in initial teacher education in general which Inservice Training (INSET) and Continuing Professional Development (CPD) are partly intended to fill as teachers acquire experience in the course of their career. For teachers in IME, however, this gap may be wider than for others as initial teacher education does not always have the time to satisfactorily cover the extra issues involved in immersion education and, indeed, a sizeable proportion of teachers in IME have no specific immersion education element in their initial training. Generic INSET, while often valuable and relevant to the sector, is not always suitable for IME, and IME specific courses, while welcome and developing, do not cover all the currently perceived needs of the classroom teacher. As INSET courses focus understandably on practical aspects of teaching, it has been decided to include in this study an overview of language teaching methods and approaches in order that the practising teacher might have access to a summary of the theoretical foundations of language teaching and learning which may in some cases have been lacking in their background, but arguably constitute an essential grounding to professional practice.

The debate at the heart of current discussion on good practice in IME is about the balance in immersion language teaching, between an experiential communicative approach which pays minimal attention to Irish language grammar and a language teaching approach which focuses on form. Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) has, until recently, been the orthodoxy in IME. But language teaching in general is now in a ‘Post-Communicative‘ phase which can be linked with constructivist theories of learning where pupils are seen not as recipients, absorbing information, but rather as collaborative explorers in their own learning who are actively involved in bringing their own experiences to the learning process, while interacting with their peers, teachers and the world beyond the classroom.

The term CLIL (Content and Language Integrated Learning) was coined in 1994 to describe the teaching of curriculum subjects through a second language. The primary aim is to develop proficiency in the curriculum subject, but also in the language of delivery, and to attach the same importance to both. Although usually discussed as an innovative methodology in the context of second language teaching, its established use in immersion programmes, in Ireland and elsewhere, is recognised. Methodologically, the integrated approach to teaching and learning found in the developing practices of CLIL has much to offer IME. By the same token, the long tradition of teaching through Irish can influence the development of CLIL and can easily map itself on to emerging developments in the area.

Lawes (2002, 2003) reflects that language teaching can draw on a vast literature which can often confuse rather than guide the practitioner. Nevertheless research does provide a broad enough base from which to draw up generalisations and principles. A commentary on such general guidelines as produced by Lightbown (2003) and Ellis (2005) is given.

The role of the mother tongue in immersion education is a core concern. English is formally introduced in the Galltacht schools as a subject in year three or four, while in Hawaii, for example, year five is recommended. Although formal use of the mother tongue in early years teaching is viewed as inappropriate, there is an increasing awareness that “you can banish the Mother Tongue from the classroom, but you cannot banish it from the pupils’ heads” (Butzkamm 2003). Ways in which beneficial strategies can be developed and adapted are among the ongoing challenges for the sector. In the Gaeltacht, the arrival of pupils into the area who have limited or no Irish adds to the sociolinguistic and pedagogical complexity.

While there is a sizeable international corpus of research into immersion education to draw upon, it is recognised that relatively little research into the area has been carried out in Ireland. An overview of some of the Irish research is included.

Chapter 1

Education for Bilingualism

An overview is given of bilingual and immersion education and the various patterns of provision implemented internationally, including the age factor. The advantages and possible limitations are considered, as are the features for successful immersion.

Viewed globally, the majority of the world’s population can be classified as bilinguals (Baker 1995) and bilingual education, in which two languages are used within the school is a widespread phenomenon.

Hamers and Blanc (1989: 189) define bilingual education as: “any system of school education in which, at a given moment in time and for a varying amount of time, simultaneously or consecutively, instruction is planned and given in at least two languages”.

Bilingualism and Intelligence 

The relationship between bilingualism and intelligence has been debated over the years, with a positive perspective coming to the fore and bilingualism is now seen to confer advantages (Baker 1988, 9-21). However, this has not always been the case and one can follow the debate through three main phases over the last century and a half (Baker 2006:144-150)

1. the Period of Detrimental Effects

2. the Period of Neutral Effects

3. the Period of Additive Effects

1.  Detrimental Effects
Laurie (quoted in Baker 2006:143) maintained that if a child were to live in two languages at once “His intellectual and spiritual growth would not thereby be doubled, but halved”, or Jespersen (1922, quoted in Romaine 1989:99), “…the brain effort required to master the two languages instead of one certainly diminishes the child’s power of learning other things which might and ought to be learnt.” Until the 1960s, most research on the bilingualism and intelligence, focusing on the USA and Wales, supported the view that verbal IQ in particular was lower among bilingual pupils. In retrospect, much of this earlier research is now considered to have been limited and methodologically flawed.

In Ireland, the work of O’Doherty (1958a and b) and Macnamara (1966) criticized the Irish government’s policy of promoting Irish as a medium of instruction to pupils from English-speaking families. Macnamara claimed that teaching arithmetic through a bilingual’s weaker language leads to lower achievement in problem arithmetic. Cummins, however, (1977, 1978), demonstrated that Macnamara’s interpretation of his findings does not accurately represent the situation. In particular, the achievement in mathematics of the immersion pupils being tested in their second language should not be considered as equivalent to testing the mathematical achievement of the English medium pupils tested in their first language. Nevertheless, Macnamara’s work in particular has had a negative effect in the public and popular discourse around Irish in education. This Irish experience also underlines the importance of parental choice and support in immersion education. Full or partial immersion in Irish was compulsory, for teachers as well as pupils, which often affected motivation and performance of both groups.

2.  Neutral Effect

The work of W.R. Jones in Wales (1959) and more recently Dodson (1981) found that bilingualism is not necessarily a source of intellectual disadvantage, leading to,

3.  Additive Effects
Peal & Lambert’s research (1962) marked the beginning of a series of research publications indicating the positive cognitive outcomes of bilingual education. The Canadian experience in particular has influenced bilingual education in Europe and elsewhere. Typically, for example, research in Catalonia indicates that Spanish speaking children following an immersion program become fluent in Catalan, with no detriment to their Spanish, and perform well across the curriculum (Baker 2006:249).

Cummins (1981) hypothesised the Common Underlying Proficiency (CUP) principle that implies that experience in one language can promote development of the proficiency underlying another language because both operate through the same central processing system and skills can be transferred. Comprehensible input can be accessed by the conscious mind, regardless of language. 
Learning a second language as a subject in school seldom achieves beyond what Cummins (1979) described as BICS - Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills, which are fairly routine aspects of conversational communication such as are specified in Modern Languages school syllabuses and do not require a high degree of cognition.
When one acquires a language, however, one achieves Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP), skills which are necessary in order to have advanced understanding, analytic conversation and the ability to independently acquire information. This is what immersion education aims to deliver.

Johnstone (1994: 43) summarises that by the end of primary schooling, pupils in Canadian French immersion are highly fluent in both languages, achieve comparable standards to native speakers in school subjects such as mathematics, have similar levels of listening comprehension and fluency in speech, but have a less well-developed command of second language structure or ability to adapt language to particular social contexts. Warner (1990) notes that it is only with respect to spelling and punctuation that students may require an additional year to catch up

Baker (2003: 99-100) summarises eight interlacing advantages of bilingual education for individuals:

· Bilingual education allows both (sometimes three) languages to develop fully;

· Bilingual education develops a broader enculturation, a more sympathetic view of different creeds and cultures;

· Bilingual education leads to biliteracy;

· Curriculum achievement is increased through dual language approaches to cultivate student learning across the curriculum;

· When children have two well-developed languages, there are cognitive benefits for being bilingual;

· In heritage language education, children’s self-esteem may be raised;

· Bilingual education can play a key role in establishing identity at a local, regional and national level;

· The economic advantages of bilingual education are increasingly being claimed.

First Language maintenance

This is the case in Gaeltacht schools where children from a minority language background, Irish in this case, receive a significant amount of their education through their first language, while competence in the dominant language is also ensured. Circumstances will also require consideration in such schools of pupils whose home situation does not ensure competence in the minority language. Mac Donnacha et al. (2004) investigated the current situation in Gaeltacht schools and highlighted the linguistically complex composition of the communities in the Gaeltacht areas “and the absence of the type of support system required by schools if they are to provide a first class Gaeltacht education” (2004: 1-2).

Immersion education

‘Immersion Education’ emerged as a term to cover various bilingual educational programmes where learners are educated in whole or in part through a language other than their first language, with varying commencement ages and amounts of time spent by pupils in the immersion language. Teachers are preferably native speakers, or at least highly competent second language speakers.

“Children from the same linguistic and cultural background, who have had no prior contact with the school language, are put together in a classroom setting in which the second language is used as a medium of instruction” (Cummins and Swain 1986).

Since the aim in this approach is to make the children bilingual, the first language is also maintained and developed. Accordingly, it is “additive bilingualism” wherein the new language is acquired at no cost to the first language. This is in contrast to “subtractive bilingualism” (Lambert 1975) where the aim is to replace the first language with a more dominant language. The Immersion route is chosen by parents in the hope that their children will become bilingual and have a broader cultural education.

Immersion education is classified as a strong form of bilingual education, as is Maintenance/Heritage Language education, which reflects the situation in Gaeltacht schools, or Galltacht pupils who are being raised as Irish speakers:

Strong Forms of Education for Bilingualism and Biliteracy

	Type of Program
	Typical Type of child
	Language of the Classroom
	Societal and Educational Aim
	Aim in Language Outcome

	IMMERSION
	Language Majority
	Bilingual with initial emphasis on L2
	Pluralism and Enrichment
	Bilingualism and Biliteracy

	MAINTENANCE/

HERITAGE LANGUAGE
	Language Minority
	Bilingual with emphasis on L1
	Maintenance, Pluralism and Enrichment
	Bilingualism and Biliteracy


(Baker 2006:216)

While examples of immersion education can be instanced through history, Immersion Education in the modern age has come to wide attention through developments in Canada since 1965 when a group of English-speaking parents in St. Lambert, Montreal, dissatisfied with the language skills acquired through the 20-30 minutes a day ‘Core French’ audiolingual approach then common in Anglophone Canadian education, campaigned to establish a system where their children could receive a significant proportion of their education through French (Lambert and Tucker 1972).

‘The first immersion programs were designed to provide Canada’s English-speaking learners with opportunities to learn Canada’s other official language’ (Genesee 1994a:1). As well as linguistic competence, these parents wished to reduce the linguistic and cultural distance between Francophone and Anglophone Canadian communities whose lack of communication created, in MacLennon’s phrase, “the two solitudes” (cited in Genesee 1987).

Several models of immersion programmes can be found in Canada (Baker 1988:97-98):

1. ‘Early Immersion’ (Total or Partial) begins in Kindergarten;

2. ‘Delayed Immersion’ begins at 9-10 years old;

3. ‘Late immersion’ begins at post-primary school.

Programmes may be described as ‘total’ if the entire curriculum is taught through the target language, or ‘partial’ if just some subjects apply. These different approaches reflect the variety of possible linguistic and educational environments, as well as the range of aims of pupils, parents, and education authorities. Early total immersion is the regular pattern for Irish. Local circumstances may, however, require other patterns. Post-primary provision in certain subjects in individual schools is sometimes restricted due to the lack of teachers, resources, or pupil numbers and as such may be categorised as a partial immersion approach. In the Gaeltacht, the arrival of pupils into the area who have limited or no Irish and who have already commenced their education would require a delayed immersion approach. Such a variety of individual requirements adds to the burden of the teacher and should be investigated and supported as necessary.

As well as in Canada, immersion, in one form or another, has been introduced in many other countries across the world, including Ireland, Scotland, Wales, Brittany for the Celtic languages; Australia, Austria, Finland, France, Germany, Hawai’i, Hong Kong, Hungary, Singapore, South Africa, Spain (Catalonia and the Basque country), and the USA where Met and Lorenz, 1997, reported 187 immersion programmes in twenty-five states. In non-Anglophone societies and communities, English is the predominant language in bilingual and immersion education.

It can be argued that the Irish experience predates the Canadian. Indeed, the latest Eurydice publication on Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) recognises “a long tradition (since the early 1920s)” in Ireland (Eurydice 2006: 15). “Prior to the 1970s all-Irish schools were termed A-schools, and schools in which Irish was the medium of instruction for a number of subjects were termed B-schools, but in the 1970s nearly all the A- and B- schools became English-medium” (Devitt 1999).

Research on Immersion Education

Immersion education, and the related terms and areas, Bilingual Education, Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL), Content-Based Instruction (CBI), Content Based Language Teaching (CBLT) have been widely researched, both through reports of individual programmes, and wider national and international reviews. Among the latter, particular mention should be made of Johnstone’s review of the international research on immersion education (SCILT 2002) which concludes that pupils in immersion education tend to outperform their monolingual peers in literacy, metalinguistic awareness and analytical approach to language. Other overviews include Baker in the Annual Review of Applied Linguistics (2003).

Web bibliographies, such as the University of Birmingham Bilingualism Database http://www.edu.bham.ac.uk/bilingualism/database/htm ) also provide a valuable source of information. For Irish, attention is drawn in particular to O Connor’s Innéacs Taighde published in hard copy and on the web by An Chomhairle um Oideachas Gaeltachta agus Gaelscolaíochta (COGG). Mac Corraidh’s EdD dissertation (2005) and forthcoming book based on it should prove to be a valuable source of information for the foreseeable future.

Relevant factors for immersion

The following are cited by Baker as essential features which can be identified with success in Second Language Acquisition and immersion programmes (2006: 246-247)):

· the additive bilingualism that immersion education imparts;

· the  optional nature and motivation of parents and teachers;

·  the child’s home language is appreciated and not belittled at school;

· the teachers are competent bilinguals;
· classroom language communication aims to be meaningful, authentic and relevant;
· the relative homogeneity in second language background and skills of pupils which simplifies the teacher’s task and promotes self-esteem and motivation;

· immersion students experience the same curriculum as mainstream pupils;

· immersion has a societal, political and sometimes economic rationale as well as educational.
However, Baker also identified the limitations of French Medium Education in Canada (2006, 275-278), all of which can be seen as relevant in the Irish situation:

· immersion students do not always become grammatically accurate;

· relatively few  pupils make use of French outside school or after leaving school;

· the difficulty in pinpointing the crucial factors that create an effective immersion experiences, such as length and intensity of time, pedagogy, teachers’ preparation, parental attitude etc.;

· effects on mainstream schools, such as redistribution of teachers;

· the increased opportunities for increased political, social and economic enhancement of Anglophones through gaining (with French) extra linguistic and cultural capital (less of an issue in Anglophone Ireland), and;

· the danger of generalising from the Canadian experience to other educational contexts in the world, an issue raised by Ní Mhurchú (1995) in relation to IME.

One must also consider what is expected of the second language learner, even the immersion learner. While high levels of fluency are normally achieved in immersion, it is not always the total ease and accuracy of the native speaker. A tendency to ‘smurf’, using a small number of high-coverage items, may lead learners’ immersion language to ‘fossilise’ or reach a ‘plateau’ (Johnstone 2002; See p.44 below). What level of linguistic accuracy can one expect? Seidlhofer (2003: 19) asks to what extent International (written) English should be “subjected to correction to conform to what are still taken as being native speaker conventions of use”. She asks 2003: 18)

…are there commonly used constructions, lexical items and sound patterns which are ungrammatical in Standard…English but generally unproblematic in [International English] communication?

While suggesting that an “index of communicative redundancy” (ibid.) could be established, there is nevertheless a limit to how far the emerging ‘interlanguage’ of learners could depart from the norm. Instead of the aspiration to reach Native speaker standard, a more realistic aim might be to achieve the level of the Expert Speaker. Ó Baoill (2002) has considered the need to develop different language registers for different contexts

Core Features of Immersion

Johnson and Swain (1997: 6-8) summarise eight core features of immersion programmes as follows:
1. The Immersion Language (L2) is a medium of instruction

2. The immersion curriculum parallels the local First Language (L1) curriculum

3. Overt support exists for the L1

4. The programme aims for additive bilingualism

5. Exposure to the L2 is largely confined to the classroom

6. Students enter with similar (and limited) levels of L2 proficiency

7. The teachers are bilingual

8. The classroom culture is that of the local L1 community

(Thanks are due to Seán Mac Corraidh for relating these features to IME)
1.  The L2 is a medium of instruction

This feature distinguishes immersion from contexts where L2 is taught formally and only as a subject. The use of L2 as a medium maximizes comprehensible input and the purposeful use of the target language in the classroom.

IME: Irish is the normal medium of instruction apart from appropriate use of English

2.  The immersion curriculum parallels the local L1 curriculum
The L2 medium curriculum follows the L1 curriculum and is defined in terms of the L1 speakers’ world, not in terms of another speech community located elsewhere. On the other hand, the ways in which the subject content is covered will differ, at least until students are proficient enough to study as effectively in L2 as through L1, (which is another issue).

IME: In Northern Ireland, the Northern Ireland Curriculum is followed plus Irish as an additional core subject. 

http://www.rewardinglearning.com/development/ks1_2/curriculum_review/curriculum
http://www.pmbni.org
In the Republic, Curaclam na Bunscoile is applied.

http://www.curriculumonline.ie/inex.asp?locID=2&docID=-1

3.  Overt support exists for the L1
Attitudes towards L1 are also assumed to be positive. At a minimum, the L1 is taught as a subject, and is often also used as a medium of instruction.

IME: English is taught as a subject and used to varying degrees in reference materials and in connecting learning

4.  The programme aims for additive bilingualism

By the end of the school programme, L1 proficiency will be equal to that of pupils educated through L1. In addition, a high, though not native-speaker, level is achieved in the L2. Additive bilingualism builds upon the assumption that, regardless of differences between languages, there is a Common Underlying Proficiency (CUP) of linguistic interdependence (Cummins & Swain, 1986) which allows for cognitive and communicative processes and strategies to be operationalized in either L1 or L2, provided that (a) L1 development is maintained and (b) L2 proficiency  develops to a threshold level.

IME: pupils gain a bonus of functional competence in Irish and their English language and literacy skills are developed

5.  Exposure to the L2 is largely confined to the classroom
Many immersion contexts have little or no exposure to the L2 outside the classroom. One study (Baetens Beardsmore & Swain,1985) compared French L2 medium programmes in Canada and in Brussels. In Brussels, where the target language was used outside as well as inside the classroom, students reached levels of proficiency in half the time taken by Canadian students where there was limited or no exposure to French outside the classroom.

IME: pupils have access to a limited input of Irish beyond school through television and radio programmes from TG4, RTÉ, BBC, and some written media. Social and extra-mural activities are also developing

6.  Students enter with similar (and limited) levels of L2 proficiency

An immersion programme with pupils of similar proficiency facilitates development of a curriculum and pedagogy that caters to their learning needs and maximizes opportunities for rapid L2 development, providing that expertise and resources are available.

IME: all pupils will have experienced Irish in pre-school playgroups. A small number will have experienced Irish at home as a first language, or, more frequently, from parents’ knowledge of Irish.

7.  The teachers are bilingual
Teachers in immersion programmes are typically bilingual in L1 and L2, allowing pupils to communicate with the teacher in L1 when necessary, while the teacher can maintain L2 as a medium of instruction and support and motivate the use of L2 by the pupils.

IME: majority of teachers are first language speakers of English and competent second language Irish speakers.

8.  The classroom culture is that of the local L1 community
The classroom culture, like the curriculum, is that of the local community, not that of a community where the target language is L1. (While this may arise with, for example, teachers recruited from Japan into an American or Australian immersion classroom, it is less an issue with Irish immersion in Ireland).

IME: In the Galltacht, the culture of schools is that of the immediate environment not of areas where Irish is spoken by native speakers of the language (Gaeltacht areas)

Conditions for Success in Immersion Education
Johnstone (2002) cites some of the key conditions for success of immersion programmes as set out by Branaman and Rennie:

Important features of the program are co-ordination and communication at the district and school levels…a team of immersion teachers and the foreign language supervisor work together to ensure a strong academic curriculum, translating and adapting the regular curriculum into French….strong teaching skills and a high level of proficiency in the foreign language are extremely important to the success of the program…the total immersion program….enjoys a high degree of support from parents, teachers, staff and administrators. (Branaman and Rennie, 1998:20-21)

CARLA

The American Council on Immersion Education (ACIE), based in the Centre for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition (CARLA) in the University of Minnesota supports teaching and learning in immersion classrooms and publishes an online newsletter (http://acad.umn.edu/acie-news.html) 

In the first edition of the newsletter Chowan (1997), summarises that successful immersion programmes are characterized by instruction that incorporates the following key concepts:

	· Children learn foreign languages best when their native language is not used for instruction. 

· Successful second language learning emphasizes comprehension rather than speaking at beginning stages and uses the insights of second language research in the development of all aspects of the program. 

· Successful language learning occurs in a meaningful communicative context and makes use of subject-content instruction, games, songs and rhymes, experiences with arts, crafts, and sports. 

· Successful language learning for children is organized in terms of concrete experiences. Considerable planning should go into the use of visuals, realia, and hands-on activities. (This is related to Bruner’s ‘Modes of Thinking’ discussed later)

· Successful language learning activities are interdisciplinary. 

· Successful language learning activities for children incorporate opportunities for movement and physical activity. 

· Successful language learning activities are geared to the child's cognitive level, interest level, and motor skills. 

· Successful language learning activities are organized according to a communicative syllabus rather than according to a grammatical syllabus; and grammar instruction occurs within that communicative context. (One should, however, take cognisance of the concepts of ‘focus on form’, ‘output’, ‘intake’ discussed later)

· Successful language learning activities establish the language as a real means of communication in an authentic socio-cultural situation. 

· Successful language programs make provisions for the reading and writing of familiar material as appropriate to the age of the students, even in early stages. 

· Successful language learning is evaluated frequently and regularly, in a manner that is consistent with the objectives of the programme. 


Chowan 1997)

The Age Factor
“A good deal of controversy has been generated around whether the age at which someone is first exposed to a Second Language, in the classroom or naturalistically, affects acquisition of that language in any way”

(Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991:154)

The so-called Nativist theories of Second Language Acquisition (SLA) such as Chomsky’s (1965) Language Acquisition Device (the ‘LAD’) and Lenneberg’s (1967) ‘Critical Period Hypothesis’ (CPH) have been applied to second language learning. 

The case for early language learning is argued through the hypothesis that child learners have particular innate qualities or mechanisms which predispose them to acquiring language.

The Chomskyan LAD is hypothesised as an innate capability or blueprint which endows the child with the capability to develop grammar. Lenneberg’s CPH, building on Penfield’s writings on language acquisition and neuropsychology (Penfield and Roberts 1959) that the period from infancy until the onset of puberty is biologically advantageous for language acquisition. These hypotheses support immersion education since as children acquire their first language without formal instruction, it was felt that LAD and CPH provided a psycholinguistic rationale for second language acquisition through early exposure to and interaction with a second language. Social psychology also supported early language learning since pupils were less likely at this age to have developed negative attitudes or prejudices towards a second language.

The Critical Period Hypothesis has been challenged by research which suggests that when compared with children, older learners may be more efficient language learners initially, through motivation, more mature language learning strategies, and life experiences. But it is recognised that younger children appear to pick up the sound systems and grammar of a new language more easily than adults, and that the length and intensity of exposure are fundamental. Singleton (1989), in his review of this area, summarises the whole issue of age and second language learning as ‘the younger the better, in the long run’; see also Johnstone (2002, Chapter 6) for a succinct summary.

Hickey and M. Mhic Mhathúna’s work on Irish outlines the positive outcomes of pre-school immersion while Göncz and Kodzopeljic (1991) report its benefits and conclude that it develops young children’s metalinguistic awareness and analytical approach to language, thereby making them well-placed for the acquisition of literacy skills, as was also found by Bialystock (1986)

Hickey (2004) summarises the approach and lists strategies that lead to effective early immersion, for example,
· An organised and programme of study

· Grouping the children in a manner that facilitates opportunities to speak

· A weekly plan of work with language targets to ensure progression

· Using language-centred activities every day (storytelling, drama, puppets, games)

· Providing clear, appropriate input while the children are at work

· Routine and regular use of language with particular activities (card play, roll call, distributing bags etc.) so that the children understand what is coming and what kind of responses the teacher is looking for.

Mhic Mhathúna in Uí Ghradaigh (2004) gives a clear, concise overview of a curriculum and language programme for the Naíonra. Practical support for teachers and parents is constantly developing. Accessible but authoritative publications such as Cúnamh (Uí Ghradaigh 2004) provide invaluable support to teachers and parents alike. Nevertheless, it would be of benefit to teachers in IME if a series of accessible books or pamphlets could be prepared which would discuss and advise on areas such as teaching methods, professional development etc. in IME. Like Cúnamh., they could be read independently or in staff discussion and provide practical suggestions for classroom practice.
Chapter 2

Immersion Education in Ireland

An overview of the growth of Irish Medium Education in Ireland and the issues around teacher provision and professional development. The current emphasis on practical school-based experience in teacher education, and the limited access to inservice training specifically for the sector has led to a gap between practice and access to theory.

The beginning of Irish Medium Education (IME) in Northern Ireland in 1971, the growth of Gaelscoileanna North and South, and the continuing provision of education through Irish in the Gaeltacht areas, are all significant foundations for the Irish language’s future.

From 1984 those schools which met the Department of Education for Northern Ireland’s criteria were funded. Since then, the sector has grown rapidly so that the Irish-medium sector in Northern Ireland now (2006) has 78 schools in Northern Ireland as set out below: 

	School Type
No. of schools
No. of pupils
Pre-school
       44 
       937 
Primary
       31 
    2,405 
Post primary
         3 
       585 
                             Total
       78 
    3,927 

	http://www.comhairle.org/english/news.asp?Action=Start



	

	
	


When the compulsory immersion that had been so prevalent in the Republic following Independence was removed, the number of so called A-schools offering full immersion and B-schools in which Irish was the medium of instruction for some subjects, plummeted in the Galltacht from 255 in 1940/41 to 24 in 1970/71. This led in reaction, however to a grassroots growth in optional Irish-medium schools which

…were founded in response to parent groups rather than state pressure and they are, by and large, additions to the school system rather than reconversions of the existing schools to bilingual teaching. Thus, any suggestion that they represent a reversal of trends needs considerable qualification. They are more accurately seen as the start of a substantially new trend. ( Ó Riagáin 1997:24).

Irish-medium education can be seen as a ‘bottom up’ movement in contrast to the earlier ‘top down’ government approach in the Republic. The Gaelscoileanna organisation was set up in 1973 as an umbrella organisation for Irish-medium schools, in the South. It reported in September 2005 that there were 158 Irish medium primary and 36 secondary schools in Ireland outside the Gaeltacht, with some 31,000 pupils attending them.

Almost all pupils in Irish-medium education in Northern Ireland, and to a lesser extent in the Republic outside the Gaeltacht, come from English speaking homes. This presents new challenges to the sector as there is now a greater proportion of pupils enrolled in IME, north and south (Coady 2001:118) from homes where Irish is seldom or never spoken, than in the 1970s. The attraction for the parents of such children, as well as the cultural enrichment, is the quality and standard of education received in Irish medium schools. A survey of former pupils of Irish-medium education conducted for the Northern Ireland Department of Education found that the pupils’ attainment was higher than might have been expected and that pupils’ comments about their experiences were supportive of the Irish-medium sector (DENI 2002). Similarly high achievement is reported in the Republic. Coady, drawing on the Commission on Irish Language Attitudes Research (CILAR) cited by Ó Riagáin (1997) summarises the  linguistic and educational reasons why parents choose Irish medium education for their children from English-speaking homes, and adds another category, that of ‘expanding the relationship between language and identity in the context of the Irish education system’ (Coady 2001: 168).

Scullion’s (2004) study investigated primary pupils’ perceptions of their quality of school life with both experimental (Irish-medium) and control (English-medium) groups. While findings revealed a significant difference in the perception profiles of both groups, the magnitude of the effects was small, with both sets of pupils being positively disposed overall towards their quality of school life.  

Teachers in IME

The growth in IME is not without its attendant problems, particularly with regards to resources and personnel. For example:

· Most teachers in the Irish Medium sectors are learners themselves, which often gives rise to issues of classroom language proficiency;

· In an era when children and teenagers are constantly exposed to high quality visual stimuli and attractive printed materials, the lack of Irish teaching resources constitutes a significant additional burden and disadvantage;

· As many of the Gaelscoileanna have been established relatively recently, the staff members are generally young and do not have access to more experienced mentors or role models for professional advice and guidance.

Mac Donncha et al. (2005: 137) identify three particular difficulties facing Gaeltacht schools:

· The lack of trained teachers prepared to work in the Gaeltacht

· The lack of teachers with sufficient proficiency in Irish to teach the language in the Gaeltacht

· Initial teacher education courses do not prepare teachers to teach through Irish and/or a second language, or to teach under the particular circumstances of Gaeltacht schools, most of which are small schools.

In Northern Ireland, teacher education for IME is improving but still inadequate to meet requirements.: ‘if the government accepts the right to Irish-medium education, it must also accept the need to support teacher-training in this sector’ (McKendry 1995:33-34). Likewise, in the Republic,

Gaeltacht schools and Irish-medium schools outside the Gaeltacht are continually experiencing difficulties in finding suitable teachers due to the lack of provision at third level for the training of teachers to teach through Irish and through the medium of a second language’

(Comhdháil Náisiúnta na Gaeilge, 1994:1, ascited in Mac Corraidh, 2005:36).)

Mac Donncha et al. (2005) underline the need to review how teachers are trained for primary and secondary levels in the Gaeltacht. They argue that third level education should be available through Irish across the curriculum for future teachers, and that the particular provision they require to teach in Gaeltacht schools be catered for.

Mac Corraidh (2005: 61) summarises the professional profile of teachers in Irish-medium schools in Northern Ireland as researched by Knipe et al. (2004), much of which would also hold true for the Republic:
· Half the teachers in Irish-medium schools are thirty years of age or less;

· In general, half the teachers have teaching experience of six years or less;

· A third of principals are below the age of thirty-five;

· Nearly three-quarters of teachers hold one or more posts/ responsibilities, with just under half of these teachers receiving no responsibility allowance for the posts they occupy;

· A quarter of the primary school teachers and principals teaching have qualifications focused on post-primary education;

· Four out of ten teachers and seven out of ten principals do not have a specific Irish-medium element to their qualifications;

· Two thirds of teachers and principals in Irish Medium Education are not currently working towards any further qualifications.

In the Republic, Coady (2001:199) records that a native Irish speaking teacher in one of her case study schools noted that her academic training in teaching through Irish, before school experience, consisted of a singe 45-minute lecture in college. As Coady remarks “With such little emphasis on training and exposure to second language acquisition theory and pedagogy, it is not surprising that one principal described the need for teachers in Irish medium schools as, ‘the supply is dismal; the demand is huge’”.

The shared circumstances of the Irish immersion teacher are summarised by this teacher quoted in Mac Corraidh (2005: 77):

There is a range of ages and experience in other schools. We are all basically in the same boat. There is not much difference in experience between us.  We all came in as new teachers, without that experience in the school to draw on which exists in other schools and that is terribly, terribly important for advice and direction.

A useful observational tool has been devised by CARLA (Fortune 2000) to allow pre-service or in-service immersion teachers to explore their own teaching practices independently or through peer coaching or partnering. This has been developed in the Hawaiian programme (Dept of Education Hawaii 2004:19-20) into a checklist that can usefully be used in IME to evaluate and gather information on teachers’ strengths and weaknesses.
This acknowledged lack of adequate access in much of IME to mentoring from experienced role models has an added significance given the current approach in Initial Teacher Education (ITE) which emphasises school-based experience pre-service and Continuing Professional Development (CPD). Furlong and Smith (1996:155) write that:

Within the vast majority of teacher-education programmes, notions of “theorising”, “theory as process” and particularly “reflection” largely displaced the teaching of theory as propositional knowledge.

Following Schön (1983), the case for Critical Reflective Practices (CRP) has been widely advocated. It would appear however that the process of teaching has become the actual theory in teacher education:

It is reflective practice rather than theory that underpins both policy and practice in initial training and education of teachers (Lawes 2003:22)

In Northern Ireland, as elsewhere in the UK, there was a move away in the 1980s from the traditional ‘foundation disciplines’ of educational philosophy, history, sociology and psychology to a competence-based model of professional training for teachers. Accordingly, the current competence-based model for Initial Teacher Education focuses on practical school-based experience, with trainees spending at least sixty per cent of their time in schools, working alongside teachers and mentors.

The term ‘Teacher Education’ has largely been replaced by the term ‘Teacher Training’, which signifies a fundamental shift of philosophy:

We train teachers to be skilled classroom technicians, albeit reflective; we educate them to be equally reflective, critical, autonomous professionals with sound theoretical knowledge

Lawes 2002:40

The Teacher Education Partnership Handbook, produced by the Department of Education for Northern Ireland contains details of the core criteria and the competences which teachers are required to have. The handbook can be found at

www.deni.gov.uk/teachers/Cardev/teph.pdf
The five areas of competence, to be developed during the three phases, Initial Teacher Training, Early Professional development, Continuing Professional Development, are:

1. understanding the curriculum and professional knowledge;

2. subject knowledge and subject application;

3. teaching strategies and techniques, and classroom management;

4. assessment and recording of pupils’ progress;

5. foundation for further professional development.

However,

It is clear that learning to teach involves more than a mastery of a limited set of competencies. It is a complex process. It is also a lengthy process, extending for most teachers well after their initial training

(Calderhead and Shorrock 1997: 194)

This process is facilitated during early and continuing professional development through inservice training (INSET). Knipe et al (2004) report in detail the provision and take-up of INSET in the IME sector. Most INSET is provided by the Education and Library Boards. The vast majority of courses attended were delivered in English, with 10% delivered in Irish. While there was general satisfaction among IME teachers with the quality of the provision, and the information gained from courses through English was often as relevant to the IME sector as to teachers and principals in general, “there was still concern with the lack of specific Irish-medium material and resources provided, ultimately resulting in the additional workload of teachers having to translate material before use in the classroom” (Knipe et al. 2004: 7).

The literature on mentoring for teachers in bilingual and immersion education is not extensive, but is discussed by Torres-Guzmán and Goodwin (1995) who cite Calderon and Marsh (1988) on teachers receiving staff development in the following areas:

· Effective teaching strategies for first and second language development

· Reading and writing in two languages

· Teaching content areas through ‘sheltered L2’ (similar to CLIL);

· Models for teaching critical thinking; and

· Cooperative learning models…sequenced according to…students’ level of [L2] proficiency

(Calderon and Marsh, 1988:139)

Torres-Guzmán and Goodwin (1995:3) underline the importance of immersion/ bilingual specific INSET in improving teachers’ morale and also their level of instruction.

The limitations of current INSET provision for IME and the fact that four out of ten teachers and seven out of ten principals in the sector do not have a specific Irish-medium element to their qualifications suggests that many practitioners have had at best limited exposure or access to the background and theories underpinning language teaching in general and immersion education in particular. This is likely to be most marked among those teachers holding a post-primary English-medium PGCE. The figure for these was not disaggregated from the 56% with PGCE identified in Knipe et al. (2004: 23) but the sector clearly has difficulty in recruiting staff with appropriate immersion education training.

In the circumstances outlined by Knipe et al. teachers in IME have little opportunity or inclination to consider theoretical underpinnings. Mac Corraidh (2005:5), citing Mhic Aoidh (2004:136), observes that IME “has for the most part been guided by intuition and raw experience in the absence of both appropriate continuing professional development and educational research within the sector” and cites Eagleson

The fact that Irish Medium education in Northern Ireland is a relatively new phenomenon has led to the fact that practitioners are so occupied with the deliverance of a high standard immersion and bilingual Irish Medium programme that they have little time to record a body of knowledge supporting their theories of how the system works (Eagleson 2002:61)

One can draw a distinction between general theories of education, and specific theories and methods of bilingual education and Second Language Acquisition, all of which can be adduced to support the practice of teachers in IME.

Given the gap between practice and access to theory, we will now proceed to a summary of methods and theory in the expectation that it will help teachers in IME to ground their future practice. As Grenfell wrote, “To avoid teachers falling prey to the latest fads, it is important to have a critical, not compliant profession…..Theory has a fundamental role to play in this” (Grenfell 1996: 15)

Chapter 3
A Reintroduction of Theory

An overview of the developments in theory and practice in language teaching through to current constructivist approaches. It is suggested that the experiential communicative approach commonly advocated in Irish Medium Education should be more form-focussed with greater emphasis on output and interaction.

An Overview of Language Teaching Methods and Approaches

Throughout history and citing the particular examples of Latin for a thousand years after the fall of the Roman Empire and classical Arabic today, the use of a second language as the medium of education has been commonplace (Lewis 1978). Debate and developments around the methods of language teaching and learning have been ongoing since the time of Comenius in the 17th century, if not before. The complexity of contexts and the greater appreciation of the issues lead us to the conclusion that the panacea of a single, universal, optimum method for teaching and learning modern languages does not exist. Instead, teachers now acknowledge the need to adopt an informed eclectic approach, incorporating elements from the range of methods available. Most language teaching today aims to achieve oral communication, and immersion programmes aim to achieve competence in all four skills, listening, speaking, reading, and writing. The debate infor immersion education, including Irish-medium, is centred around the balance between immersion language teaching which focuses on grammatical form and an experiential communicative approach which pays minimal attention to Irish language grammar forms.
In attempting to define what ‘method’ is, we can consider Edward Anthony’s tripartite distinction of Approach, Method and Technique (Anthony: 1963).

This distinction was developed and recast by Richards and Rodgers (1982, 1985) as Approach, Design and Procedure, encompassed within the overall concept of Method, “an umbrella term for the specification and interrelation of theory and practice” (Richards & Rodgers 1985: 16) where:

· Approach  refers to the beliefs and theories about language, language learning and teaching that underlie a method;

· Design   relates the theories of language and learning to the form and function of teaching materials and activities in the classroom;

· Procedure  comprises the techniques and practices employed in the classroom as consequences of particular approaches and designs.














(Richards & Rodgers 1985:17)

There are many publications discussing the various language teaching methods employed over the years. We have drawn here, inter alia, upon Chapter Two of H. Douglas Brown’s Teaching by Principles: An Interactive Approach to Language Pedagogy (Longman/ Pearson Education, White Plains, New York, 2nd edition 2001).
Brown draws a distinction between methods as “specific, identifiable clusters of theoretically compatible classroom techniques” (p15), and methodology as “pedagogical practices in general…Whatever considerations are involved in ‘how to teach’ are methodological” (ibid.).’Methodology’ here can thus be equated to Richards and Rodgers’ ‘Procedure’.

Pedagogic approaches are typically informed by both a theory of language and a theory of language learning. For example, audiolingualism was informed by a structuralist model of language and by behaviourist learning theory (Richards and Rodgers 1986).

The 20th century saw new methods emerging with regularity in what Marckwardt (1972:5) saw as a cyclical pattern of “changing winds and shifting sands” with each new method breaking from what preceded, while incorporating some of the positive aspects of its predecessors. This mortality of language learning methods, to use Decoo’s phrase can usually be attributed to the neglect or lack of one particular component (Decoo 2001: §4.5)

Brown summarises:

A glance through the past century or so of language teaching will give an interesting picture of how varied the interpretations have been of the best way to teach a foreign language. As disciplinary schools of thought – psychology, linguistics, and education, for example – have come and gone, so have language-teaching methods waxed and waned in popularity. Teaching methods, as “approaches in action,” are of course the practical application of theoretical findings and positions. In a field such as ours that is relatively young, it should come as no surprise to discover a wide variety of these applications over the last hundred years, some in total philosophical opposition to others.








Brown 2001: 17-18

The Grammar-Translation Method ( cf. An Modh Aistriúcháin)

The Classical or Grammar-Translation method represents the tradition of language teaching adopted in western society and developed over centuries of teaching not only the classical languages such as Latin and Greek, but also foreign languages. The focus was on studying grammatical rules and morphology, doing written exercises, memorizing vocabulary, translating texts from and prose passages into the language. It remained popular in modern language pedagogy, even after the introduction of newer methods. In America, the Coleman Report in 1929 recommended an emphasis on the skill of reading in schools and colleges as it was felt at that time that there would be few opportunities to practise the spoken language. Internationally, the Grammar-Translation method is still practised today, not only in courses teaching the classical languages where its validity can still be argued in light of expected learning outcomes, but also, with less justification, in some institutions for modern language courses. Prator and Celce-Murcia (1979:3) listed the major characteristics of Grammar-Translation:

· Classes are taught in the mother tongue, with little active use of the target language;

· Much vocabulary is taught in the form of lists of isolated words;

· Long, elaborate explanations of the intricacies of grammar are given;

· Grammar provides the rules for putting words together, and instruction often focuses on the form and inflection of words;

· Reading of difficult classical texts is begun early;

· Little attention is paid to the context of texts, which are treated as exercises in grammatical analysis;

· Often the only drills are exercises in translating disconnected sentences from the target language into the mother tongue;

· Little or no attention is given to pronunciation.

Decoo attributes the grammar-translation method’s fall from favour to its lack of potential for lively communication.

In immersion education a greater attention to grammar (focus on form/ structure) has now re-emerged as well as appropriate integration by teachers of structures into content focused lessons. But the explicit teaching of grammar in isolation is not recommended nowadays, although many classrooms have, for example, verb wallcharts for reference.

The Direct Method ( cf. An Modh Díreach)

While Henri Gouin’s The Art of Learning and Studying Foreign Languages, published in 1880, can be seen as the precursor of modern language teaching methods with its ‘naturalistic’ approach, the credit for popularising the Direct Method usually goes to Charles Berlitz, who marketed it as the Berlitz Method.

The basic premise of the Direct Method was that one should attempt to learn a second language in much the same way as children learn their first language. The method emphasised oral interaction, spontaneous use of language, no translation between first and second languages, and little or no analysis of grammar rules.

Richards and Rodgers summarized the principles of the Direct Method as follows (2001: 12)

· Classroom instruction was conducted exclusively in the target language;

· Only everyday vocabulary and sentences were taught;

· Oral communication skills were built up in a carefully graded progression organized around questions-and-answer exchanges between teachers and students in small intensive classes;

· Grammar was taught inductively;

· New teaching points were taught through modelling and practice;

· Concrete vocabulary was taught through demonstration, objects, pictures; 

· Abstract vocabulary was taught through association of ideas;

· Both speech and listening comprehension were taught;

· Correct pronunciation and grammar were emphasized.

Decoo identifies as its weakness the lack of insight into the reality of the classroom situation for most learners, in its aspiration to a mastery of the language that few could achieve.

Many of the elements of the Direct Method listed above will be familiar to teachers in IME, which, however, now includes more language use tailored to the needs and experiences of the pupils, and also a return to ‘focus on form’ (language structures).
The Audio-Methods

The Audiolingual/Audiovisual Method is derived from "The Army Method," so called because it was developed through a U.S. Army programme devised after World War II to produce speakers proficient in the languages of friend and foes. In this method, grounded in the habit formation model of behaviourist psychology and on a Structural Linguistics theory of language, the emphasis was on memorisation through pattern drills and conversation practices rather than promoting communicative ability.

Characteristics of the Audio-Methods: 

· New material is presented in dialogue form;

· There is dependence on mimicry, memorization of set phrases, and overlearning

· Structures are sequenced by means of contrastive analysis taught one at a time;

· Structural patterns are taught using repetitive drills;

· There is little or no grammatical explanation. Grammar is taught by inductive analogy rather than by deductive explanation;

· Vocabulary is strictly limited and learned in context;

· There is much use of tapes, language labs, and visual aids;

· Great importance is attached to pronunciation;

· Very little use of the mother tongue by teachers is permitted;

· Successful responses are immediately reinforced;

· There is a great effort to get students to produce error-free utterances;

· There is a tendency to manipulate language and disregard content.

(adapted from Prator & Celce-Murcia 1979)

The Oral-Situational Approach ( cf. An Modh Closamhairc)
This resembles the Audiolingual approach as it is based on a structural syllabus but it emphasises the meanings expressed by the linguistic structures, not just the forms, and also the situations or contexts chosen to practise the structures. It can be found in courses such as the Buntús methods of the 1970s which are now criticised for not achieving the hoped-for results.

As they were based on behaviourist psychology (see below), the Audio-method and Oral-situational esapproach were limited by their neglect of cognitive learning. The drill-based approach in the classroom re-emerged in early Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL) software where it was perceived to motivate pupils and develop autonomous study and learning. CALL is now more sophisticated and can foster cognitive learning as well.

Psychological Traditions

Psychology is the scientific study of behaviour. Since the middle of the 20th century, psychological views of teaching and learning have been dominated by Behaviourist and then Cognitive theory. There is an abundance of sources describing and discussing these theories. An accessible website presenting theories of psychology and teaching and learning is maintained by Atherton and can be found at http://www.learningandteaching.info/

Behaviourism
The behaviourist view of learning emphasises the repetitive conditioning of learner responses. Behaviourism is based on the proposition that behaviour can be researched scientifically. Learning is an automatic process which does not involve any cognitive processes in the brain.
Pavlov’s “Respondent Conditioning” results from the association of two stimuli, such as causing dogs to salivate at the sound of a tuning fork.

Skinner developed “Operant Conditioning” where the “Stimulus-Response” association is elicited through selective reinforcement (rewards or punishments) to shape behaviour.

Behaviourist Learning Theory is a process of forming habits; the teacher controls the learning environment and learners are empty vessels into which the teacher pours knowledge.

Behaviourist Language Theory is based upon Structuralist Linguistics and is identified with the Audiolingual/ Audiovisual method, - associated with the use of rote learning with repetitive drills.

Behaviourists argued that teachers could link together content, involving lower level skills and create a learning ‘chain’ to teach higher skills. Nevertheless, while circumstances and classroom practice might still benefit from such an approach, the limitations of behaviourism are apparent as it lacks recognition of problem solving and learning strategies.

Cognitivism
As a reaction to behaviourism, the "cognitive revolution" in the 1950s combined new thinking in psychology, anthropology and linguistics with the emerging fields of computer science and neuroscience.

Cognitive Learning Theory emphasised the learner’s cognitive activity, involving reasoning and mental processes rather than habit formation

Cognitive Language Theory emerged from the Chomskyan Revolution which gave rise in Language Method to Cognitive Code Learning, etc

Cognitive learning goes beyond the behaviourist learning of facts and skills, adding cognitive apprenticeship to the learning process. Learners are encouraged to work out rules deductively for themselves. It focuses on building a learner’s experiences and providing learning tasks that can challenge, but also function as ‘intellectual scaffolding’ to help pupils learn and progress through the curriculum. Broadly speaking, cognitive theory is interested in how people understand material, and thus in aptitude and capacity to learn and learning styles (see Atherton). As such it is the basis of constructivism and can be placed somewhere in the middle of the scale between behavioural and constructivist learning.
Chomsky

Noam Chomsky is identified with the Innatist or Nativist theory. As seen in the discussion under the age factor, Chomsky claims that children are biologically programmed to acquire language, as they are for other biological functions such as walking, which a child normally learns without being taught. While the environment supplies people who talk to the child, language acquisition is an unconscious process. The child activates the Language Acquisition Device (LAD), an innate capability or blueprint that endows the child with the capability to develop speech from a universal grammar.

Cognitive Code Learning
With the Chomskyan revolution in linguistics, the attention of linguists and language teachers was drawn towards the ‘deep structure’ of language and a more cognitive psychology. Chomsky’s theory of Transformational-generative Grammar focused attention again on the rule-governed nature of language and language acquisition rather than habit formation. This gave rise in the 1960s to Cognitive Code Learning where learners were encouraged to work out grammar rules deductively for themselves. 

Cognitive code learning achieved only limited success as the cognitive emphasis on rules and grammatical paradigms proved as off-putting as behaviourist rote drilling.

Alternative or ‘Designer’ methods

The 1970s saw the emergence of some alternative, less-commonly used methods and approaches, such as Suggestopedia; The Silent Way; Total Physical Response. An overview table of these ‘Designer’ methods is provided by Nunan (1989: 194-195) and Brown (2001: chapter 2).

Decoo (200l §4.2) makes the important point that new methods such as these may succeed initially when introduced by skilled and enthusiastic teachers or personalities and are delivered in experimental or well financed situations with well behaved, responsive and motivated students and small classes. Problems arise, however, when attempts are made to widen such methods out to less ideal situations, with large classes, low motivation and discipline issues. Nevertheless, such methods may continue to thrive in privileged circumstances with motivated teachers, as has been the case with the Silent Way or Suggestopedia, which continue to find supporters throughout the world.

Approach replacing Method

If ‘Method’ involves a particular set of features to be followed almost as a panacea, it can be suggested that we are now in a ‘Post-Method’ era where the emphasis is on the looser concept of ‘Approach’ which starts from some basic principles which are then developed in the design and development of practice. Accordingly, the Richards and Rodgers model (1985) might be recast as follows, without the outer shell of ‘Method’:






The Natural Approach

The Natural Approach, with echoes of the ‘naturalistic’ aspect of the Direct Method, was developed by Krashen and Terrell (1983). It emphasised “Comprehensible Input”, distinguishing between ‘acquisition’ – a natural subconscious process, and ‘learning’ – a conscious process. They argued that learning cannot lead to acquisition. The focus is on meaning, not form (structure, grammar). The goal is to communicate with speakers of the target language.

Krashen summarises the input hypothesis thus:

We acquire language in an amazingly simple way – when we understand messages. We have tried everything else – learning grammar rules, memorizing vocabulary, using expensive machinery, forms of group therapy etc. What has escaped us all these years, however, is the one essential ingredient: comprehensible input (Krashen 1985: vii).

Unlike Chomsky, moreover, Stephen Krashen's linguistic theories had a more direct relationship to language learning and acquisition, thereby bringing them to the attention of language teachers around the world.

Krashen, along with Terrell, developed the "input theory," which stresses maximum amounts of passive language or what Krashen (1979) refers to as ‘i+1’ (input + 1), language input that is just a little beyond the learner’s current level of comprehension. Krashen contends that through context and extralinguistic information, like a mother talking to her child (hence the ‘natural approach) learners will climb to the next level and then repeat the process. The message is more important than the form. The input is one way, from the teacher, and learners will participate when ready.

An example of “input +1” would be:

(Input)

Is maith liom bainne

Is maith liom tae

(Input +1)

Is maith liom bainne a ól
>

Is maith liom bainne te a ól gach oíche
Srl

Nunan’s overview of the Natural Approach (1989, 194-195), adapted here, outlines its characteristics:

	Theory of language

The essence of language is meaning. Vocabulary, not grammar, is the heart of language

	Theory of Learning 

There are 2 ways of L2 language development:

Acquisition: a natural sub-conscious process;

Learning: a conscious process. Learning cannot lead to acquisition

	Objectives

Designed to give beginners/ intermediate learner communicative skills. Four broad areas; basic personal communicative skills (oral/written); academic learning skills (oral/written)

	Syllabus

Based on a selection of communicative activities and topics derived from learner needs

	Activity types

Activities allowing comprehensible input, about things in the here-and-now. Focus on meaning not form

	Learner roles

Should not try and learn language in the usual sense, but should try and lose themselves in activities involving meaningful communication 

	Teacher roles

The teacher is the primary source of comprehensible input. Must create positive low-anxiety climate. Must choose and orchestrate a rich mixture of classroom activities

	Roles of materials

Materials come from realia rather than textbooks. Primary aim is to promote comprehension and communication


The Natural Approach was based upon Krashen’s theories of second language acquisition, and his Five Hypotheses:

	Krashen’s Five Hypotheses

	The Acquisition/Learning Hypothesis:  claims that there are two distinctive ways of developing second language competence: 

acquisition, that is by using language for “real communication” 
learning .. "knowing about" or “formal knowledge” of a language

	The Natural Order hypothesis; 'we acquire the rules of language in a predictable order'

	The Monitor Hypothesis: 'conscious learning ... can only be used as a Monitor or an editor' (Krashen & Terrell 1983) and cannot lead to fluency

	The Input Hypothesis: 'humans acquire language in only one way - by understanding messages or by receiving "comprehensible input"'

	The Affective Filter Hypothesis: 'a mental block, caused by affective factors ... that prevents input from reaching the language acquisition device' (Krashen, 1985, p.100)


Cook presents a Combined model of acquisition and production on his website
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The Input Hypothesis Model of L2 learning and production (adapted
from Krashen, 1982, pp. 16 and 32; and Gregg, 1984)




For Krashen, a conscious knowledge of grammar rules is of limited value and can at most enable the student to ‘monitor’ production (Krashen 1982: 15).

Communicative Language Teaching

Influenced by Krashen, approaches emerged during the 1980s and 1990s which concentrated on the communicative functions of language. Classrooms were characterized by attempts to ensure authenticity of materials and meaningful tasks.

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) emerged as the norm in second language and immersion teaching. As a broadly-based approach, there are any number of definitions and interpretations, but the following interconnected characteristics offered by Brown (2001: 43) provide a useful overview:

1. Classroom goals are focused on all of the components (grammatical, discourse, functional, sociolinguistic, and strategic) of communicative competence. Goals therefore must intertwine the organizational aspects of language with the pragmatic.

2. Language techniques are designed to engage learners in the pragmatic, authentic, functional use of language for meaningful purposes. Organizational language forms are not the central focus, but rather aspects of language that enable the learner to accomplish those purposes.

3. Fluency and accuracy are seen as complementary principles underlying communicative techniques. At times fluency may have to take on more importance than accuracy in order to keep learners meaningfully engaged in language use.

4. Students in a communicative class ultimately have to use the language, productively and receptively, in unrehearsed contexts outside the classroom. Classroom tasks must therefore equip students with the skills necessary to communicate in those contexts.

5. Students are given opportunities to focus on their own learning process through an understanding of their own styles of learning and through the development of appropriate strategies for autonomous learning.

6. The role of the teacher is that of facilitator and guide, not an all-knowing bestower of knowledge. Students are therefore encouraged to construct meaning through genuine linguistic interaction with others. 

The communicative approach was developed mainly in the context of English Second Language (ESL) teaching. The question must be asked, however, how universal can its application be?  Decoo (§4.3) points out that one can relatively easily reach a fair level of communication in English, which has a relatively simple morphology ( e.g. simple plurals with ‘s’, no adjectival agreement, no gender markers, etc). Neither is mastery of the highly irregular orthography of English a priority in an oral communication approach. French, for example, requires mastery of an enormously greater number of elements to reach a similar basic communicative level (different articles in front of nouns, gender, adjectival agreement, numerous verbal forms etc.). It is fatal for the progression and motivation of the learner to ignore this complexity. With Irish, the apparently simple notion “Where do you live?” is not rendered by a simple question form of the verb ‘to live’, but by an idiom denoting state “Cá bhfuil tú i do chónaí?” linking it not with a verbal construction, but with the other idioms denoting state by means of the preposition, personal adjective, and noun construction, “i do luí, shuí, etc.”. This construction, and the other distinctive features of Irish, are not inordinately difficult when taught in structural context, but it is different to English and other languages and requires appropriate adaptation if the communicative approach is to be adopted. The same can of course be said about other languages as well

Notional-Functional Syllabus

The move from method to approach has also focused on syllabus design. The Notional/ Functional Syllabus (NFS) has been associated with CLT. The content of language teaching is organised and categorized by categories of meaning and function rather than by elements of grammar and structure. The work of Van Ek and Alexander (1975) for the Council of Europe and Wilkins (1976) has been influential in syllabus design up to the present day, culminating in the Council of Europe’s Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR), published by the Council in 2001. The CEFR is intended for use in all modern European languages and:
provides a common basis for the elaboration of language syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, examinations, textbooks, etc. across Europe. It describes in a comprehensive way what language learners have to learn to do in order to use a language for communication and what knowledge and skills they have to develop so as to be able to act effectively (Council of Europe 2001:1) 
CEFR describes language proficiency in reading, writing, speaking, and listening on a six-level scale. It also emphasises that consideration must be given to the role of grammatical form in its delivery:

The Framework cannot replace reference grammars or provide a strict ordering …. but provides a framework for the decisions of practitioners to be made known. (Council of Europe 2001: 152)

The breadth of possible applications of Communicative Language Teaching can lead to misinterpretations. In the United Kingdom, for example, the National Curriculum introduced in 1988 led to a topic-based syllabus emphasis for modern languages subject teaching that sidelined the role of grammar, arguing from Krashen that comprehensible input alone was required. This ignored, however, the difference in context between transitional bilingual education for Spanish speakers learning English in the USA and the few classes a week offered in British schools. Immersion education, on the other hand, recognised the positive potential of CLT. Krashen’s theories and the communicative approach have until recently underpinned the core philosophy and practice of immersion education internationally, including in Ireland (Henry 2002). However, the belief that exposure to ‘comprehensible input + 1’ could be sufficient to ensure language acquisition is now challenged. We are now in a ‘Post-Communicative’ era, influenced by a Constructivist theory of learning (see below).

Post-Communicative Language Teaching

Krashen’s theories on language acquisition have been challenged by researchers and theorists who recognise that while rich language input is necessary, it is not sufficient to create proficient speakers of the target language, even in immersion contexts, as Hammerly argued:

If ‘comprehensible input’ alone were adequate in the classroom, immersion graduates, after over 7000 hours of such input, would be very competent speakers of the second language – but they are not. They are very inaccurate (Hammerly 1991: 9).

Language teaching and learning has entered a ‘Post-Communicative’ phase which takes a more constructivist view of learning, emphasising personal learning and discovery on the part of the learner, with more task-based, collaborative work between learners, and a more facilitating role for the teacher.

Immersion programmes in Canada were found to achieve good listening and reading comprehension in the target language, but relatively poor achievement in the productive skills of speaking and writing (Genesee, 1987; Harley and Swain, 1984; Swain, 1985). Johnstone (2002:5) summarises as follows:

Views about immersion pedagogy have changed over the years. Initially it 

tended to be considered good practice for the immersion teacher to use the immersion language extensively and for the pupils to focus on the subject-matter meanings that the teacher was transmitting. Underlying this was an assumption that extensive Immersion Language input plus focus on meaning would trigger natural language acquisition mechanisms in children so that they intuitively absorbed the underlying structure of the language, i.e. they would not need to focus on form as much as on meaning. Research suggests however that whereas this has undoubtedly encouraged confidence and fluency it often leads to pupils reaching a ‘plateau’ (fossilisation’) with recurrent problems in gender, syntax and morphology, rather than continuing to develop.
Focus on Form

The view that input exposure to the target language is sufficient has been widely criticised. The lack of focus on form features strongly among Klapper’s concerns with CLT (2003: 34):
· The embracing of a meaning-based pedagogy with little conscious attention to form, [is]in direct contradiction of one of the classic statements of communicative competence (cf. Canale and Swain, 1980; Canale, 1983); [in CLT ] grammar is tied to certain functional contexts and learners have to rely on unanalysed chunks of language without any real understanding of their structure;

· Forms appear independently of grammatical context; the resulting absence of a reliable frame of formal reference means learners’ inaccuracies become systemic;

· The concomitant failure to build a generative language framework that enables learners to recombine linguistic elements and thus to create new or unique utterances.

While current approaches stress the need for a greater focus on form (see e.g. Doughty and Williams, 1998), Schmidt (1994, 2001) argues however that this ‘focus on form’ should be on specific forms, rather than a global approach. He emphasises the noticing by learners of specific linguistic items as they occur in input, rather than as awareness of grammatical rules.

Experiential learning v. Analytic Learning
The input and focus on form perspectives can also be seen in terms of experiential and analytic teaching. Experiential education is based on a tradition derived from Dewey, Piaget and Vygotsky of ‘learning by doing’ or ‘active learning’ wherein the teacher makes the knowledge to be learnt available to the learners, who experiment and make discoveries themselves. They learn through their own experience. Through reflecting on these activities, they develop new skills, insights, and attitudes. Experiential education can therefore be linked to constructivism, emphasising the social process of learning “based on carefully constructed experience” (Kolb 1984: foreword ix). Harley has discussed immersion in the light of experiential education in several papers and contrasts it to analytic language immersion teaching, where there is more focus on the structures of the language.
Johnstone (2002 Chapter 5) sets out the two modes in a figure which draws on and adds to Harley’s distinction:

Experiential and analytic immersion teaching

	EXPERIENTIAL
	ANALYTIC

	Message-oriented focus
	More focus on the L2 code (e.g.grammar, vocabulary, sound-system)

	Exposure to authentic L2-use in class
	Clarifies form-function-meaning relationships

	L2 is the vehicle for teaching and learning important subject matter-use in class
	Provides regular feedback to help learners restructure their developing internal representations of the L2 code

	Teachers tend to do much or most of the talking
	Provides guidance on the use of L2-learning strategies

	Assumes learners acquire the underlying L2 rule-system through ‘use’ and ‘absorption’.
	Assumes that cognitive processing is needed, in addition to experiential acquisition.

	Dangers: Learners’ L2 development may ‘fossilise’ (reach a plateau) and they may show a tendency for ‘smurfing’ using small number of high-coverage items (e.g. ‘chose’, ‘aller’, ‘faire’) rather than develop to express more precise meanings
	Dangers: May over-emphasise accuracy; may pay too much attention to form rather than to form-function-meaning relationships.


Johnstone 2002 Ch.5: Adapted from Harley, 1993
Johnstone summarises here that “good practice would ensure that both modes (‘Experiential’ and ‘Analytic’ teaching) were activated to avoid the dangers that arise if one of them is allowed to dominate the other”. One notes that in experiential language teaching “Teachers tend to do much or most of the talking”, which can be seen to limit the learners’ actual language productive experience. This highlights the need to develop classroom strategies that encourage output and intuition. Some such strategies are discussed in the section on Target Based Language Learning.

Output; Intake; Interaction.

Merrill Swain (1985) argued that the failure to achieve native-like competence in grammar and other features may be due to the learners’ lack of opportunities to actually use their immersion language. In a classroom environment, particularly where the emphasis is on rich input, the teachers do most of the talking while the pupils listen. Students tend to get few opportunities to speak and give short answers to questions. This is a crucial dilemna for immersion education. If the teacher needs to supply input, usually through a higher proportion of ‘teacher talk’ than characteristically found in non-immersion, how can s/he ensure that individual pupils have enough opportunities to speak and practise the input received?

Swain’s ‘output hypothesis’ (1985) maintains that opportunities for language production (the term now preferred to ‘output’) and practice need to be promoted  for both written and spoken language with an emphasis on linguistic accuracy. Producing the target language, she claims, may force students to pay more attention to (or to ‘notice’) how the language is used and what they need to know in order to convey meaning, than does simply comprehending it. This triggers cognitive processes that might in turn generate new linguistic knowledge or consolidate their existing knowledge (Swain 1995, Swain and Lapkin 1995), a constructivist process. 

Swain (2000a: 201-2) cites Netten and Spain (1989) in support of this view. In an observation of three Grade Two French immersion classes, the weakest class (Class A) outperformed the stronger classes on a test of French reading comprehension. Observations in the classroom revealed that Class A “…were constantly using, and experimenting with, the second language as they engaged in communications of an academic and social nature with their peers and the teacher…”, whereas in the supposedly stronger class students “…had limited opportunities to use the second language to engage in real communication acts (1989:494).

In summary, therefore, output or production enhances fluency, but also creates students’ awareness of gaps in their knowledge. Through collaborative dialogue (Swain 1999, 2000b) they are encouraged to experiment but also obtain vital feedback on their performance which in turn encourages further effort.

Gass and Selinker (1994) have advanced the idea of ‘intake’, wherein the input, (vocabulary, grammar and expressions) needs to be internalised by the pupil before meaningful output is possible. The teacher needs to ensure that the input is ‘taken in’, that is, recognised, understood, and acquired by the pupils.

Long (1996) developed the Interaction Hypothesis which focuses on the notion of interaction as a stimulus for effective output. Genuine communication through interaction can clearly be linked to constructivist theory. In this hypothesis, the process of interaction when a problem in communication is encountered and learners engage in negotiating for meaning, engenders acquisition. Input becomes comprehensible through the modifications from interaction. Again, feedback also leads learners to modify their output.

Activities to develop interaction include group and pairwork. Swain’s Dictagloss, where pupils collaborate to reconstruct dictated texts (Kowal and Swain 1994, Swain 2000b) is now well established as an interaction activity.

Interaction can be developed through a task-based approach which permits a “problem-solving negotiation between knowledge that the learner holds and new knowledge” (Candlin and Murphy 1987:1). The pupils interact with each other, and the teacher, thereby encountering new language which they can assimilate and then use. The role of the teacher is to provide suitable tasks to facilitate this process. An effective way of developing tasks is through use of exemplars or ‘recipes’ which can be adapted to particular needs. The task-based approach to language learning will be discussed later.
In summary,
If we accept with Mitchell and Myles (2004: 261) that “there can be ‘no one best method’…which applies at all times and in all situations, with every type of learner”, we recognise that the diversity of contexts requires an informed, eclectic approach. To quote Nunan:

It has been realized that there never was and probably never will be a method for all, and the focus in recent years has been on the development of classroom tasks and activities which are consonant with what we know about second language acquisition, and which are also in keeping with the dynamics of the classroom itself (Nunan 1991: 228)

Constructivism and Post-communicative Language Teaching
Constructivist Theories of Learning

Purely cognitivist theories have now developed into Constructivist theories of learning. Cohen, Manion & Morrison (2004:167) explain that: “At heart there is a move away from instructing and instructivism and towards constructivism”. This

“signals a significant move from attention on teaching to attention on learning; classrooms are places in which students learn rather than being mainly places in which teachers teach. Teachers are facilitators of learning (Cohen, Manion & Morrison 2004: 167)

Cognitive constructivism  Jean Piaget (1896-1980):
Piaget (1952) is concerned with how the learner develops understanding. Children’s minds are not empty, but actively process material. The role of maturation (growing up) and children’s increasing capacity to understand their world in terms of developmental stages is central to his view.

· Children are constrained by their individual stage of intellectual development. They cannot undertake certain tasks until they are psychologically mature enough to do so. 

· There is an emphasis on discovery learning rather than teacher imparted information

· The readiness to learn, when learners are to progress, is different for each individual

· The idea of a linear development through stages has been widely used in the design and scheduling of school curricula.

Social Constructivism Lev Vygotsky (1896-1934)

http://tip.psychology.org/vygotsky.html 

While Piaget hypothesized that language developed to express knowledge acquired through interaction with the physical world, for Vygotsky, thought was essentially internalised speech, and speech emerges in social interaction.

Vygotsky and Bruner are identified with Social Constructivism which places more emphasis upon the role of language and how understanding and meanings grow out of social encounter.

“For Vygotsky , learning is a social, collaborative and interactional activity in which it is difficult to ‘teach’ specifically – the teacher sets up the learning situation and enables learning to occur, with intervention to provoke and prompt that learning through scaffolding “ (Cohen & Manion 2004:168).

Vygotsky is identified with the theory of the “Zone of Proximal Development” (ZPD). ‘Proximal’ simply means ‘next’ and the ZPD is the distance or gap between a child’s actual level of development as observed when working independently without adult help and the level of potential development when working in collaboration with more capable peers or adults. The other person is not necessarily teaching them how to perform the task, but the process of interaction and enquiry makes possible new understandings or a refinement of performance. For Vygotsky, therefore, the development of language and articulation of ideas is central to learning and further development. The learner’s current level reflects the importance of prior influences and knowledge. The learner is ‘stretched’ and ZPD is about “can do with help”. The teacher’s role is to place learning in the ZPD.

Jerome Bruner (1915-)

http://www.infed.org/thinkers/bruner.htm 

Bruner is one of the key figures in the so-called ‘cognitive revolution’ that displaced behaviourism. Influenced by Piaget but later, and to a greater extent, Vygotsky (whom he is credited with having introduced to the West), he saw learning as an active knowledge-getting process in which learners construct new ideas based upon their current and past knowledge (Bruner  Acts of meaning 1990) Learning how to learn  is a central element, the process of learning is as important as the product, and social interaction is crucial.

Extending Piagetian theory, Bruner suggested three modes of thinking which increasingly overlap each other:

· the Enactive, where learning takes place through actions, manipulating objects and materials;

· the Iconic, where objects are represented by images which are recognised for what they represent, but can also be created independently;

· the Symbolic, (words and numbers) which represents how children make sense of their experiences and language becomes an increasingly important means of representing the world, enabling thinking and reasoning in the abstract.
“Teachers need to be aware of the ways in which learning can be enhanced by using these three modes. At the enactive level, we can see the importance of the use of drama, play, total physical response and the handling of real objects. The iconic mode would be brought into play through the use of pictures, or words in colour. At the same time, learners begin to use the symbolic mode as they use the target language … to express ideas in context”

(Williams & Burden Psychology for Language Teachers  CUP 1997: 26-27)

Bruner’s term Scaffolding (Wood, Bruner, and Ross 1976) has come to be used for the support for learning provided by a teacher to enable a learner to perform tasks and construct understandings that they would not quite be able to manage on their own as the learner moves towards mastery and autonomy, when the scaffolding is gradually phased out. It enables the teacher to extend the pupil’s work and active participation beyond his current abilities and levels of understanding within the ZPD.

Common elements of scaffolding include:

· defining tasks

· direct or indirect instructing

· specification and sequencing of activities

· modelling and exemplification; simplification

· reinforcing

· questioning

· provision of materials, equipment and facilities

As well as scaffolding provided by the teacher, pupils collaborating in small groups can provide scaffolding for each other – ICT would be a prime environment for such work. This would exemplify and emphasise Vygotsky’s view that learning is a social as well as an individual activity.

Hickey (2003), citing Mhic Mhathúna 1995 and Wong-Fillmore (1991), illustrates the importance of small group collaboration and interaction, and the role of the teacher/ stiúrthóir in eliciting and facilitating speech from the pupils.
David and Heather Wood developed the theory of Contingency in instruction. 

http://www.psychology.nottingham.ac.uk/staff/Heather.Wood/ 

Contingency developed from work on face-to-face tutoring. It attempts to strike a balance between:

· ensuring that learners solve for themselves as many of the problems in a task as possible,

and

· intervening when the task is too difficult in order to avoid prolonged failure

The goals of contingent tutoring in assisted problem solving are:

  * The learner should not succeed too easily

  * Nor fail too often.

The principles are:

  * When learners are in trouble, give more help than before (scaffolding)
  * When they succeed, give less help than before (fading)
Critique

Constructivism is a theory and as such is open to critique as differing little from common sense empiricist views, or as providing misleading and incomplete views of human learning (Fox 2001). Nevertheless, Fox acknowledges that “the greatest insight of constructivism is perhaps the realisation of the difference made by a learner’s existing knowledge and values to what is learned next, both in facilitating and inhibiting it (ibid. 33).
Chapter 4

Task Based Language Learning

A Task-Based Language Learning approach, based on constructivist principles is described. The use of “Recipe Exemplars” is discussed, with a sample template and examples

A Task Based Language Learning (TBLL) approach, based on constructivist principles, is now recognised as a useful means of developing good practice in language teaching and learning. Tasks were of course used in Communicative Language Teaching, but Long and Crookes (1993:31) note that the ‘departure from CLT … lay not in the tasks themselves, but in the accompanying pedagogic focus on task completion instead of on the language used in the process’. Also, as we will see also with CLIL in the next section, TBLL provides a relevant and natural context for language learning. At the centre of TBLL is interaction, which as we have seen is believed to facilitate language acquisition. Tasks that promote interaction lead learners to work at expressing themselves and understanding each other. In so doing, the learner’s language system is modified and developed, even if there is no direct instruction. As Candlin and Murphy (1987:1) note, ‘The central purpose we are concerned with is language learning, and tasks present this in the form of a problem-solving negotiation between knowledge that the learner holds and new knowledge.’

Again, we see a model of teaching and learning appropriate to IME where the pupils are no longer passive recipients of knowledge from the teacher, but rather interact with each other, and the teacher, and in so doing have the opportunity to hear new language which they can assimilate and then use. The role of the teacher is to provide suitable tasks to facilitate this process.

According to Willis (1996), a task is an activity ‘where the target language is used for a communicative purpose in order to achieve an outcome’. The outcome or goal of a task may or may not be linguistic. For example, the task may simply involve an exchange of information, or it may result in a problem being solved or a set of instructions carried out. The teacher draws up a list of topics which learners can identify with, and then asks them to carry out a series of operations: listing; ordering and sorting; comparing; problem-solving; sharing personal experiences; creative tasks. These operations may be combined in various ways and can form a useful platform on which to base task design

Skehan (1996) advises that every task cycle should include a focus on form and a focus on accuracy in order to promote more effective learning. Otherwise, learners will develop a ‘classroom dialect’ which may allow them to communicate, but at the expense of accuracy. There is a need, therefore, of a methodology which will allow students to communicate naturally while still paying attention to the linguistic features they are exposed to.

According to Willis, TBLL should follow the cycle given below:-

Overview of TBLL Framework (Willis, 1996)

Recipe Exemplars and Templates
The template for task-based activities below (taken from the CRAMLAP project www.CRAMLAP.org/exemplars) can be adapted to IME. 
Sample Template 
A. General

Focus

Level



Time



Resources

Rationale 


B. (TBLL)
Pre-task
May involve some language preparation or task familiarisation. One important aspect of this stage is rehearsal, where students have an opportunity to ‘try-out’ new ideas in private before entering a more public setting.

Task Cycle
In the task cycle, students complete the task which will involve challenge and an element of problem-solving. The role of the teacher is very much to monitor, facilitate discussion and scaffold – feeding in new language or ideas as needed and helping to shape the output of the learners. Note that the task cycle may be form or meaning focused – that is, students will be working on tasks designed to improve knowledge of the language (communicative meaning), or knowledge about the language (structure).

Evaluation
Post-task, there is normally some evaluation of the material in terms of learning that has taken place, further clarification, etc. There should then be a link to the next task, involving additional language work and a specific focus on form, which considers in more detail the grammatical features of the language which has just been practised, and which also makes links to similar language items. 
Exemplars

	www.cramlap.org/exemplars 

The rationale for using exemplars is that they can be adapted to any teaching and learning context and take account of the needs of students. They are written in a ‘recipe’ format which is designed to enable practitioners to internalise the procedures and take ownership of the tasks. In other words, a generic approach can be adopted in order to allow considerable variation of use and exploitation and to ensure that anyone using the materials can make them their own. 

Recipes feature widely in resource books for teachers as they are an effective way to share activities and techniques, and are based on sound principles of teaching and learning. One such resource book is The Recipe Book (Lindstromberg: 1990)

Each recipe is a generic model that teachers can adapt to their local contexts. Such adaptation by teachers is part of the process and leads to ownership which is regarded as being essential to successful implementation of innovative approaches and supports principled teaching.

A number of important principles can be followed, based on what is considered to be good practice both in general teaching and learning and in current approaches to second language teaching:

· The tasks are student-centred and provide for a high degree of student autonomy

· Where possible, there is an endeavour to include a certain amount of cognitive challenge designed to increase motivation and stimulate thinking

· Most tasks involve (or will involve) a degree of problem-solving. Problem-posing and -solving are considered central to the learning process and to promoting reflection on learning. By reflecting on learning, learners are more likely to adopt appropriate and effective learning strategies

· Manipulation of the target language is considered central to acquisition. Attention to form and meaning are given equal weighting

· Some tasks allow skills integration so that reading, writing, listening and speaking are practised through the use of tasks which naturally involve their use

· The essential theoretical characteristics of the approach to teaching and learning are based on a socio-cultural tradition (Vygotsky) which stresses the need for dialogue, for negotiation, for interaction with others and for collaborative meaning-making

While emerging from theory, the recipe approach provides immediate techniques for practice, which allow the teachers (intuitively or consciously) to develop an understanding of the principles upon which the techniques are based.

There is an emphasis on promoting independent learning. Many of the tasks can be completed by students working alone. However, it is also possible to use the materials in small group teaching contexts (see page 52), where interaction in the Irish can be maximised and where learning opportunities can be created. 

Each exemplar follows the set template which includes important information such as focus, level, rationale and resources needed. This is not intended to be in any way restrictive. It is simply included for guidance. The most important principle is ownership; allowing teachers to use the exemplars and make them their own.

Exemplar recipes can provide these benefits:

· Provide practice in all four skills and the language systems (grammar, lexis and phonology);

· Include activities for all levels;

· Are student-centred;

· Facilitate learning through interaction;

· Facilitate the use of student-generated materials.

Student-Generated Materials (SGMs)
In the language classroom, texts for language learning need not always be chosen by the teacher. Students too can create learning materials, for example by bringing to class an interesting news story, a text that s/he has written, a song, some realia, etc. With SGMs, students:

· Choose language and topics of interest to them;

· Focus attention on language they are ready to acquire/ consolidate;

· Become more independent as learners;

· Develop language-learning strategies;

· Become motivated.

Exemplars can be adapted to suit the local context. The CRAMLAP Exemplar 14 (Newspapers for Beginners) was adapted to become News Stories and was designed to encourage students to become independent learners and to seek out opportunities for language learning outside the classroom. Students were invited to bring a newspaper story in the target language to class once a week. Each student described his/her chosen news story to the class in a short presentation, and the teacher used this presentation as source material to focus afterwards on language that featured in the text.

Exemplar 26 (Musical Cloze) was adapted to become Songs and, similarly, was intended to foster learner autonomy. Each week, one student brought a song in the target language (music and lyrics) to class. The teacher took these and used them to create a listening exercise for a subsequent lesson. That lesson would incorporate listening and, normally, some ‘language focus’ work, in the form of vocabulary or grammar that appeared in the song.

A Teaching Pack of exemplars will be developed to accompany this study.


Exemplars and Thinking Skills
Current developments in curricular approaches emphasise thinking skills and learner autonomy. Mei Lin and Mackay (2004) provide insights, strategies, and exemplars of how teachers might use thinking skills strategies to nurture autonomous language learning and use. While written initially for the Foreign Language classroom, the tasks and strategies employed can be applied extremely effectively to an IME context where the pupils’ superior language knowledge should allow for fruitful participation in the tasks provided. Jones and Swarbrick (2004) also provide guidance and examples of developing thinking skills in languages

Tasks for students
The BBC/British Council website has a list of appropriate tasks for receptive and productive skills:

· A variety of tasks should be provided, taking into account the learning purpose and learner styles and preferences. Receptive skill activities are of the 'read/listen and do' genre. A menu of listening activities might be: Listen and label a diagram/picture/map/graph/chart 

· Listen and fill in a table 

· Listen and make notes on specific information (dates, figures, times) 

· Listen and reorder information 

· Listen and identify location/speakers/places 

· Listen and label the stages of a process/instructions/sequences of a text 

· Listen and fill in the gaps in a text

Tasks designed for production need to be subject-orientated, so that both content and language are recycled. Since content is to be focused on, more language support than usual may be required. Typical speaking activities include: 

· Question loops - questions and answers, terms and definitions, halves of sentences 

· Information gap activities with a question sheet to support 

· Trivia search - 'things you know' and 'things you want to know' 

· Word guessing games 

· Class surveys using questionnaires 

· 20 Questions - provide language support frame for questions 

· Students present information from a visual using a language support handout.

(http://www.teachingenglish.org.uk/think/methodology/clil_lesson.shtml)
Chapter 5

CLIL

The emerging role of Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) is discussed with relation to Irish Medium Education 

The term Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) has been adopted since 1994 to describe situations where pupils are introduced to “new ideas and concepts in traditional curriculum subjects…using the [foreign] language as the medium of communication” (CILT website) for some or all of the curriculum, and auditory input is paramount (Masih: 1999 CILT). CLIL is also found under its French acronym EMILE (L’Enseignement d’une Matière par l’Intégration d’une Langue Etrangère). In America, Content Based Language Teaching (CBLT) describes a similar approach.

In his 2002 study, Marsh, who coined the phrase CLIL examined the situation ‘on the ground’ throughout Europe and assessed probable future trends

“CLIL and EMILE refer to any dual-focussed educational context in which an additional language, thus not usually the first language of the learners involved, is used as a medium in the teaching and learning of non-language content” (Marsh CLIL/EMILE – the European Dimension 15)

Eurydice (2001) says of CLIL: “An excellent way of making progress in a foreign language is to use it for a purpose, so that the language becomes a means to an end rather than an end in itself. Referred to as bilingual education, immersion teaching or Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL), this method involves teaching a subject using the (foreign) language concerned”.

While originally devised for language enrichment in mainstream schools, the CLIL approach now encompasses immersion education and the ‘long tradition (in Ireland) since the 1920s’ is recognised (Eurydice 2006: 15)

The 2001 Eurydice study showed that CLIL is most widespread in the teaching of what the European Union designates as minority/regional languages, with partial immersion as the preferred way of teaching both the minority and the state language in over half the countries. There seemed to be a particular trend to use the minority/regional language as the teaching medium for history and geography: “This appears to be in line with the new curricular requirements for openness to other cultures and cross-cultural competence, since no other subjects have as much influence on our perception of other countries, populations and cultures.” (Eurydice 2001: 23-24). In the Eurydice 2006 report, however, the teaching of English predominates in practice across Europe.

While CLIL, like Immersion Education, focuses on learning content through L2, it does not normally have the same extent of curriculum time through L2 as immersion education, which goes far beyond one or two subjects. Nevertheless, the approach to teaching and resources should be of relevance to IME. A continuum is recognised (Stoller 2004: 268) from “content-driven” approaches such as immersion at one end to “language-driven” approaches using content mainly as a springboard for language practice and as such CLIL might be considered as a ‘best-fit’ methodology for language teaching and learning in a multilingual Europe. 
Although research underlines the importance of exposure to the target language in achieving success, “Additional curricular time for modern languages within crowded timetables is not a viable proposition. The emerging solution is [CLIL]” (Marsh 2002:10). 

However,

“High exposure does not necessarily correlate with higher competence. It is the form, intensity, and timing of exposure that may be more important factors” (Marsh 2002: 75).

European Commission Policy

CLIL has become important in thinking at European Union language policy level and features in the European Commission’s Action Plan for Languages Promoting Language Learning and Linguistic Diversity which prioritises the role of CLIL in enhancing plurilingualism throughout the 25 member state European Union. http://europa.eu.int/comm/education/doc/official/keydoc/actlang/act_lang_en.pdf
How does CLIL work?
A core principle is that the subject content should always be the primary focus in the CLIL classroom, not the teaching of the language itself as a subject. 
The basis of CLIL is that content subjects are taught and learnt in a language which is not the mother tongue of the learners. This is additive bilingualism, which assures the development of both mother tongue and immersion language. To quote the headline of an article by Marsh, one is “Adding language without taking away”

(Adding language without taking away, Guardian Weekly Learning English, p.1, 8 April 2005).

The following list from Teaching English can be considered as principles in CLIL

· Knowledge of the language becomes the means of learning content 

· Language is integrated into the broad curriculum 

· Learning is improved through increased motivation and the study of natural language seen in context. When learners are interested in a topic they are motivated to acquire language and to communicate

· CLIL is based on language acquisition rather than enforced learning 

· Language is seen in real-life situations in which students can acquire the language. This is natural language development which builds on other forms of learning 

· CLIL is long-term learning. Students become academically proficient in L2 after 5-7 years in a good bilingual programme 

· Fluency is more important than accuracy and errors are a natural part of language learning. Learners develop fluency in L2 by using L2 to communicate for a variety of purposes 

· Reading is the essential skill to acquire 

(Source: http://www.teachingenglish.org.uk/think/methodology/clil.shtml)

The Content and Language Integration Project (CLIP), coordinated by CILT, notes that schools need to design materials and plan lessons to suit the needs of their learners and to enable them to develop until they are working at high levels of cognitive and linguistic challenge. Dr Do Coyle of Nottingham University, coordinator of the BILD project adopts and adapts the “4Cs”, the “four fundamental principles” of the languages curriculum, the interrelationship of which should characterise a successful CLIL lesson:

· CONTENT

Progression in knowledge, skills and understanding related to specific elements of a defined curriculum.

· COMMUNICATION

Using language to learn – whilst learning to use language

The key is interaction, NOT reaction.
· COGNITION

Developing thinking skills which link concept formation (abstract and concrete), understanding and language processing

· CULTURE

Exposure to alternative perspectives and shared understandings, deepening awareness of otherness and the self.

Information about the BILD project can be found at:

http://www.geocities.com/bildnott/bild_ettp.htm
(last accessed 23-06-06)

The British Council has adopted CLIL as a key methodology in teaching English internationally. The global experience of TESOL (Teaching English as a Second or Other Language) and the predominance of English in immersion programmes, can prove to be a useful source of practical advice and a useful approach to resources for IME. The BBC/British Council website makes the important point that the CLIL approach contains nothing essentially new to the teacher in a language classroom:

From a language point of view the CLIL ‘approach’ contains nothing new to the English language teacher. CLIL aims to guide language processing and support language production in the same way as English Language teaching by teaching strategies for reading and listening and structures and lexis for spoken or written language. What is different is that the language teacher is also the subject teacher, or that the teacher is also able to exploit opportunities for developing language skills. This is the essence of the CLIL training issue.

(www.teachingenglish.org.uk/think/methodology/clil_lesson.shtml)

(accessed 29-3-06)

Sheelagh Dellar identifies a list of strategies which need to be taken into account when teaching through a second language, and which are variously reflected elsewhere in this study

· Students need the necessary language support to take in and participate in lessons;

· Teachers and learners need to memorize high frequency chunks… related to their subject;

· Teachers need to learn about multiple intelligences;

· The use of the mother tongue in class is legitimate and its appropriate use should be encouraged;

· Active involvement of the learners is essential;

· As are repetition and recapping;

· Visual support (pictures, charts, diagrams, tables etc) ease understanding;

· Learners need to be trained in learner training techniques and to read more efficiently, plan their writing and use the Internet to prepare for coursework and tests;

· The teacher needs to build in processing and thinking time and adjust the speed of the lessons accordingly:
· Checking understanding frequently is very important.

(Dellar, Sheelagh Teaching other subjects in English (CLIL), in ‘In English’, British Council Portugal, Spring 2005. Quoted by John Whitehead in speech ‘Managing English on Campus:a global perspective’, Taiwan,1 November 2005 (British Council CD-ROM 2006)

Materials

While CLIL may be the best-fit methodology for language teaching and learning in a multilingual Europe, the literature suggests that there is a dearth of CLIL-type materials, and a lack of teacher training programmes to prepare both language and subject teachers for CLIL teaching. The theory may be solid, but questions remain about how theory translates into classroom practice

(www.teachingenglish.org.uk/think/methodology/clil_lesson.shtml)

(accessed 29-3-06)

Adapting a text: a CLIL example

Montet and Morgan (2001) describe how, in order to make text accessible as comprehensible input at ‘I+1’ level, teachers will have to modify or sometimes simplify authentic resources. 

A text is modified for differentiation, but also to exemplify appropriate linguistic modification of a subject focussed text:

Top Version

Dans cette region il y a la plus grande ville de France . Elle se trouve au centre d’un Bassin. De nombreuses routes rayonnent vers une couronne de villes et de ports. Les fermes sont grandes, modernes et mécanisées. Elles produisent du blé, du maïs, des legumes et des produits laitiers. C’est la région la plus industrialisée du pays.

[The biggest city in France is in this region. It lies in the middle of a basin. Numerous routes radiate out towards a crown of towns and ports. The farms are large, modern and mechanised. They produce wheat, maize, vegetables and dairy products. It is the most industrialised region of the country.]
Lower Version
Dans cette region il y a la capitale de la France. Elle se trouve au centre d’un Bassin. Les fermes sont grandes, modernes et mécanisées. Elles produisent des céréales, des legumes et des produits laitiers. C’est la région la plus industrialisée du pays.

[The capital of France is in this region. It lies in the middle of a basin. The farms are large, modern and mechanised. They produce cereals, vegetables and dairy products. It is the most industrialised region of the country.]

Simplification was through syntax and lexical cognates (la plus grande ville…>la capitale; blé, maïs > cereals). One sentence is omitted as being linguistically too complex.

Simplification strategies also include moving from stylistic breadth to repetition of key words, reducing sentence length and the use of subordinating conjunctions, while avoiding over-simplification which might in turn reduce comprehension. It should be borne in mind that the more elaborate version can sometimes improve comprehension and may provide learners with the rich linguistic form they need for language learning.

The following Irish example has been adapted from An Vicipéid/Wikipedia

An Iodáil (1)

Tír mhór i ndeisceart na hEorpa í Poblacht na hIodáile le thart ar 57 milliún duine ina gcónaí inti. Is ballstát den Aontas Eorpach í. Tá na hiamhchríocha San Mairíne agus an Vatacáin istigh san Iodáil. Bhíodh lira na hIodáile i San Mairíne agus i gCathair na Vatacáine. Úsáideann na tíortha sin go leir an euro anois
Tá cruth buataise ar an leithinis, an chuid is mó den tír, agus is cuid den tír freisin an dá oileán is mó sa Mheánmhuir, an tSicil is an tSairdín.

Tá an Iodáil deighilte i 20 réigiún (regioni, uatha regione). Is í an Róimh príomhchathair na tíre. Tá teorainneacha aici leis an Ostair, an Fhrainc, an tSlóivéin, agus an Eilvéis sa tuaisceart. 

Is í an tsliabh is airde ná Monte Bianco in iarthar na nAlpa.

An Iodáil (2)

Tír mhór i ndeisceart na hEorpa í An Iodáil le thart ar 57 milliún duine ina gcónaí inti. Is ballstát den Aontas Eorpach í. Tá na stáit bheaga San Mairíne agus an Vatacáin istigh san Iodáil. Usáideann siad an t-euro. Is leithinis mhór go príomha í le dhá phríomh-oileáin, an tSicil agus an tSairdín.

Tá an Iodáil deighilte i 20 réigiún agus is í an Róimh príomhchathair na tíre.Tá teorainneacha aici leis an Ostair, an Fhrainc, an tSlóivéin, agus an Eilvéis sa tuaisceart. 

Is í an tsliabh is airde ná Monte Bianco in iarthar na nAlpa.

Adapted from An Vicipéid  http://ga.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iodail
Montet and Morgan CLIL analyse how the CLIL approach can be seen in terms of constructivism












CLIL in Ireland

Irish-medium programmes, North and South are recognised in the latest (2006) Eurydice document on CLIL, which nevertheless does not include total language immersion in its brief. While Immersion Education and CLIL can be seen as related but separate approaches to language learning, current European language policy and practice brings them together under the umbrella of bilingual education. 

The National Council for the Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA) is currently involved in a European CLIL project to produce a CD-ROM to teach subjects across the First and Second Year Post-Primary syllabus through Irish. While this content is aimed at English-medium schools, it could and should be adapted for the immersion environment.

Chapter 6
Research in Practice: Lightbown and Ellis

The research literature around immersion education and language teaching and learning is large, and growing, but not conclusive. P. Lightbown and R. Ellis have produced a list of generalisations and principles from research respectively as guides to evidence-based practice for effective instruction. These are summarised. Seán Mac Corraidh has provided the implications for IME to Ellis’ principles.

Commentary on: 

Lightbown, P.M. (2000). Anniversary Article: Classroom and SLA and Second Language Teaching Applied Linguistics 21/4: 431-462

Lightbown, P.M. (2003). SLA in the classroom/SLA research for the classroom Language Learning Journal Winter 2003 No.28: 4-13.

Ellis, R. (2005). Instructed Second Language Acquisition: A literature review. Wellington: Ministry of Education New Zealand

Johnson and Swain (1997, xiii) write “Immersion education has been in existence long enough to have acquired a distinct identity and a body of theory and research, but it is still young enough to be evolving in new directions, through new applications of theory and in response to emerging problems” However, as Lawes (2003) remarks, “the subject-specific theoretical base of language teaching draws on a vast literature which can confuse practitioners, and often fails to provide practical advice to teachers”.

Ellis (2005: 33) emphasizes that research does not provide a definitive account of how to ensure successful language teaching. Nevertheless he (2005) and Lightbown (1985, 2000, 2003) believed that research provides a broad basis for ‘evidence-based practice’, and each produces a list of ten generalisations (Lightbown) or principles ((Ellis) as a guideline for effective instructional practice. These have been summarised below. There is inevitably some overlap between the two sets of conclusions.

Lightbown

Lightbown (1985a) attempted to relate Second Language Acquisition (SLA) research to the realities of classroom teaching, observing that while research provided empirical support for changes which occurred in language teaching, the practice often preceded the research, and that at that time few of the researchers asked questions about SLA in the classroom. 

In her 1985 paper, Lightbown summarized SLA research by stating ten generalizations consistent with the contemporary state of research. In Lightbown 2000 and 2003 she revisited those generalizations in the light of research since the original paper, observing that much SLA research now addresses pedagogical concerns more fully, with particular interest in studies treating communicative language teaching (CLT) and content-based language teaching (CBLT), replacing more traditional approaches.

Lightbown’s Ten Generalizations from SLA Research

1. Adults and adolescents can ‘acquire’ a second language.

2. The learner creates a systematic interlanguage which is often characterized by the same systematic errors as the child learning the same language as the first language, as well as others which appear to be based on the learner’s own native language.

3. There are predictable sequences in L2 acquisition such that certain structures have to be acquired before others can be integrated.

4. Practice does not make perfect.

5. Knowing a language rule does not mean one will be able to use it in communicative interaction.

6. Isolated explicit error correction is usually ineffective in changing language behaviour.

7. For most adult learners, acquisition stops … before the learner has achieved native-like mastery of the target language.

8. One cannot achieve native-like (or near native-like) command of a second language in one hour a day.

9. The learner’s task is enormous because language is enormously complex.

10. A learner’s ability to understand language in a meaningful context exeeds his/her ability to comprehend decontextualized language and to produce language of comparable complexity and accuracy.

1. Adults and adolescents can ‘acquire’ a second language
Krashen (1982 and elsewhere) emphasises the distinction between acquisition, linguistic ability developed as learners focus on meaning in comprehensible input, and learning, which involves knowledge about language gained through formal instruction or metalinguistic analysis ( grammatical terminology and structures etc). Research supports the conclusion that some linguistic features can be acquired without intentional effort on the learner’s part or pedagogical intervention by the teacher. Classroom research shows pupils in French immersion, while focussing on classroom instruction and learning the class subject matter, acquired the ability to understand both written and spoken French and to produce it with considerable fluency and confidence (Lambert and Tucker 1972, Swain 1991). Lightbown and Spada (1994) recorded similar achievement among francophone children in English Second Language (ESL) classes.

Such achievement is illustrated in studies on group work and peer interaction which show that both adult and younger learners:
1. are able to give each other Second Language input and opportunities for interaction,

2. do not necessarily produce more errors than when they are interacting with the teacher,

3. can provide each other  with feedback on error, in the form of clarification requests and negotiation for meaning,

4. benefit from the opportunity for more one-to-one conversation than they can get in a teacher-centred whole class environment

(Gass and Varonis,1994; Long and Porter, 1985; Oliver, 1995; Pica, 1987; Yule and Macdonald, 1990)

A successful pair work activity is Swain’s use of Dictagloss where pupils collaborate to reconstruct dictated texts (Kowal and Swain 1994). Research on group and pair work owes much to Long’s (1985) work on interaction. Donato (1994) and others link interaction in language development to Vygotsky’s theory of social learning.

Extensive reading has been explored as an application of Krashen’s ‘comprehensible input hypothesis’ (Elley, 1991; Krashen, 1989; Pilgreen and Krashen, 1993). These studies showed that “reading for pleasure” gave better results than audio-lingual instruction. However, further research showed that learners “reading for pleasure” benefited even more when their reading was supported by interaction and guidance from a teacher (Elley, 1989; Lightbown, 1992; Lightbown, Halter, White and Horst, 2002; Zimmerman, 1997).

In conclusion, while students come to know aspects of language without explicit teaching, the evidence also indicates that instruction can further enhance language acquisition.

2. The learner creates a systematic interlanguage which is often characterised by the same systematic errors as a child makes when learning that language as his/her first language, as well as others which appear to be based on the learner’s own native language.

Numerous studies on learners’ errors (Corder, 1967) and “interlanguage” (Selinker, 1972) give evidence of how learners’ language develops systematic properties which are unrelated to input. Even when the exposure is mostly structure-based, interlanguage patterns emerge which do not reflect what has been taught (Lightbown, 1991). Some research minimised the first language influence on the learner’s interlanguage (e.g. Dulay, Burt and Krashen, 1982), while others continue to recognise the place of L1 influence (e.g. Gass and Selinker 1983; Kellerman and Sharwood Smith 1986; Zobl 1980).

Harley and King (1989) noted how English learners of French used the English model of verb and preposition in verbs of motion such as aller en bas (go down) where French uses a simple verb descendre. Similar examples of L1 can be found for Irish, fuair mé tuirseach – I got/became tired. The phenomenon of Béarlachas is well documented in Irish.

3. There are predictable sequences in L2 acquisition such that certain structures have to be acquired before others can be integrated.
Many linguistic features are acquired in a ‘developmental sequence’. Although learners may progress more speedily through a sequence thanks to form-focussed instruction, the sequence that they follow is not substantially altered by instruction (Ellis, 1989). Some types of language instruction provide restricted or distorted samples of the target language, yet their acquisition sequences appear to show considerable similarity to when learners have adequate opportunities to understand and use the second language (Lightbown 1985b).

Progress does not necessarily show up as greater accuracy. The developmental stages through which learners pass include stages in which their performance, while systematic, is far from target-like (Bley-Vroman, 1983). So, while early learners ask formulaic questions correctly (What’s your name?), they then progress to generate incorrect questions which nevertheless reflect their developmental stage (*Why the children want to play?), beyond memorised phrases or formulae and illustrating a developing understanding of the way questions are formed. Pienemann (1988, 1999) observed that instruction was most effective when pitched just above the learners’ current stage. While this was not corroborated by Spada and Lightbown (1993, 1999), learners did move forward according to the sequence proposed by Pienemann, Johnston and Brindley (1988).

Teachers would naturally welcome research that allows them to plan lessons following developmental sequences, but there are practical difficulties, such as the lack of detail on developmental sequences in individual languages, including Irish, and the difficulty in determining the levels of individual pupils in each class. Developmental sequences research can, however, allow teachers to see progress in terms other than accuracy alone. Such research should be undertaken for Irish, resulting in a linguistically sequenced language syllabus for Irish.

4. Practice does not make perfect.

In the original 1985 article, practice in this context refers to audio-lingual type pattern and drill. If material is based on memorised chunks, beyond the learners’ level of development, they have difficulty in recognising the actual components of their utterances, resulting in erroneous usages such as Cá bhfuil tú i mo do chónaí? 
However, some researchers, particularly Mitchell in various publications, have studied how language chunks are rote-learned and used outside the situations in which they were originally taught.

The extent to which memorised chunks can eventually become analysed is debated, but it is likely that they boost confidence and encourage longer, if formulaic, communication

Practice which involves meaningful interaction, and developing thoughtful retrieval of features not yet automatic, is likely to be successful.

5. Knowing a language rule does not mean one will be able to use it in communicative interaction
Knowing rules does not guarantee communicative competence. Few native speakers can articulate the rules which govern their speech, whereas learners who have received extensive grammar instruction can often articulate the rules, but this knowledge is not reflected in their interactive ability.

However, research has shown that learners benefit from instruction that focuses on language forms, though not necessarily through ‘rule’ learning (N. Ellis 1993, Spada 1997). Schmidt (1990, 1994) argues that learners need to ‘notice’ features and the role of instruction may lie primarily in ensuring opportunities for learners to notice how particular forms and features work.

R. Ellis (1993) suggests a ‘weak interface’ of implicit knowledge (see page 86) where learners’ attention is drawn to features which they will use at their appropriate developmental stage (see also Lightbown 1998). ‘Noticing’ is based on this hypothesis. See Noonan (2004) for a discussion and a suggested lesson plan. See also Ellis Principle 5 below.

J.White (1998) following Sharwood-Smith (1993) successfully employed ‘enhanced input’ in stories, puzzles etc. by using bold type, underlining, italics to highlight features. In a follow-up, she provided more explicit grammatical information and found that these learners performed better in oral communication than those who had been exposed to correct input but had not learned the rule.

L.White (1991) found that L2 learners are more likely than L1 acquirers to develop grammars  which draw on features from L1 as well as L2. She argues that these L2 learners require “negative evidence” in the form of instruction or corrective feedback (see also White, Spada, Lightbown and Spada 1991)

Other researchers have also found evidence for a closer relationship between explicit knowledge and L2 performance than that among L1 speakers, or what Krashen’s acquisition/learning distinction would argue (see e.g. Green and Hecht, 1992; Han and R.Ellis, 1998). Other studies have compared development in CLT with and without focus on form (e.g. Doughty and Varela, 1998; Harley, 1989; Lightbown and Spada, 1990; Lyster, 1994). They support the use of focus on form in CLT and CBLT (Long, 1991). Norris and Ortega’s research synthesis (2000) confirmed the advantages of form-focussed instruction. Nevertheless, the debate continues (Bialystok, 1994; Schwartz, 1993).

6. Isolated explicit error correction is usually ineffective in changing language behaviour.

Simply telling a learner they have made an error does not cause improvement, but sustained error feedback can be effective if it is focussed on something that is within the range of what the learner is capable of learning. Lightbown (1991) observed how frequent, often humorous, correction of a common error succeeded in stopping the error, in contrast to classes where the error was ignored. More importantly, they were still using the correct form months later after the particular corrective feedback was ended.

There has been a lot of research around “recast” feedback, where the teacher correctly rephrases a learner’s utterance (Long and Robinson, 1998). Studies where individual learners have access to such feedback on single linguistic features show positive results (Leman, 2000; Long, Inagaki and Ortega, 1998; Mackey and Philp, 1998). Findings from classroom studies are less certain (Nicholas, Lightbown and Spada, 2001). In immersion, where subject content is taught through the target language, students may be unsure whether feedback refers to the content knowledge or linguistic accuracy or appropriateness (Lyster and Ranta, 1997). The primacy of knowledge of subject content often leads to less feedback on linguistic accuracy as long as the content is understood. Lyster and Ranta (1997) also reported that while recasts were the most frequent type of feedback, they were also the least likely to lead to an immediate response from the student.

Doughty and Varela (1998) conducted a study where the teacher first repeated a student’s incorrect utterance with emphasis on the incorrect form. When the student did not self-repair the teacher provided the correct form, which the student sometimes repeated. This “corrective recast” approach gave rise to improvement.

Studies on feedback support the reviews of form-focussed instruction (Spada, 1997; N.Ellis, 1995; Norris and Ortega, 2000) which conclude that instruction is effective when there is an element of explicitness in the instruction.

See also Hickey 1999:113-118.

7. For most adult learners, acquisition stops … before the learner has achieved native-like mastery of the target language.

…and…

8. One cannot achieve native-like (or near native-like) command of a second language in one hour a day.

The Critical Period Hypothesis (Lenneberg 1967) maintains that children have to be exposed to a second language before puberty in order to develop near native-like mastery, and post-puberty learners will always be distinguishable from those who have experienced substantial early childhood exposure.

The Critical Period Hypothesis should not be crudely interpreted as ‘younger is better’; indeed that premise is challenged by research by such as Burstall (1975) and Stern (1983), which would suggest that, in classroom contexts, the age at which language learning begins is less important than the quality and intensity of instruction and exposure over a long period of time.

Children learning their first language, or in a L2 environment where they are in daily contact with the TL have considerably more exposure, totalling thousands of hours, to allow them to achieve mastery.

While this could argue for the advantages of immersion, even in that environment it is recognised that native-like mastery is rarely achieved where the target language exposure is mostly confined to the school environment and immersion learners inevitably reinforce some of the non-target aspects of their shared interlanguage (Lightbown, 1985b; Wong Fillmore, 1991), such as ‘tá sé mo‘ instead of ‘Is liomsa é’ (NCCA 2006: 20/21).

In the UK, the Burstall research has been used to cast doubts on the value of primary language subject teaching. Her research involved a limited L2 exposure from age 8 but acknowledged aural and phonetic, and attitudinal benefits. The limitations of her research should therefore be recognised (Mac Éinrí 1981)
There is research evidence to suggest that instruction may be more effective at an age, from the end of elementary schooling on, when learners have the maturity and motivation to use or transfer appropriate learning strategies (Harley and Hart, 1997; Muñoz, 1999; Singleton, 1989).

Compact, enriched exposure, time on task, maintained into post-primary and supplemented by contact outside school have proved effective (Collins, Halter, Lightbown and Spada, 1999; Spada and Lightbown, 1989, Lightbown and Spada, 1991; Genesee, 1987; Turnbull et al., 1998)

9. The learner’s task is enormous because language is enormously complex.

Learning a new language, with its complexity of vocabulary, morphology, syntax and pronunciation, is extremely challenging, even for the ‘talented’ language learner.

The exposure time is usually limited when compared with L1 learners. As well as the linguistic structures there are the pragmatics and sociolinguistic factors which differentiate learners’ registers from native speakers (Bardovi-Harlig and Dörnyei, 1998, Tarone and Swain, 1995, Lyster, 1994).

10. A learner’s ability to understand language in a meaningful context exceeds his/her ability to comprehend decontextualised language and to produce language of comparable complexity and accuracy.

Through using contextualised cues and general world knowledge, learners gather gist and meaning without understanding all the linguistic features they are exposed to. This is an important factor in CLIL/ CBLT/ immersion education.

However, researchers have found that some linguistic features are developed slowly or incompletely in contexts where the emphasis is on content meaning and knowledge rather than learning specific linguistic features. This may be due to the low frequency of some features or the nature of interaction practised in the classroom (L.White, 1991; Swain, 1988).

Learners may also filter out frequent forms (e.g. some mutated forms and genitives in Irish) because of the characteristics of their L1 or their current interlanguage (see McKendry, 1996 for examples with Irish phonology).

Van Patten (Van Patten and Cadierno, 1993; Van Patten and Oikkenon, 1996) argues for input to be adapted to aim not only for comprehension but also for acquisition, and he created instructional activities which required learners to focus on specific linguistic features in order to achieve comprehension (cf. Vygotsky, ZPD).

Rod Ellis (2005)
In his review (2005), Ellis seeks to answer the question: How can instruction best ensure successful language learning?

There is no simple answer to this, as there are many competing theories and the empirical research does not provide clear-cut answers. Ellis endeavours to reflect the different theories and findings and then identify a number of general principles which can provide guidance for curriculum design and classroom practice:

Principle 1: Instruction needs to ensure that learners develop both a rich repertoire of formulaic expressions and a rule-based competence
Principle 2: Instruction needs to ensure that learners focus predominantly on meaning
Principle 3: Instruction needs to ensure that learners also focus on form
Principle 4: Instruction needs to be predominantly directed at developing implicit knowledge of the L2 while not neglecting explicit knowledge
Principle 5: Instruction needs to take into account learners’ ‘built-in syllabus’
Principle 6: Successful instructed language learning requires extensive L2 input
Principle 7: Successful instructed language learning also requires opportunities for output
Principle 8: The opportunity to interact in the L2 is central to developing L2 proficiency
Principle 9: Instruction needs to take account of individual differences in learners
Principle 10: In assessing learners’ L2 proficiency it is important to examine free as well as controlled production

Principle 1: Instruction needs to ensure that learners develop both a rich repertoire of formulaic expressions and a rule-based competence
Native speakers use a very large number of formulaic expressions and language learners need a repertoire of such expressions, for fluency, and of specific grammatical rules for complexity and accuracy (Skehan 1998).

Ellis (1984a), N.Ellis (1996) and Myles et al. (1998,1999) demonstrate how learners can rote learn chunks/ fixed sequences which they later break down for analysis

Ellis (2002b) suggests an initial focus on formulaic chunks, delaying the teaching of grammar. While a notional-functional approach allows the teaching of patterns and routines, a complete language curriculum would need to develop both formulaic expressions and rule-based knowledge (e.g. is maith/fearr liom/leat; tá brón/áthas orm/ort)

Implications for language acquistion in Irish Medium Education (IME): pupils should be provided with a bank of Irish language expressions based on the content being presented and the thinking skills and capabilities that are being promoted and should be surrounded by Irish language visual and auditory stimuli so linguistic patterns and rules may be identified in context. 

Principle 2: Instruction needs to ensure that learners focus predominantly on meaning
One can distinguish between semantic meaning and pragmatic meaning.

Semantic meaning refers to lexical items (words) or specific grammatical structures (e.g. ‘is maith liom’).

Pragmatic meaning arises in acts of communication and is supported through a task-based approach. Rather than focusing on the meaning of words, pragmatics focus on the speaker’s appropriate use of language in acts of communication. An example would be the distinction between “Is dochtúir í” and “Tá sí ina dochtúir”, or the competent use of the autonomous form of the verb. The ability to understand another speaker's intended meaning is called pragmatic competence.

Both types, but particularly pragmatic meaning, are crucial to language learning. They also require differing approaches to teaching and learning.

In semantic meaning, teachers are more directly pedagogical and students can treat language as an object to be learnt.

In pragmatic meaning, L2 is viewed primarily as a tool for communication.

Several reasons can be cited for the importance of pragmatic meaning:

· The conditions for acquisition to take place are created when learners are engaged in decoding and encoding messages in the context of actual acts of communication (e.g. Prabhu, 1987; Long, 1996)

· Learners must have opportunities to create pragmatic meaning in order to develop true fluency in L2 (DeKeyser, 1998)

· It is intrinsically motivating for learners to be engaged in activities where they are focused on creating pragmatic meaning

As well as activating linguistic resources developed by other means, a focus on pragmatic meaning creates such resources and is the theoretical position which has informed many highly successful immersion programmes throughout the world (see Johnson & Swain, 1997). It is not the only valid approach to instruction, but such opportunities should be predominant over an entire curriculum

Implications for language acquisition in IME: the context and purpose of learning in IME in the form of the local curriculum gives authenticity to the acquistion of Irish. Teachers need to ensure that they are delivering meaningful messages which will challenge pupils’ learning and also develop their receptive knowledge of Irish.  

Principle 3: Instruction needs to ensure that learners also focus on form

A conscious attention to form is also necessary for acquisition. Schmidt (1994, 2001) argues, however, that this ‘focus on form’ should be on specific forms, rather than a global approach. He also argues that attention to form refers to the noticing of specific linguistic items as they occur in input, rather than an awareness of grammatical rules.

Focus on Form can be catered to in a number of ways:

· Through lessons teaching specific grammar features by means of input- or output- processing. An inductive approach to grammar teaching encourages ‘noticing’ of pre-selected forms; a deductive approach develops awareness of the grammatical rule.

· Through tasks that require learners to process specific grammatical structures, and/or produce these structures in the performance of the task.

· By means of methodological options such as strategic planning of task and corrective feedback

Instruction can provide

· intensive focus on selected linguistic forms, or

· incidental and extensive attention to form

Some structures might not be mastered without repeated practice, but intensive instruction is time consuming and thus there will be a limit to the number of structures that can be addressed.

Extensive grammar instruction, on the other hand, allows for repeated attention to larger numbers of structures. It also allows for more individualized attention to learners.

Both approaches can usefully be incorporated into instruction.

Implications for language acquisition in IME: Mac Corraidh (2005) indicates that teaching in IME is presently strongly ‘meaning-focussed’ due to the belief that if pupils are immersed in the target language their knowledge of it will progress. However, teachers also need to draw attention to linguistic form and attend to pupils’ accuracy in their production of Irish. 

Principle 4: Instruction needs to be predominantly directed at developing implicit knowledge of the L2 while not neglecting explicit knowledge
Implicit knowledge is held unconsciously but is accessed rapidly and easily for use in fluent communication.

Explicit knowledge is being able to define the linguistic features, phonological, grammatical etc., of L2, together with the metalanguage to express it.

There is a distinction between explicit knowledge as a conscious awareness of how a structural feature works and metalingual explanation which consists of knowledge of grammatical metalanguage and the ability to understand explanation of rules.

Implicit knowledge underlies fluent communication. There are conflicting theories as how to develop this:

· in skill-building theory (DeKeyser, 1998), implicit knowledge arises out of explicit knowledge, when the latter is proceduralized through practice;

· in emergentist theories (Krashen, 1981; N.Ellis, 1998) implicit knowledge  develops naturally out of meaning-focussed  communication, aided, perhaps, by some focus on form.

There is consensus that learners need to develop implicit knowledge through communicative activity, where tasks play a central role.

The value of explicit teaching of grammar knowledge is hotly debated through two questions:

1. is explicit knowledge of any value in and of itself?

2. can explicit knowledge facilitate implicit knowledge?

Krashen (1982) argues that learners can only use explicit knowledge through the ‘monitor’ (see page 40) where the focus is on form rather than meaning and they have sufficient time to access the knowledge. Over-use of the monitor through structure can, he claims, actually damage the ‘natural processes of language learning’.
Other positions argue that explicit knowledge can be used successfully in both formulating messages as well as in monitoring. However, this does take time.

The interface hypothesis considers whether explicit knowledge may assist the development of implicit knowledge.

[The Interface Hypothesis] claims that explicit knowledge can be converted into implicit knowledge as a result of practising specific features of the L2. It provides a clear justification for teaching explicit linguistic knowledge (R. Ellis 2005:48)

Three positions can be identified

· the non-interface position leads to an approach of ‘zero grammar’ (that is, no focus on grammar in instruction);
· the weak interface position provides for tasks (Ellis, 1991) that require learners to derive their own explicit grammar rules from data they are provided with;

· the interface position supports PPP – the idea that a grammatical structure should be first Presented explicitly and then Practised until fully Proceduralised.
In summary, instruction needs to develop both implicit and explicit knowledge, with priority to implicit knowledge. There is no prescription as to how this is to be achieved.

Implicit knowledge; This is the intuitive knowledge of language that underlies the ability to communicate fluently in the L1. it manifests itself in actual language performance and is only verbalizable if it is converted into explicit knowledge (Ellis 2005:48)

Explicit Knowledge: This consists of knowledge about language (e.g. knowledge about the rules for making nouns plural) and is potentially verbalizable (Ellis 2005: 47).
Implications for language acquisition in IME: 

Teachers need to promote pupils’ implicit knowledge of Irish. This is a challenging task due to the limited exposure IME pupils have to Irish. Mac Corraidh (2005) suggests that the well-planned integration of the learning of Irish and curricular content and the learning of extensive ‘chunks’ of that language may facilitate pupils’ implicit knowledge of Irish.

Principle 5: Instruction needs to take into account learners’ ‘built-in syllabus’
Early research into naturalistic L2 acquisition showed that learners master different grammatical structures in a relatively fixed and universal order, following their “built-in syllabus” (Corder 1967) for learning grammar as implicit knowledge. Krashen (1981) argued that learners would automatically proceed along their built-in syllabus as long as they had access to comprehensible input and were sufficiently motivated. For him, grammar instruction has no role to play in the development of implicit knowledge, what he called ’acquisition’, and could contribute only to explicit knowledge (‘learning’).

Studies (Pica, 1983; Long, 1983b; Ellis, 1984b) showed that, by and large, the order of acquisition was the same for instructed and naturalistic learners, leading to the conclusion that while it was beneficial to teach grammar, it was necessary to ensure that it was taught in a way that was compatible with the natural processes of acquisition.

There are a number of possibilities of how instruction can take account of the learner’s built-in syllabus:

· adopt a zero grammar approach (following Krashen), making no attempt to predetermine the linguistic content of a lesson.

· Ensure learners are ready to acquire a specific feature. However, individual differences might necessitate a highly individualized approach. Nevertheless instruction in a target feature might enable pupils to progress as long as the target structure is not too far ahead of their developmental stage.

· Focus instruction on explicit knowledge, which is not so subject to developmental constraints. This reflects cognitive rather than developmental complexity and is the basis of traditional structural syllabuses.

Implications for language acquisition in IME:

At present there is no developmental Irish language syllabus for IME and one is urgently required. Mac Corraidh (2005) claims that IME teachers use a simplified register in their efforts to ensure comprehensible input. The development of pupils’ Irish language receptive skills does not mirror their production skills, which plateaus around year five in primary education. The challenge for teachers is to compliment pupils’ Irish language functional competence with accurate production by, for example, encouraging longer utterances in the target language.

Principle 6: Successful instructed language learning requires extensive L2 input
Language learning, whether it occurs in a naturalistic or an instructed context, is a slow and labour-intensive process. If learners do not receive exposure to the target language, they cannot acquire it. In general, the more exposure they receive, the more and the faster they will learn. For Krashen, input must be made ‘comprehensible’, either by modifying it or by means of contextual props.

One might disagree with Krashen’s claim that comprehensible input (together with motivation) suffices. Learner output is also important (see Principle 7 below) but there is general agreement about the importance of input in developing the implicit knowledge that is needed to communicate effectively in L2.

To ensure adequate access to extensive input, teachers need to:

1. maximise use of L2 inside the classroom. Ideally, this means that the L2 needs to become the medium as well as the object of instruction.

2. create opportunities for students to receive input outside the classroom. This can be achieved by providing extensive, graded reading programmes (Krashen 1989).

Studies (Elley 1991) showed that learners benefit from both reading and being read to. Schools need to establish self-access centres which students can use outside class time. However, many students are unlikely to make the effort unless (a) resources are made available and (b) learners are trained how to make effective use of the resources.

It is asserted with confidence that, if the only input students receive is in the context of a limited number of weekly lessons based on some course book, they are unlikely to achieve high levels of L2 proficiency.

Implications for language acquisition in IME:

This principle is one of the factors that bring success to the acquiring of a functional fluency in Irish by IME pupils, Pupils do experience extensive Irish language input as the vehicle of the curriculum. Mac Corraidh (2005) suggests that IME instruction should realise the relative brevity of the exposure to Irish that pupils experience and its complex, academic nature and promote the provision of input which equips the pupils with vernacular Irish.  

Principle 7: Successful instructed language learning also requires opportunities for output
Researchers now recognise the critical role that output plays in language instruction and acquisition. Skehan (1998), drawing on Swain (1995) summarises the contribution that output can make:
1. Learner output generates better input through the feedback it elicits.

2. It forces syntactic processing by obliging learners to pay attention to grammar.

3. It allows learners to test out hypotheses about the target language grammar through the feedback they obtain when they make errors.

4. It helps to automatise existing knowledge.

5. It provides opportunities for learners to develop discourse skills, for example by producing ‘long turns’.

6. It helps learners to develop a ‘personal voice’ by turning conversation to topics they are interested in contributing to.
Ellis (2003) adds one other contribution of output:

7. It provides the learner with ‘auto-input’, that is learners can attend to the ‘input’ provided by their own output.

Tasks, oral and written, generate more successful output than language exercises as they are more likely to lead to student initiated interaction in the classroom.

Implications for language acquisition in IME:
As well as opportunities to experience and process extensive linguistic input, pupils need opportunities to express themselves orally and in writing, and through interaction. This is best achieved by asking learners to perform tasks that require both oral and written language, thereby encouraging interaction in Irish, rather than simply doing language ‘exercises’.
Principle 8: The opportunity to interact in the L2 is central to developing L2 proficiency

Both input and output are necessary for oral interaction, out of which acquisition takes place. Interaction is not just a means of making the learner’s existing linguistic resources automatic, but it is also crucial to create new language resources for the learner.

In the Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1996), interaction fosters acquisition when a communication problem arises and learners engage in negotiating for meaning. The modifications that arise from interaction help to make input comprehensible, provide corrective feedback, and push learners to modify their own output. Learners are enabled to construct new forms and perform new functions collaboratively.

In general terms, opportunities for negotiating meaning and plenty of scaffolding are needed to develop acquisition through interaction.

Johnson (1995) identifies four key requirements for an acquisition-rich classroom:

1. creating language contexts where pupils have a reason to attend to language.

2. providing opportunities to use the language to express personal feelings.

3. helping participation in activities beyond learners’ current level of proficiency.

4. offering a range of contexts catering for a ‘full performance’ in the language

These are more likely to be provided through ‘tasks’ than through exercises. Ellis (1999) draws attention to the importance of giving control of the discourse topic to the students. Orderly classroom discourse may be achieved by means of IRF exchanges:



Teacher Initiate


Student Respond


Teacher Feedback
One solution to the classroom management challenge that interaction poses to teachers is to incorporate small group work into a lesson. As noted above, when students interact amongst themselves, acquisition-rich discourse is likely to ensue. However, as also noted, groupwork can give rise to dangers which militate against L2 acquisition, e.g. excessive use of L1.

Implications for language acquisition in IME:

In IME, teachers feel that they must compensate for the limited Irish language exposure that pupils experience and in the knowledge that they are often the sole sources of Irish for the pupils provide lots of input for them. However, this results in limited opportunities for output by the pupils. Teachers should recognise this reality and plan strategies that will afford pupils these opportunities (Mac Corraidh, 2005) 

Principle 9: Instruction needs to take account of individual differences in learners
While recognising universal aspects of L2 acquisition, there is also variability among learners. Learning will be more successful when:

1. The instruction is matched to students’ particular aptitude for learning

2. The students are motivated

Teachers can cater for differentiation by adopting a flexible teaching approach involving a variety of learning activities and learner strategies. Strategy training should foster both experiential and analytical approaches.

School-based instruction often adopts an analytical approach to learning. Staff and pupils may have greater difficulty in adopting the kind of experiential approach required in task-based language learning. Some learner-training, therefore, may be necessary if learners are to perform tasks effectively.

Dornyei (2001) gives an overview of the theory of motivation and how it can be applied to practical skills and strategies in order to develop and maintain students’ intrinsic motivation. He also makes the obvious point that ‘the best motivational intervention is simply to improve the quality of our teaching” (2001: 26)

Implications for language acquisition in IME:

Teachers should note that there are a range of factors which influence the acquistion of the second language (Ellis, 1996) and should note the aspects of the production of Irish which challenge individual pupils. They should build a remedial Irish language programme based on individual needs, informed by the analysis of pupils’ Irish language production and contextualised in the presentation of content. 

Principle 10: In assessing learners’ L2 proficiency it is important to examine free as well as controlled production

Norris and Ortega’s (2000) meta-analysis summarised studies of form-focused instruction, demonstrating that the effectiveness of instruction is contingent on the way it is measured. They distinguished four types of measurement:

1. Metalinguistic judgement.

2. Selected response (e.g. multiple choice).

3. Constrained constructed response (e.g. with a Topic-based syllabus)

4. Free constructed response.

While effectiveness is mostly measured through (2) and (3), and least in (4), it is arguably measurement (4) that corresponds most closely to the kind of language use found outside the classroom. Free constructed responses are best elicited by means of tasks (Ellis 2003; Chapter 4 above)
Implications for language acquisition in IME:

The production of Irish in IME is by the nature of immersion education generally of a free nature and is rarely as a result of controlled conditions. The assessment of pupils’ Irish language production should be sensitive and should be driven by formative assessment practices which emphasise the benefits of quality oral feedback on aspects which need to be improved and how that can be done. In addition, a series of standardised tests would be useful, particularly in the early identification of difficulties. These should be designed for application on both sides of the border.
Chapter 7
The English Language in IME
The role of the mother tongue in immersion education is a key concern. The formal introduction of English in Irish Medium Education is delayed until year 3 or 4, but some researchers call for a more systematic use of L1

The aim of immersion education is “to strengthen and to use both languages to a high level in order to develop balanced and confident bilingual pupils” (C. Williams 2002: 47). Irish-medium primary education in Northern Ireland has a specific programme of study for English in Key Stage One which normally begins in year three or four. The use of English in early years teaching is viewed as inappropriate. Literacy skills, initially acquired through Irish, transfer to the contexts of English. The programme of study for English at Key Stage Two as applied in English Medium Education is followed. This later introduction of formal instruction in the mother tongue is common practice internationally In Hawaii, for example, where English is the mother tongue,

Use of English as the medium of instruction begins in grade 5 for one hour a day. Research indicates that the ideal solution is to have a teacher specifically to teach English language arts through the medium of English

(Dept of Education, Hawaii 2004:17)

Because Hawaiian immersion aims for equal proficiency in Hawaiian and English,

It is essential that basic skills be emphasized and assured in the Hawaiian medium environment to provide a basis for transference to English when necessary. If skills are not developed through Hawaiian language instruction there can be no application of those skills to English when it is introduced.

(Dept of Education, Hawaii 2004:3)

In the Republic, the Curaclam na Bunscoile/ Primary School Curriculum (NCCA 1999) states:

In Gaeltacht schools and Scoileanna Lán-Ghaeilge, Irish is the language of the school. The curriculum for these schools provides a context in which children will achieve a more extensive mastery of Irish. Their proficiency will be further enhanced by experiencing Irish as a learning medium (NCCA 1999: 43)

There is no mention in the Curaclam Introduction document or in the English document of the role of English in Irish-medium schools, nor indeed of dual Irish and English literacy at all. This is in contrast with Wales where the issue of dual literacy, indeed triliteracy is discussed in various documents (Estyn 2002; ACCAC 2003). The Curaclam sets a guideline of four hours per week of Language 1, three hours a week for Language 2 (NCCA 1999:70). It is not clear how this relates to Irish medium schools (Ni Mhóráin 2005)..

Conradh na Gaeilge’s education policy (http://www.cnag.ie/  > Feachtais > Oideachas) proposes a system of ‘1+1+1’ in language provision in schools, ensuring achievement in Irish, English, and a foreign language. This structure would comply with the European Union recommendation of ‘Mother Tongue plus two’ and highlight the advantages of Irish as a cultural and vocational asset.

By the end of primary schooling, it is expected that IME pupils will be achieving in English and in other core areas at comparable levels to their peers in English Medium Education (EME). As IME pupils receive, understand and deliberate on information in two languages, IME teachers exploit this competence both in classroom and at home. The pupils’ proficiency in English is an additional learning resource and a means to check for the transmission of meaning and the affirmation of comprehension.
Mac Corraidh records that in the presence of teachers IME pupils generally use Irish to each other, but English in their absence. The use of English by teachers is as far as possible limited to the instruction of that language. In order to make connections in pupils’ learning within a thematic planning approach, English and specifically subject-related terminology in English is sometimes taught.  The use of English by pupils in Irish medium schools is frowned upon (Mac Corraidh, 2005) but the encouragement of the use of Irish as opposed to prohibiting the use of English is more prevalent. Target language use is more prevalent in pupil/teacher interactions than in pupil/pupil interactions. Mac Corraidh also reports that in contrast to pupils in early years in IME, pupils in higher primary years generally use less of the target language in peer/peer interactions and he claims that pupils fall back into using English as quickly as they feel it is safe to do so and prefer to write in English also.

English is used to various degrees in the presentation of curricular content. Coady describes how while Irish was the main language of instruction outside English classes, it was not used exclusively in instruction. Concurrent translation is reported as occurring frequently, where the teacher uses English to clarify and reinforce concepts delivered in the pupils’ second language, Irish. Teachers stated they used English to ensure the pupils understood important concepts, but also to prepare sixth class pupils for secondary school the following year when many of them would be going to an English medium school. Another reason given for using English was the availability of textbooks, suitable resources, and familiarity with the appropriate vocabulary (NCCA 2006: 30).

While the place and role of English are laid out in policy and curriculum documents, there is uncertainty among teachers in IME about the use of English across the curriculum. Similar concerns have been voiced in Wales. S. Williams reports one teacher using English for some topics for reasons of ‘convenience, as there is no real structure’ (S. Williams 1997:7). The availability of textbooks was mentioned, as was a sense that English was more widely used for teaching across the curriculum due to the prescriptive nature of the National Curriculum programmes of study. The more flexible approach to the curriculum now being proposed in Northern Ireland (www.pmbni.org) should lessen the pressure imposed by the current subject programmes of study.

Mac Corraidh records two opinions among IME teachers: on the one hand that English should be used more widely and on the other that the use of English should be restricted to the teaching of the language as a core subject in the curriculum. He concludes that the status of English in teaching and learning, as the mother tongue of most learners and teachers should be re-examined. 

Butzkamm (2003) investigates the role of the mother tongue in foreign language classrooms. His interest lies primarily in conventional classrooms where exposure to L2 is restricted. His theory of the ability of the child to use the mother tongue as a cognitive and pedagogical resource will be more important for pupils of seven or eight upwards, by which time the mother tongue has taken firm root, rather than for early immersion which aims for the development of these basic cognitive processes in both languages, utilizing what Cummins hypothesized as the Common Underlying Proficiency (CUP). Nevertheless, Butzkamm’s views are of relevance across the immersion environment.

Butzkamm’s (2003: 29) description of the target language orthodoxy in foreign language classrooms holds even more strongly for immersion and echoes the Welsh and Irish classroom teachers’ experience and practice described above:
A consensus has been reached in favour of a kind of monolingualism with small concessions: “There is little point in trying to stamp it out completely” (Harmer, 2001: 132). The mother tongue is generally regarded as being an evasive manoeuvre which is to be used only in emergencies.

His views can be summarised in the one sentence “You can banish the Mother Tongue from the classroom, but you cannot banish it from the pupils’ heads”. This will become increasingly a factor as the pupils progress through the school and encounter more life experiences outside the school environment and in the mother tongue. The immersion pupil’s life experience and learning are inevitably encountered in both languages. Butzkamm cites:

Ignoring or forbidding English will not do, for learners inevitably engage in French-English associations and formulations in their minds (Hammerly, 1989: 51)

Translation/transfer is a natural phenomenon and an inevitable part of second language acquisition…, regardless of whether or not the teacher offers or ‘permits’ translation” (Harbord, 1992:351).

From this basis, and accepting it, one can attempt to assist the development of acquisition in both languages. Butzkamm borrows Bruner’s phrase Language Acquisition Support System (LASS) which along with “scaffolding” can assist learners in acquiring L2. “Our job is to assist them in this task instead of ignoring or even trying to suppress what goes on in the pupils’ minds.” (Butzkamm 2003: 31). This is no easy challenge, as evidenced by Mac Corraidh and S.Williams.

The native language must be used systematically, selectively and in judicious doses….Less skilled and less proficient teachers can have problems maintaining an officially monolingual teaching paradigm. Rather than being used, therefore, the mother tongue is misused. (Butzkamm 2003: 36)

Citing Hammerly (1991: 151), the judicious use of the Mother Tongue in carefully crafted techniques “can be twice as efficient (i.e. reach the same level of second language proficiency in half the time), without any loss in effectiveness, as instruction that ignores the students’ native language.”

Further research into good practice and strategies for appropriate and effective L1 use in IME would be beneficial. It would appear, however, that resource and terminology difficulties, and possibly teacher provision, are particular issues in IME.

One of the strategies suggested by Butzkamm is recommending pupils to look at the L2 versions of favourite books read in their mother tongue. While the choice in Irish is limited, it is nevertheless an option. He reports that German pupils have been known to read the Harry Potter books in English after they had read the German version or seen the film in German. Pupils will certainly be aware of the stories even if they have not read the book or seen the film, and so Harry Potter agus an tÓrchloch  (Rowling 2004)could be effectively used in class. This will encourage reading and access to richer comprehensible input and faster acquisition.

Another positive response to the quandary of English has been Translanguaging, where the learner receives information in one language, using passive (or receptive) language skills (listening and reading) and then producing it in another language using our active language skills (talking and writing) (C.Williams 2002: 47). It is described as:

The hearing or reading of a lesson, a passage in a book or a section of work in one language and the development of the work (i.e. by discussion, writing a passage, completing a worksheet, conducting an experiment) in the other language. That is, the input and output are deliberately in a different language, and this is systematically varied. In ‘translanguaging, the input (reading or listening) tends to be in one language, and the output (speaking or writing) in another language. The students need to understand the work to use the information successfully in another language” (Baker 2002: 281)

Translanguaging has two potential advantages. It may promote a deeper and fuller understanding of the subject matter. It is possible in a monolingual context for students to answer questions or write an essay without fully understanding the subject. Whole sentences or paragraphs can be copied or adapted from a textbook without really understanding them. This is less easy in a bilingual situation. To read and discuss a topic in one language, and then to write about it in another, means that the subject matter has to be properly ‘digested’ and reconstructed. Translanguaging may also help students develop skills in the weaker language (Baker 2000: 104-105)

In order to effectively convey a concept from one language to another, the learner must have a thorough understanding of the content or idea. Language and cognitive development are stimulated through interaction with peers and the teacher. C. Williams notes that “translanguaging is a method for children who have a reasonably good grasp of both languages; it is a strategy for retaining and developing bilingualism rather than for initial teaching of the second language”. A detailed description of translanguaging in practice using an English-medium television programme is given in C. Williams 2004.

Since the aim of bilingual education is to develop to a high level and facilitate use of both languages, the pupil’s knowledge of English, in the Gaeltacht or the Galltacht, should be seen as a natural and beneficial resource and phenomenon. The research emphasises the importance of the bilingual child’s mother tongue for their overall development. The Common Underlying Proficiency can be harnessed to progress the development of both languages through strategies such as translanguaging. The use of English in the Irish-medium school classroom, however, is often due to the lack of suitable textbooks or resources, a situation which should be addressed as fully and as soon as possible.

Chapter 8
Research and Irish Immersion

A sizeable corpus of research literature into education through immersion in a second language has flourished internationally. On the whole, the research encourages and supports the practice of immersion. International policy, process and practice are all reflected here in Ireland, but the particular circumstances of context, nationally and locally, must always inform any interpretation and implementation of research. As Ní Mhurchú (1995:62) remarks, “it would be naïve to assume that research findings for Canada will transfer directly in Ireland” and that “unlike Canada, there has been no extensive scientific research on immersion education here” (p63). Any discussion or research must take into account such factors as the difference in international status between French or English in Canada, as dominant world languages, and Irish as a minority language; the availability of staff and resources; and the role of the immersion language in society and the workplace.

A review of international research on immersion as it related to IME was carried out by Neil et al. (2000), which concluded:

Notwithstanding the difficulties which are related to immersion provision, examined in the literature, there is a general recognition of potential advantages and an acknowledgement of the effectiveness of immersion schooling as an educational choice – now considered a regular rather than an exceptional choice in places like Wales and Canada. Among the conditions which favour the transfer of these potential advantages into a reality, the “additive” setting is emphasised. The development of proficiency in both languages and adequate resources – particularly in staffing terms – also appear frequently in references to favourable conditions in key areas covered, such as cognitive development, biliteracy and special educational needs (Neil et al. §17)

Teacher Provision

Knipe (2004) outlines the professional profile of teachers in IME. While the last ten years have seen significant developments in initial teacher education for IME, there are still significant gaps in the provision of suitably qualified teachers north and south, and in all sectors, preschool, primary and post-primary (Coady 2001:199, Mac Donncha et al. 2005, McKendry 1995). Eagleson (2002) emphasises how reflective practice can improve teachers’ professional practice. A culture of action research is also advocated in current professional practice.

Pre-School Education

Owens’ (1992) study of the acquisition of Irish by a child for whom Irish is a second language, while limited to one individual, shows how language emerges through interaction, but highlights mainly the child’s own contribution to acquisition. McKenna and Wall (1986) study Irish first language acquisition in the Gaeltacht but are aware of how their study is of relevance to the early acquisition of Irish as a second language. Hickey and M. Mhic Mhathúna’s work on Irish outlines the positive outcomes of pre-school immersion.
Hickey has carried out several studies on preschool playgroup education in the Gaeltacht (1999) and Galltacht. Her 1997 study on Na Naíonraí (preschool immersion education) in Ireland reviews the research literature and analyses the results from a nation wide survey. The rationale behind Naíonraí is based on the belief that:

· Pre-school education is beneficial to the child, family and community

· Young children acquire a second language naturally in appropriate conditions

· Pre-schooling through Irish assists in expanding the use of Irish in the realm of the family, which in turn helps to promote integration in the community (Hickey 1997: 4).

Hickey finds that children in Naíonraí reach an ‘appreciable’ level of achievement. In this it corroborates Göncz and Kodzopeljic (1991) who report that pre-school immersion develops young children’s metalinguistic awareness and analytical approach to language, thereby making them well-placed for the acquisition of literacy skills, as was also found by Bialystok (1986).
The vast majority of pupils in Naíonraí develop basic comprehension, with over half having relatively advanced comprehension and a limited ability in expression. These results are significant as few of the children have Irish as a home language. Parents were very satisfied with the level of achievement in English and their children’s general education through participation in the range of play activities. Hickey notes that the Irish situation fulfils three important criteria for success identified by Artigal (1991): the social status of the first language (English), positive attitudes to L2 among parents and pupils, and a pedagogy of comprehensible input that encourages children’s efforts to speak Irish. Mac Corraidh (2005:47), however, summarises a series of preschool nursery inspection reports in Northern Ireland, and an as yet unpublished conference paper by Hickey, which underline the need for adequate Irish-speaking skills among preschool supervisors. The Hawaiian programme (2004: 3) advises that (the most) highly proficient teachers should be placed in the beginning years of immersion education as language development in the early grades has implications for the reading and writing skills.

Community Support

Hickey reported that the Naíonraí movement has led to wider use of Irish in the pupils’ homes and the wider community and stimulated demand for further schooling at primary and post-primary levels. As such, the movement is ‘a vital link in the chain of language revitalisation’ (p.189). Research in Northern Ireland (O’Reilly 1999, Gallagher & Hanna 2002) has also shown that parents, teachers and pupils regard IME itself and the language and culture positively.

Introducing Reading

Ní Bhaoill and Ó Duibhir (2004) discuss whether reading should first be introduced in English or Irish, or in both simultaneously. Research in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland reports successful introduction of the second language first, but they cite other research that suggests that the choice and order of first reading language is less important than the pedagogic approach:

…we concluded from our data that the language of instruction may not be at the heart of this question, but rather, what instructional model is the most efficient for language development and what are the teaching strategies that are based on this model… In other words the ability of the teacher to teach literacy takes precedence over the language of instruction (Ewart and Straw, 2001:196).

Cummins (2000: 215) referring to research from Africa, Europe and the USA, writes “The research indicates that the language of initial introduction of reading is not, in itself, a determinant of academic outcomes”.

Nevertheless, 

The transference of basic reading and math skills from [Irish] to English is dependent on the mastery of these skills through [Irish] language instruction, adequate practice applying previously obtained skills in an English context, and purposeful transitional instruction

(Dept. of Education, Hawaii 2004: 18)

Coady (2001: 148) reports from an interview with the director of Gaelscoileanna that schools were “playing it safe” by introducing reading in English and Irish together, although Gaelscoileanna’s policy was to provide a grounding in Irish before introducing reading in English. Her research uncovers a great deal of uncertainty among teachers in IME around the question of introducing reading initially in Irish.

While advising further research into the various policies on sequence of language introduction, Ó Baoill and Ó Duibhir advise flexibility, but that in the meantime schools should start with reading in Irish. The NCCA (2006) consultative paper on language and literacy in Irish-medium primary schools describes practice in 6 schools. In some of the cases described, reading in English is introduced first. 
Support for Reading

Hickey (2001a, 2001b) reviews issues surrounding reading in Irish, particularly in the context of the Revised Curriculum, which recommends for English:

…that the child’s language competence, attention span, concentration and perceptual abilities should be well developed before being introduced to a formal reading scheme. Consequently, much of the child’s first year at school will be devoted to oral language and informal reading activities

For Irish, following Day & Bamford (1998), she considers the best way to teach L2 reading is to focus more on producing readers who can and want to read, rather than concentrating solely on developing reading skills. She identifies a number of ways to help and encourage children to read Irish more:

· Target decoding problems (e.g. difficult consonant clusters such as initial eclipsis, e.g. ts-, mbr-, bhf-) directly using materials such as those developed in the Muintearas Scéim Foghraíochta
· Read aloud to children daily, simplifying text as necessary initially, and helping children to arrive at the meaning through discussion

· Focus on increasing children’s motivation to read in Irish by moving away from dependence on a class reader and using instead a wide range of Irish reading materials comprising real books and graded readers. She advises ‘Book Floods’ that offer children access to a large amount of minimally controlled, comprehensible reading materials in Irish, and ‘Extensive Reading’ programmes that “give pupils the time, encouragement and materials to read pleasurably, at their own level, as many books as they can” (Hickey 2001: 76). (This reflects Krashen’s highlighting of reading as a rich source of input).
· Prepare tapes (recordings) to accompany the Irish books used, to help with decoding and offer good models of reading.

· Give children daily opportunities to hear storybook reading (from teacher or tape/recording) in Irish, and later to read independently or in small groups.

· Provide where possible (and demand from publishers) tapes/recordings for the Irish books used, and provide opportunities for children to read along with their tapes/ recordings in class and at home.

· Actively elicit parental support for Irish reading by setting up Shared Reading programmes, providing parents with taped/ recorded models of the Irish books being read in school by the child, and informing parents of the importance of their praise for children’s progress in Irish

· Encourage and promote watching of Irish videos and TV programmes.

These recommendations should now be considered in the light of current developments in multimedia and the availability of computers.

The Hawaiian programme encourages the use of Literature Circles. Literary selections are used instead of textbooks in this activity which lends itself to a variety of content and integration possibilities (Dept of Education Hawaii 2004: 16) and encourages fuller use of the limited resources available to minority languages.

Phonics

Ní Bhaoill (2004) reports that teachers require and requested guidance on phonological and phonemic awareness. As noted above by Hickey, Irish has some decoding problems such as initial mutations, but Ní Bhaoill also records (Ní Bhaoill 2004, Ní Bhaoill & Ó Duibhir 2004) that schools reported less difficulty in Irish reading than English, since the orthography of Irish is more regular than English.

The Linguistics Phonics approach has been adopted by Belfast Education and Library Board for English, and is being developed for Irish. Linguistic Phonics differs from traditional phonics in that it does not ask pupils to look at letters and say what sound the letter makes, but begins with what the children bring to school, namely the phonemes of their existing spoken language and progresses to marry sounds with the written word (Gray et al. 2006:!0).

In Irish immersion, the Fónaic na Gaeilge scheme is currently being developed along similar lines to Linguistic Phonics. It initially develops phonological awareness, with aural familiarisation of initial sounds, syllables, and rhythm. As suggested by Hickey above, the Muintearas Scéim Foghraíochta and the materials developed from it could also be used.
Gaeltacht and, especially, Gaelscoil teachers need to be aware of the phonemic structure of the Irish sound system, in particular the contrast between velar and palatalised consonants, ‘Caol agus Leathan’.

In his Introduction to the Linguistic Atlas and Survey of Irish Dialects, Wagner commented as follows on the sound system of spoken Irish:

…it is well known to students of spoken Irish that it is the vowels which present difficulties when trying to transcribe a word or a sentence. The reason for this is that the phonemic system of Irish is based on the consonants – rather than on the vowels, which latter show great variety…..On the other hand, consonants are fairly stable and therefore easier to define. Slight changes of consonant often result in misinterpretation, while the vowels have a wider phonetic radius.

(Wagner 1981: XXII)

Unfortunately, teachers are not always familiar with this fundamental phonemic distinction between broad and slender, leading to faulty models being presented in the classroom, and ultimately to faulty reproduction and difficulties in understanding among learners (McKendry 1996). In her discussion of International English, Seidlhofer (2003) cites Jenkins’ “pedagogical core of phonological intelligibility for speakers of English as an International Language (EIL)” (Jenkins 2000:123). An introductory course in applied phonetics in Irish, using one of the excellent coursebooks available, such as Bunchúrsa Foghraíochta  or Cúrsa Tosaigh Foghraíochta, and the principles underlying the Lárchanúint, should enable teachers to recognise the “Croí Coitianta Foghraíochta” of Irish while striving to successfully implement the new phonics courses.

Linguistic Accuracy

Henry et al. (2002) found that children in Irish-medium primary schools become highly competent communicators and that the “Acquisition of most major aspects of Irish grammar takes place effectively through use of Irish in the classroom, without needing specific instruction in grammar” (Henry et al. 2002:1).

In a small number of language areas, the amount and type of input available does not allow the children’s Irish to develop accurately and needs specific focused input (Henry et al. 2002:14).

Mac Corraidh (2005:46-48) also summarises Department of Education primary school inspection reports in Northern Ireland. There is general acknowledgement of the levels of fluency achieved, while recognising ‘…the use, in the children’s speech and writing, of forms of expression that do not conform to accepted practice…’ A 1993 DE report states that there was also ‘too great a concentration on factual writing and on exercises designed to improve grammatical accuracy’. This raises fundamental questions about the role of form-focused language teaching as against a predominantly experiential approach of comprehensible input.

Mac Corraidh’s 2005 thesis on Irish-medium Primary Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices in Northern Ireland draws important conclusions which reflect more closely current international beliefs surrounding form-focused language teaching:

Nevertheless, language tasks and activities are not consistently planned in order to develop pupils’ Irish language skills. Accordingly, pupils in years six and seven use Irish as they did previously in years four and five without discernible development. Teachers are unsure as to how linguistic accuracy can best be achieved by pupils and struggle in affording pupils opportunities for extended use of Irish. It is claimed that time and the amount of content to be taught prevent them from consistently considering accuracy in the use of Irish by pupils. Pupils’ underdeveloped writing skills in Irish demand a more formal approach to the teaching of Irish. Pupils need to experience other peer and adult speakers of Irish, both native and competent non-native speakers. Correction strategies for the pupils’ production of Irish vary widely among schools and within them (Mac Corraidh 2005:133).

The Hawaiian immersion programme sets out basic guidelines for the grammatical structures and features that should be acquired in kindergarten and grade one (Warner n.d.)

Language teaching, both immersion and second language subject teaching, has now moved back from a straightforward emphasis upon communicative input to a more eclectic approach, recognising inter alia the importance of output as well as input, strategies for production, interaction, and linguistic form. Effective practice will develop through these broader perspectives.

Resources

Theory and the good practice it should give rise to are, however, hampered by the availability of resources for reading and IME generally. In the republic, textbooks are developed and marketed by private publishing companies, following the curriculum guidelines set down by the Department of Education. As Irish-medium schools make up only 4% of primary schools, they are not an attractive market for publishers. The situation is even more acute in Northern Ireland. While materials can be brought in from the south, the provision of Irish medium materials specific to the Northern Ireland Curriculum are even more difficult to provide, although the Áisaonad in St.Mary’s University College Belfast is working to fill gaps in resources provision. The potential for developing materials through ICT is recognised. Learning Northern Ireland (LearningNI), C2k’s new web-based learning environment (http://www.c2kni.org.uk/) holds great promise, as do environments such as the Primary Curriculum Support Programme, Foghlaim agus Forbairt, in the Republic. 
There is now a range of organisations supporting IME, such as COGG, An Gúm, An t-Áisaonad, Muintearas etc., as well as generic resource projects supported by the European Union, etc. Under Article 31 of the Education Act (1998), COGG (http://www.cogg.ie/gaeilge/baile.asp ) has responsibilities in the following areas:

· The provision of textbooks and resources for teaching through  Irish;

· The provision of textbooks and resources for the teaching of Irish;

· To make available support services through the medium of Irish;

· Strategies with the aim of improving the effectiveness of the teaching of Irish.

Nevertheless, in spite of all these positive developments, it must be recognised that IME will always be struggling against the comparison with resources for English. There is, however, a need to ensure that such resources as are available be disseminated effectively in the schools. Coady reports, for example:

…in the Junior Infants classroom at Scoil Collins, for example, a small bookshelf aligning the wall contained 73 books. Seventy books were found in English, two were in French and one was in Irish…..A slightly higher percentage of Irish books, approximately 15% of the total, was found in the sixth class at Scoil Nóra….In short, students’ access to engaging reading materials in Irish was severely limited at both schools (Coady 2001: 142).
While there might be an issue of funding in some cases, the provision of reading and other resource materials should be prioritised, as noted above under Introducing Reading. One can nevertheless recognise that the number of good reading and other resources has developed strikingly in recent years, with projects such as Séideán Sí (An Gúm 2005)
A pressing need is also identified for areas of the curriculum other than reading and literacy. Coady (2001; 143) investigated the difficulty teachers had in finding primary school materials in Irish, comparing her results with a 1974 survey. While some slight improvement was recorded between 1974 and 2000, her survey found that it remains difficult to obtain materials and textbooks in many subject areas.

Curriculum Developments.
The Revised Curriculum/An Curaclam Athbhreithnithe in the Republic provides opportunities to implement an integrated skills approach (listening, speaking, reading, writing) to teaching Irish in Gaelscoileanna and Gaeltacht schools. It encourages a wide range of resources and activities

At the heart of the Gaeilge curriculum, is a communicative, task-based approach to language learning, in which the child learns to use the language as an effective means of communication. Topics are based on the children’s own interests, concerns, and needs, and children are encouraged to speak the language in real contexts and situations. The emphasis is on enjoyment and on using the language in activities such as games, tasks, conversations, role-playing, sketches, and drama. The language the children use in these activities is relevant and reusable from lesson to lesson (NCCA 1999: 44).

http://www.curriculumonline.ie/inex.asp?locID=2&docID=-1

This task-based approach can be effectively delivered with due attention to the aspects of teaching and learning now identified in research and good practice, such as focus on form, interaction, delivered by confident teachers with good resources to hand.

Ní Mhóráin (2005) has criticised the Curaclam for its lack of consideration of Irish in the Gaeltacht or in Gaelscoileanna. The Irish language area in the Currriculum is geared towards Irish Second Language Learners in English-medium schools. Native speakers in particular are poorly served by the curriculum and the examination system towards which it is geared. In comparison with the English language area, the Irish area is impoverished and not suitable for purpose in the Gaeltacht or Gaelscoileanna. There is need for a new curriculum designed specifically with their needs in mind. Ní Mhóráin quotes from David Little’s NCCA discussion document on Languages in the Post-Primary Curriculum:
The failure to make separate curriculum provision for the teaching of Irish as (i) mother tongue/ medium of schooling and (ii) second language is linguistically and educationally indefensible (Little 2003: 36).

In Northern Ireland, the Enriched Curriculum (BELB 2000) for early years education and the Revised Curriculum (CCEA 2002) will change the focus from subject knowledge to the development of skills. CCEA proposes a more holistic approach to the curriculum which will, inter alia,

· Reduce the level of prescription in the statutory requirements

· Build on new understanding about how children learn and how they develop;

· Put learning for life and work at the centre of the curriculum and not at the periphery;

· Give much greater emphasis to what children can do in terms of their skills and competences;

· Make connections across different parts of the curriculum more explicit;

· Use assessment more as a tool for improving learning rather than just a means of reporting on it.

In post-primary, subjects no longer stand alone with their own discretely defined areas of knowledge and skills. Rather they are set out as ‘strands’ within ‘Learning Areas’. The statutory requirements are set out as statements of minimum entitlement, rather than as syllabuses or specifications.

http://www.rewardinglearning.com/development/ks1_2/curriculum_review/curriculum
http://www.pmbni.org

While there is some considerable debate about these proposals, they should be seen as an opportunity for IME, which will no longer need to contend with specific and detailed programmes of study for individual subjects and the difficulties in materials which the current curriculum gave rise to. IME schools will have more flexibility and control over the curriculum they offer under the common, but less prescriptive curriculum objectives proposed

Chapter 9
Summary and Recommendations

Irish Medium immersion does not solely aim to teach the Irish language. It seeks high levels of proficiency in Irish and English and to deliver a full academic programme through Irish where possible, except in English classes.

The findings from evaluations of immersion programme have been consistent in showing that pupils in immersion education gain fluency and literacy in their immersion language at no apparent cost to their first language academic skills. It is clear from the international research, however, that one can usually distinguish between native speakers and immersion pupils. While this is in part due to the fact that not even school immersion can replicate the instinctive acquisition from birth and constant exposure to the language of native speakers, the research now indicates the need to reassess the methodology hitherto employed in immersion education. The experiential approach has resulted in a high level of fluency, but pupils’ grammatical competence tends to ‘plateau’, with ‘fossilisation’ of errors. Whatever the methodology employed, time, quality and extent of exposure are the most important variables.

The communicative, experiential approach underpinning immersion language teaching since the 1970s emphasised the rich input in the target language, but undervalued grammar instruction. The development of pupils’ Irish language receptive skills does not mirror their production skills. More recent literature and research recognise the importance of input, but recommend approaches such as those that are task-oriented, content-oriented, cognitive, process-oriented and encourage learner autonomy. The move is away from practice which could be characterised as instructivist and teacher-directed to an approach which is more constructivist and student-directed. 
Practical support for teachers and parents is constantly developing. Accessible but authoritative publications such as Cúnamh (Uí Ghradaigh 2004) provide invaluable support to teachers and parents alike. Nevertheless, there is still a need for further resources and guidance for teachers and parents

In the Gaeltacht, the arrival of pupils into the area who have limited or no Irish and who may have already commenced their education adds to the burden of the teacher. This is a model of ‘Delayed Immersion’ which must also be considered.

Recommendations
Pedagogic
· While instruction should focus primarily on meaning, instruction also needs to ensure that learners focus on linguistic form.

· Successful immersion requires extensive input in Irish but also requires opportunities for output.
· Practice on encouraging classroom discourse, with interaction between pupils, will develop pupil output

· Task-based education will develop pupil interaction, increasing involvement and motivation

· Class focus across the curriculum should be on learning content. The emerging approach to CLIL should develop upon existing, long-standing good practice in Irish Medium Education
· Strategies for interaction between teachers and pupils, and peer and teacher feedback should be encouraged
· The ‘Delayed Immersion’ model must also be considered when it arises in Gaeltacht schools.

· The role of the mother tongue should be considered a key issue 
· Strategies to encourage wider pupil/pupil and pupil/teacher interaction in Irish should be investigated.

Resources
· Sufficient high quality classroom resources should be available across the curriculum

· Development and provision of ICT resources should be prioritised.
Differentiation and Special Educational Needs
· Instruction needs to take account of differentiation of learners’ abilities and language competencies
· Appropriate and linguistically sensitive staff and resources support should be provided for pupils with identified special needs in Gaeltacht and Irish-medium schools

Teacher Education and Professional Development
· Appropriate Teacher Education programmes for Gaeltacht schools and Gaelscoileanna need to be assured from pre-school to A-level, from Naíonraí to Ardteist

· A supply of highly proficient teachers, with professional and linguistic competence for the beginning years of immersion education must be assured as language development in the early grades has implications for the further development of pupils’ skills.

· Appropriate INSET must be provided on immersion and bilingual pedagogy and theory

· Teachers in IME will require continuing, appropriate professional development in their own language skills, their pedagogic skills, and the specific content areas.

· A series of accessible books or pamphlets should be prepared to discuss and advise on areas such as teaching methods, professional development etc. in IME. Like Cúnamh.( Uí Ghradaigh 2004), they could be read independently or in staff discussion and provide practical suggestions for classroom practice.

· The lack of trained teachers prepared to work in the Gaeltacht

· The lack of teachers with sufficient proficiency in Irish to teach the language in the Gaeltacht

· Initial teacher education courses do not prepare teachers to teach through Irish and/or a second language, or to teach under the particular circumstances of Gaeltacht schools, most of which are small schools.

· Most teachers in the Irish Medium sectors are learners themselves, which often gives rise to issues of classroom language proficiency;

· In an era when children and teenagers are constantly exposed to high quality visual stimuli and attractive printed materials, the lack of Irish teaching resources constitutes a significant additional burden and disadvantage;

· As many of the Gaelscoileanna have been established relatively recently, the staff members are generally young and do not have access to more experienced mentors or role models for professional advice and guidance.

Assessment
· Appropriate instruments of assessment in Irish should be developed
Exchanges and Visits
· Gaelscoil teachers and student teachers in IME should have opportunities of extended periods of residence in the Gaeltacht, and possible experience of Gaeltacht schools
· North/South exchange schemes for teachers and pupils should be developed for Gaeltacht and Irish-medium schools
Research
· “The Teachers as Researcher” and Action Research projects should be encouraged in IME
· collaboration between teachers and researchers should be developed
· Research into developmental sequences in Irish to assist teachers to see progress in terms other than accuracy alone
· Such research should lead to the development of a linguistically sequenced language syllabus for Irish.
· Implement when completed the Phonics programmes currently being developed for Irish
Policy
· Conradh na Gaeilge’s 1+1+1 education policy should be adopted. 
· A coherent languages policy should be developed for Irish Immersion Education, linking in with the report from the Royal Irish Academy’s Committee for Modern Language, Literary and Cultural Studies on Language Planning and language Policy in Ireland, (Royal Irish Academy 2006, forthcoming) and any future Languages Strategy in Northern Ireland, 

· An ongoing review of policies should be introduced for use of Irish in Gaeltacht and Irish-medium schools, inside and outside the classroom.

Appendix 1

Teacher Competencies

(adapted from Marsh CLIL/EMILE – the European Dimension, EC, 2002: 77- 80)
Studies on teacher competences at all levels reveal that a good teacher will constantly adjust his/her linguistic skills to the complexity of the topic at hand through application of didactic skills. Many Immersion teachers who do not have native or near-native fluency in the target language will need to adjust how they teach according to linguistic limitations. But this should not be seen as a failing on the part of such people who teach in Immersion. On the contrary it reflects real-world linguistic demands where interlocutors constantly adjust their speech and non-verbal communication, whether on the first or second language, and with certain learners this can be a positive ‘model’ to observe and otherwise experience. Any over-emphasis on ’language skill’ can lead us to neglect the significance of methodological skill. In addition, as has been seen in various studies, the methodological skills for Immersion can be successfully taught through in-service or pre-service professional programmes.

(But we should note the findings of Knipe et al. (2004) on the suitability of INSET courses for IME).

The following list outlines the “idealised competencies” required of a Bilingual teacher who would teach cognitively-demanding subjects extensively through the target language (Marsh 2001)
Language/communication competency

· Sufficient target language knowledge and pragmatic skill for the Immersion type followed, so as to be a producer of comprehensible input for learners
· Sufficient knowledge of the language used by the majority of learners

· Fluency in an additional language, which may be the Immersion target language or some other (e.g. one of particular relevance to target language native-speaker teachers as regards their personal additional language learning experience)

Theoretical Competence

· Comprehension of the differences and similarities between the concepts of language learning and language acquisition

Methodological Competence

· Ability to identify linguistic difficulties (e.g. with language construction rules) resulting from first/other languages interference, or subject conceptualisation

· Ability to exploit methodologies which enhance the use of socially and message-oriented language, thus providing optimal opportunities for learner communication through employing enriched communication strategies

· Ability to use communication/interaction methods that facilitate the understanding of meaning

· Ability to use strategies (e.g. echoing,  modelling, extension, repetition) for correction and for modelling good language usage

· Ability to identify and use dual-focussed activities which simultaneously cater for language and subject aspects

Learning Environment Competence

· Ability to use different classroom settings in order to provide acquisition-rich learning environments

· Ability to work with learners of diverse linguistic/cultural backgrounds

· Ability to devise strategies, such as those for learning languages, where learning is enhanced by peer interaction and according to principles of learner autonomy

· Knowledge of the potential of information and communication technology on Immersion learning environments

Materials Development Competence

· Ability to adapt and exploit materials in consideration of semantic (conceptual) features of structure, as well as textual, syntactic and vocabulary features

· Ability to select complementary materials on a given topic from different media and utilise these in an integrated framework

Interdisciplinary Approaches Competence

· Ability to identify the conceptual relations between different subjects with a view to making learning interlinked, relevant, easier and effective

· Ability to identify conceptual/semantic relations between the different languages active in the environment

· Ability to realise a Socratic philosophy which encourages learners to develop self-confidence and a “thirst for learning”.

Assessment

· Ability to develop and implement evaluation and assessment tools which complement the Immersion type implemented

In brief: Language fluency alone is not sufficient for effective Immersion teaching. One cannot assume that teachers have native speaker or near-native speaker competence for all forms of delivery.  But it is necessary that teachers can handle Immersion methodologically in terms of language and non-language content, and application. Teachers in IME will require continuing, appropriate professional development in their own language skills, their pedagogic skills, and the specific content areas.
Appendix 2
Acronyms

ACIE

American Council on Immersion Education

BICS

Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills (Cummins)

CALP

Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (Cummins)

CARLA
Centre for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition

CEFR

Common European Framework of Reference

CILT
Centre for Information on Language Teaching, the National Centre for Languages (London)

CLT

Communicative Language Teaching

CLIL

Content and Language Integrated Learning

CLIP

Content and Language Integration Project (CILT)

CPD

Continuing Professional Development

CPH

Critical Period Hypothesis (Lenneberg)

CRP

Critical Reflective Practice

CUP

Common Underlying Proficiency (Cummins)

DENI

Department of Education for Northern Ireland

EC

European Commission

EMILE
Enseignement d’une Matière par l’Intégration d’une Langue Etrangère (CLIL)

ESL

English Second Language

EU

European Union

ICT

Information and Communication Technology

IME

Irish Medium Education

INSET

Inservice Training

IQ

Intelligence Quotient

ITE

Initial Teacher Education

L1

First Language

L2

Second Language

LAD

Language Acquisition Device (Chomsky)

NCCA

National Council for the Curriculum and Assessment
NFS

Notional/ Functional Syllabus

PGCE

Postgraduate Certificate in education

SLA

Second Language Acquisition

TESOL
Teaching English as a Second or Other Language
ZPD

Zone of Proximal Development (Vygotsky)

Appendix 3
Directory of Organisations

An tÁisaonad,
The Irish Medium Resource Unit, was established in 1998 and is hosted by St. Mary's University College, Belfast.  The Áisaonad provides educational resources for the Irish Medium sector that are of a standard and cost equivalent to those available in English. The IMRU publishes, stores and distributes these resources. The IMRU is supported by Foras na Gaeilge.

http://web.stmarys-belfast.ac.uk/aisaonad/index.html
Altram

Voluntary preschool advisory board which provides training and advice to the Irish-medium preschool sector
Altram
Unit 3GH/Twin Spires Centre
155 Northumberland St
Belfast
BT13 2JF
028 9033 2517

Bord na Gaeilge

Superseded by Foras na Gaeilge

Comhairle na Gaelscolaíochta

Promotes, facilitates and encourages the development of Irish-medium education and schools

http://comhairle.org
Comhar na Múinteoirí Gaeilge

Comhar na Múinteoirí Gaeilge was established in 1964. The organisation functions as a support and source of direction to all teachers in the country – who are teaching Irish or through the medium of Irish –in their efforts to expand on their own professionalism and to improve upon the syllabus and learning of Irish. 

To facilitate this, various teaching resources and professional services are provided in the form of seminars and courses. Foras na Gaeilge makes a grant available annually to the organisation.

http://www.comhar.net/index.html 
Comhdháil Náisiúnta na Gaeilge

Representative body of 23 Irish language organisations. Activities include: language planning and policy making; information services; political lobbying and campaigning; organising training, seminars conferences; establishing new initiatives.
www.gaelport.com

An Chomhairle um Oideachas Gaeltachta & Gaelscolaíochta (COGG)

An Chomhairle um Oideachas Gaeltachta agus Gaelscolaíochta was established in 2002 to supply teaching and learning resources to Gaeltacht schools and the Gaelscoileanna sector and to other schools which teach subjects through Irish
http://www.cogg.ie
Comhluadar

Comhluadar was founded in 1993 to supports parents who want to speak Irish with their children, or those who are planning to do so. All around the country families register with Comhluadar in local groups
http//www.comhluadar.ie
Foras na Gaeilge

Foras na Gaeilge, the body responsible for the promotion of the Irish language throughout the whole island of Ireland, was founded in December 1999. In the Good Friday Agreement, it was stated that a North/South Implementation body be set up to promote both the Irish language and the Ulster Scots language. Under the auspices of this body, Foras na Gaeilge will carry out all the designated responsibilities regarding the Irish language.
http://www.forasnagaeilge.ie/
Foras Pátrúnachta Scoileanna Lán-Ghaeilge

An Foras Pátrúnachta na Scoileanna LánGhaeilge Teo. is a national patronage system founded in 1993. It was founded so that new gaelscoileanna opening in the coming years would have a choice with regard to patronage.

http://www.foras.ie/
Gaeloiliúint 

Voluntary grant-aided body involved in the development of Irish-medium education since the 1990s

Gaelscoileanna

GAELSCOILEANNA is a voluntary national organisation, established in 1973 as Coiste Náisiúnta na Scoileanna Lán-Ghaeilge (the National Committee of Irish-medium Schools). GAELSCOILEANNA has been receiving grant support through Bord na Gaeilge since 1978 and now from Foras na Gaeilge.

http://www.gaelscoileanna.ie/
Gael Linn

Gael Linn is a non-governmental organisation established in 1953 to promote the Irish language and heritage throughout the country. It does this through music, song, sport, debating and courses, among other activities.

http://www.gael-linn.ie
Iontaobhas na Gaelscolaíochta
The Trust fund for IME in Northern Ireland was established in 2001 as a consequence of the Good Friday Agreement to help support the development of Irish Medium Education in the North. http://iontaobhasnag.com

Muintearas

Muintearas, based in Tír an Fhia, County Galway, is an organisation concerning itself with every aspect of education and community development in the Gaeltacht. 

http://www.muintearas.com

ULTACH Trust

Iontaobhas ULTACH Trust is an independent charitable trust which aims to promote Irish throughout the entire community of Northern Ireland. A core objective is to encourage cross-community involvement in the language and the membership of the Board of Trustees reflects both major religious traditions

http://www.ultach.com
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A. Pre-task Teacher introduces and defines the topic, introduces vocabulary, checks students understand task. Students note down new words and prepare for task.





C. Language focus


Students analyse specific language features from task and Teacher inputs similar language, explains, makes links to other patterns. Further practice given with target language.








B. Task cycle


1. Task: students do task in pairs or groups. Teacher monitors. 2.Plan: Students prepare a report on what they did and T gives language input. 3.Report: students present their reports to class.








1. The Task


Name the region by reading the text and looking at a map of France





2. Individually


Silent reading: pupils underline words and sentences that they understand





6. Outcome


Pupils are able to name the regions





5. Whole Class


Pupils compare their findings.





Exchange of Information








3. In pairs


Pupils compare their findings 





Pupils exchange information





4. In groups of four





Pupils compare their findings
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