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EFL Teachi ng and EFL Teachers
inthe Gobal Expansi on of English

A eg Tar nopol sky

Dhepropet rovsk S at e Techni cal Uhi versity of Rai | vay Transport, krai ne
(Msitingschd ar at Gaduate Shod of Educati on, Ui versity of Rennsyl vani a)

This article draws a di stincti on between teachi ng Engli sh as a second
and forei gn | anguage, denonstratingthat inthelatter case, teaching
shoul d be nodi fied tonards great er enphasi s on fornal grammar i nstruc-
tionand ondevel oping learners’ interlingual andintercultura awareness.
Advant ages of BEAL teachers who are non-nat i ve speakers of Englishare
shown for sone BAL t eachi ng condi ti ons. The advantages aretiedtothe
fact that such BFLteachers arethosewho, asarul e, sharetheir students’
not her tongue and culture and are, therefore, better preparedfor copi ng
wththe specific problens that originatefrominconpatibilitiesor differ-
ences intarget and native | anguages and/ or cul tures. Sone ways of elini-
nat i ng such teachers’ natural di sadvant ages as non-nati ve speakers of
Engl i sh are advocat ed.

h gl obal expansi on of English as the | anguage of international
W::eomnmni cation, ancther expansi onistakingpl acethat of teach
ingand | earning BEnglishas afore gnlanguage (BL), i.e., out-

sidethe countries whereit is spokenandvhereit hasinternal conmuni ca-
tivefunctions andsociopolitical status (onthisissueseeNyar, 1997). This
second expansi on puts two questionstotheforefront of professional di scus-
sion. Thefirst of themi s whether B can and shoul d be taught i nthe sane
vay as Bngl i sh as a second | anguage (ESL) i s taught whenit is acquired by
speakers of other | anguages i nthe countries where Englishis the not her
tonguedf thenajority o thepopd atiott. The second questionistiedtothe
fact that inBEALteachingsituationsthe najority of teachers of Bnglishare nat
nat i ve speakers due to obvi ous reasons. It i s enoughto nention only one of
them- the nost apparent. Wth the gl obal expansi on of English andthe
qui ckl'y grow ng need of | earningthe language felt by mllions of people,
there never wll be enough prof essi onal teachers of Englishwho are native
speakers to neet the denand of the world over. I n B, native speakers of
Bglishwll inevitably beinthe mnority as teachers. Hence, the questionis

*Nayar (1997) has shown that ESL/ BFL di chotony is not full as there are narginal
situations, but they areirrel evant for the purposes of thisarticleandw!| not be di scussed
futher.
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whet her a prof essi onal teacher of Englishwhois not anative speaker of the
| anguage s/ he teaches i s al ways at a di sadvant age as conparedto hi s or her
col | eague who had been | ucky enoughto be borninthe LK the USA Ganada,
or Australia Isit possiblethat inBEAL situations theforner nay have sone
advant ages over the | atter? Wi ch are t hose advant ages t hat she or he can
reasonabl y hope t o enj oy and can t he obvi ous di sadvant ages of such a
t eacher’ s posi ti on be sonehowsof t ened and avoi ded?

The purpose of thisarticleistod scuss sone answers to these questi ons.

ES/BAL Dchatony i n Teaching - Theoretical and Rractica Inplications

Researchers’ opinions differ astothe answer tothefirst questi on above be-
cause sone of t hemdeny t he exi stence of any di fferenceintheway BAL shoul d be
taught i nconpari sonwthES. Ohthecontrary, other authors enphasi zethedif-
ference and yzi ng i ts underl yi ng reasans.

Those aut hors who do not see the necessity of aclear differentiati on between
ES_ and BAL t eachi ng base t hi s opi ni on on t he assunpti on t hat second | anguage
acquisitiondataarefully applicabl etoforei gnlanguage | earni ng (Savi gnon
1990; VanPatten 1990). Yet, nany others support the noti onthat the two
processes do not coi nci de. For i nstance, Seliger (1988 27) points out that,
despi te the universal ity of nmanner and order of acquiring an L2 by speak-
ersof different first |anguages, therearenodatatod sprovethepossibility
of dfferent effectsfor first |anguagetransfer incontexts wherel earners have
little or no exposure to the second | anguage out si de t he cl assroom and
where al | the other students speak the sane first | anguage. WI dner - Basset t
(1990) sees acl ear-cut distinction between a second | anguage setti ng where
native and non- nati ve speakers conmuni cate for real communi cati on pur-
poses and a forei gn | anguage setting where only artificia conmuni cation
i s possi bl e. Though Bassett ascribes different di scourse patterns noreto
cl assroom- non-cl assroomdi fferences thanto A/ I di fferences, these di s-
sinmlar patterns are quitereal andobjective. That iswy Kransch (1990) is
justifiedinsayingthat aseparate agendais necessary inforei gnlanguage
| earni ng research as di stinct fromsecond | anguage acqui si ti on research.

Al inadl, it nay besaidthat thereis no unani nous opi ni on concerningthe
rel ati onshi p bet ween second | anguage acqui si ti on and f orei gn | anguage
| earning (VanPatten & Lee 1990). But the opi nionthat the two processes are
different at least i nsonerespects andtherefore shouldbetreated differ-
entlyisquitewell founded and nat ches nuch of the enpirical data. Two
princi pal differences can be pi npointed that wll hardy evoke any obj ec-
tionsonthe part of researchers and practica teachers.

Thefirst of these differences becones cl ear fromthe very definitionof wat
forei gnlanguegel earningi s as d stinct fromsecond | anguage acaui sition. Foreign
| anguage teachi ng/ | earni ng neans that L2 s not used as one of the pri nary neans
of conmuni cationinthecoutrywereit islearned, i.e., thereisreferenceto
t he speech conmuni ty out si de this country (Berns 1990b; Paul ston 1992). In
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ot her words, we speak about BAL when English, asit has al ready been nen-
tioned above, istaught incountrieswhereit haslittleor nointerna conmo-
nicativefunctionor sociopditical status (Nayar 1997: 31); it isjust aschod
subj ect wthnorecogni zedstatus or functionat all (Rchards, Hatt, &Veber
1985).

Thi s neans that BRL | earners, unlike B3| earners, get intouchwth English
onyinthec assroom andhard y anywhere el seoutsideit. Andclass hoursinBL
codtiosaeinevitadylimted If Bdishislearneda schod o university, there
are nany other subj ectstostudy; therefore, classes of Engli sh cannot be hel d
norefrequentlythantwo or threetinesaveek. If it islearnedinthefranevork of
sone i ntensi ve program(1 B, thesituationisof coursebetter, but eveninthese
condi ti ons peopl e cannot have cl asses every weekday for fiveor sixhoursasis
usual |y thecasewth ESL I B™S. It is because BFL | B are usual | 'y desi gned for
| earners wo donat d scontinuethe r vork or stud es duringthe programperi od as
i s done by t hose ESL st udent s who cone t 0 an Engl i sh-speaki ng country wththe
pur pose of acqui ri ng a conmand of Engli sh.

The i nevi tabl e consequenceisascarcity of input inEng i sh (conprehensibl e
a ayaher), seriasslintatiosinvaiey, richressadvd uned theinpu avail -
abl etoan B student i nconpari sonwthan B3 student. It neans that, as com
paredto B, BALlearners have very limted opportunitiestodeveloptheir
inerlaguegeadgadd lybring ngit nearer tothetarget | anguegefdlonngthe
cl assi ¢ second | anguage (S.A) acqui sition paradigm(HIis 1994; Krashen
1985) through naki ng and testing thei r own hypot heses as to t he t ar get
| anguage struct ure on the basi s of rich and vari ed conprehensi bl e i nput .
Thi s unavoi dabl e defi ci ency has t o be conpensat ed f or, and such a conpen-
sation has hardly any other al ternative than explicit focusi ng on|anguage
forns wth the ai mof supplyi ng students w th hypot heses and testi ng t hem
i nspeci a | anguage formfocusi ng | earni ng activities.

I'n B3 teachi ng the need for and usef ul ness of what is cal | ed focus onlan-
guage form(see Doughty & WI Iians 1998) and fornal grammar i nstruc-
tionhas until lately beeneither strongly doubted or conpl etely rej ected,
fol | ow ng Krashen's (1982, 1985) S Atheory. But inrecent years the pen-
dul umhas started sw ngi nginthe other directi on. Nunerous aut hors i n-
si st onthe necessity of an approach rational | y confi ni ng conmuni cati on
and cognition, i.e., onreinforci ng unconsci ous | anguage acqui si ti onincom
nuni cati on w t h consci ous f ocusi ng on | anguage st ruct ures. Rut herford
(1987) who devel oped t he t heory and practi ce of students’ consci ousness-
rai sing as to granmar forns has al ways been one of the nost ardent pro-
ponents of theideathat | anguage focusingisinevitablein A Anunber
of other authors supplied data (often experinental ) supporting the need of
sone ki nd of fornal granmar instruction as aninherent part of teachi ng
for facilitating acquisition (B ey-Wonan 1990; Doughty 1991; Herron &
Tonasel | 0 1992; VanPatten & Cadi erno 1993). Even H1is (1986; 1990; 1994)
who i s very cautious about admttingthe positiveroleof fornal granmar
instructionpoints out that it enhances t he second | anguage acqui si ti on by
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accel eratingits process.

I f such vi ews are gai ni ng promnence i n LAt heory and ESL t eachi ng,
they areal |l the nore truein B teachingwhere, asit has al ready been
said, thereis aserious deficiencyinvol une, richness andvariety of com
prehensi bl e i nput, and conpensati on for this defici ency can hard y be found
anywhere el se but inintegrati ng sone sort of fornal grammar instruction
i nto the teachi ng/ | earni ng process. Many aut hors support t he absol ut e
necessity of suchintegrationinBEAL andonecanrarel y neet objectionstoit
intheprofessional literature. For i nstance, Chaudronwote, “Instruction
w | especia |y be val uabl ewhen other naturalisticinput isnot availab e, as
inaforeignlanguageinstruction contexts, or whenlearners are at alow
I evel of proficiency andnot as |ikelytoobtainsufficient conprehensibl e
input innaturalisticencounters” (1988 6). Suchapropositionis shared by
MDonough & Shaw (1993: 35) who point out that “... a nmore gramnati -
callyoriented syllabusistobe preferredinacontext where Englishis a
forei gnlanguage and where | earners are unl i kel y to be exposed toit”.

S nce nobody doubt s that Bnglishis taught for conmuni cation, and the onl'y
vay to teach conmuni cationinthetarget languageis|learningit inconmuni ca
ti on and t hrough conmuni cati on, the question arises howto achieveinELthe
integrationof fornal granmar i nstructionand focus on | anguage formintothe
donnnant |y conmuni cat i ve approach | eavi ngi ntact the prevai | i ng conmuni cati ve
constituent of theteaching/l earningprocess. Qe df thevays of attainingthisis
t he conmni cat i ve-anal yti ¢ approach al ready descri bed el sewher e (Tar nopa sky,
1997; 1998).

Thi s approach i s based on t he assunpti on that focus on | anguage form(anal y-
sis) wll servethe purpose of BRI earni ngfor conmuni cati ononly if conmuni -
cationabsd utel y domnet es and ysis sothet thelatter i s nothing nore thanasup
port for accel erati ng the devel opnent of conmuni cat i ve conpet ence. Aconti na-
tionof conmuni cati onand cognition (conmuni cati ve-anal yti c approach) i s pos-
sibleif thepatternaof “gui ded conmoni cati on—focus on | anguage form(and ysi s)
- ungui ded conmani cation” isfo lowedinthe organi zationof | earningactivities
inthefranework of everylearningunit consi stingof severa cl asses.

Accord ngtothispettern thefirst stage(oneor twocd asses) inalearn ngunit
isdevatedtostudents’ receivingthe grestest possi b e anount of conprehensi bl e
input inthetarget languageandtotheir attenptstousethisinput intheir om
conmuni cat i onw t hout anal yzi ng newl anguage forns - j ust onthe basi s of i nput
nodel s, i.e, syntheticdly, asconprehensibleoutput (Srain, 1985). It canbe dore
onywthd fferent speech supports fromtheteacher andteachingnaterid s gu d
ingtheprocess of learners’ verbal interactionand naki ngit agui ded (contrd |l ed)
quesi -conmoni cati on. The hdl i stical |y conmoni cati ve approech at thestart of every
[ earning uni t nakes the newl anguage nat erial intheinput conmuni catively nean+
ingfu for learnersandensuresitsinitia processingandretentioninconmoni ca-
tion It permts naki ngthe secondstageinthelearningunit aclass of anal ysi s
devot ed tofocusi ng students’ consci ous attenti on ont he newl anguage f orng t hat
vere al ready used i n gui ded conmuni cati on. The princi pal contents of | earning
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activitiesat thisstageareand yzingtheseforns andthei r purposefu practici ng.
Though such practicingis prinarily | anguage formfocused, it shou dat the sane
ti ne si nul at e sone basi ¢ feat ures of comoni cati onasthefunctionof this prac-
ticeis gainingcommand of | anguageforns for their freeandfluent useinfurther
verbd ineraction

Thisleadstothecrom ngstage (onear twocd asses) inalearnngunit —thet of
ungui ded conmuni cationwthnoartificia speech supports. The suggest ed ap-
proach ensures gradual elimnationof themdd elinkinthe“gui ded conmuni ca-
tion—focus on | anguage form(anal ysi s) - ungui ded conmuni cation” pattern as
soon as | earners nast er sone preset nini numof target | anguage forns (usual |y at
thepoint of transitionfromtheinternedi atetotheupper interned ateleve ). It
neans that the conmuni cati ve-anal yti ¢ approach presupposes i ts own transf or na-
tionintoapurely conmuni cati ve one.

The approach j ust di scussedi s only one of anuniber of possibl e alternatives
for organi zi ng EAL teachi ng/l earni ng. 1ts advant age (see Tarnopdl sky, 1998) isin
takingfull account of thefirst of thetwo differences i nEAL situations as com
paredtoE3, i.e, thedeficiencyinva uneandrichness of conprehensi bl ei nput
that students get - this deficiency requiri ng consi derabl e but bal anced f ocus on
| anguage formthat i s call ed uponto hel p and accel erat e t he devel opnent of |earn
ers’ conmuni cativeabilities, but i nnoway danagingor del ayingit.

Thereis a sothe second princi pal difference between BAL | earni ng and ESL
acqui sitionthet originates fromt he sane sour ce —absence of | earner’ s i nmersi on
intothetarget languegecu tural comonity. Toexplainthisdfference, it shoud
be renener ed t hat conmuni cati on i n any | anguage does not nean onl y out put
adintake o verbal content infornation. Nt dl of it iscotent infornationsince
agreat part i s bound upwthsocia andcultura norns of agi ven conmunity
(fornol as of pditeness, etc.) whilesoneof theinfornationisnat verba (e.g.,
gesticul ationacceptedinagivenculture). Thi s aspect of conmuni cationisre-
flectedinHmnes' (1986 63-64) notions of norns of interacti on and norns of
inerpretati on. Hmes shows that norns of interacti onare specific proprietiesad
behavi ors att ached t o speaki ng, whil e norns of interpretati on nay be consi dered
asthosebehaviord nornsthet arecrucid for correct interpretationof infornati on
bei ng recel vedi nconmoni cation(e. g., theacceptad e d stance betweeninterl ocu-
torsindifferent speech conmunities). Theseideas of H/nes were a sour ce of
inspirationtoquiteanuner of soci dingu sticstud esthat have denonstratedthe
needtoteach 2l earnersru es of speaking, or soci dingu stic behavior, proper to
the target | anguage nati ve speakers (W@l f son 1989). Such st udi es have dem
onstratedthat intercul tural nisconmoni cationistheresult of sociolinguistic
transfer of behavi or characteristics of L1 speech coomunity intointerac-
tionwth native speakers of L2 (Chi ck 1996). That is why what MG oaty
(1996: 11) cal l ed “l anguage behavi or during socia interaction” and, ingen
eral, thecultureof interacti on proper tothetarget speech community nust
becone an integral and fundanental part of educati on when L2 is taught
and bi literacy i s devel oped (Hor nberger 1996).

The i nf or nat i on above nay be cal | ed conmuni cat i ve behavi oral i nf ornati on
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sinceit isaregu ator of interlocutors’ behavior inverbal interaction(norns
of interactionandnorns of interpretation). Al possibleregul ators of this
ki nd nmay be cal | ed comrmuni cat i ve behavi oral patterns and di vi ded i nt o

three princi pal types.

1 \erba commonicative behavioral patternsthat canbedenonstratedby acutur-
a |y recogn zed behavi ord di fference betweentwo questi ons (absd ute yidentica from
thepa nt of viewof content infornati onconveyed) —“Dbyouvant anythingtodri nk?’
and“Vul dyoulikeanythingtodrink? Thefirst oneisbehavioral |y appropriate
wentd kingtoaclosefriend, afamly nenter, etc., but not inthefornal paite
intercoursewereonythe seconda ternati ve questi onwoul d be adnissi bl e,

2 Norverba conmuni cative behavi ord patterns suchaswhether it isrequiredor
nat to shake hands upon neeti ng; howt o gesti cul at e and what gest ures are adnissi bl e
intheprocess of conmuni cationinag vencu ture(takinginoaccout dfferent nean
insdidaticd gestuesindfferat cdtues); wat styled dressingissocidlyad
cutuadlyaccetad eandwnet i stheneani ngfu nessage of this or thet nade of dress-
ing for nenbers of the gi ven community —and a mul ti tude of sinilar pat-
terrs.

3 Lifestyl e coomuni cati ve behavioral patterns that reflect ways of doing
sinpl e everyday thi ngs, as wel |l as verbal and non-verbal conmuni cati on struc-
turi ng whi | e doi ng such t hi ngs as shoppi ng, using publ i c transport, havi ng
neal s, providing onesel f w th housi ng accormodat i ons and nany ot hers -
thingsthat aredone differently (oftenvery differently) indfferent cutures.
Gnmand of j ust those patterns characteristic of thetarget | anguage cultureis
probabl y no | ess i nportant than the cormand of thetarget | anguage itsel f
sinceit isther absencethat istheprincipa causeof thecutura shock often
felt by apersonimmersedintoanalien(foreign) cultural conmunity2.

If inbothESL and BAL t eachi ng f ol | ow ng t he conmuni cat i ve behavi or al
patterns of thefirst type (verbal) are a ways taught very thoroughl y, those of
the second and third types (non-verbal and lifestyl e ones) are either not
taught at a | or taught inavery fragnent ed nanner. Therei s nothing surpri s-
inginthis. An ES or B teacher who i s anative speaker of English often
does not teachthesetypes sinceit i s not required by course books s/ he uses,
s/ he has enough probl ens on her or his hands without it, and she or he was
not taught that this particul ar probl emvas rel evant. An BRL teacher whoi s
not a native speaker of English and who has not ever been to the Lhited
Sates or Geat Britaindoes not usual |y have reliabl e Engl i sh cour sebooks

2nmoni cat i ve behavi oral patterns nay beclassifieddi fferently—all of themcan be di vi ded
intoverbal and non-verbal conmuni cative behavi oral patterns whil ethe areaof conmuni ca-
tion(adinteractioningenera) wll serveas another basi s for cl assi fyi ngbathverbal and non+
verbal patterns. Inthisvaywewll have not onlylifestyl e conmoni cative behaviora patterns
but al so behavi oral patternsinbusiness, mlitary, andall sorts of professional conmuni-
cation. But thisclassificationisnoreuseful for socioalinguisticresearchandfor ESP
teachi ng. The cl assificati on gi ven above, bei ng nore conpact, seens to be nore conve-
ni ent for teachi ng General Engl i sh. and conpr ehensi ve sources fromwhichtotakethis
particu ar i nfornation.
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have it onlyinfragnents and as arul e donot set it down systenatically —
evenif purely cultural issues aretreated (nuchnore attentionisgivento
exotictraditionsor todescriptionsof pditica andeducati ona systens, his-
tory, art, andliterature). It isasohardy surprisingevenif the authors of
cour se books are nati ve speakers of English since, as Vgl fson (1989: 53)
justly pointedout, “..socio-linguisticpatternsare..not obectively known
tonative speakers, includingtheteachers and naterial witers who are nost
i n need of applyi ng themi.

I't shoul d be not ed however, for the sake of fairness, that infornation
about thelifestyl e conmuni cative behavi oral patternsin English-speaki ng
countri es has becone nor e preval ent i n Engl i sh course books wittenin
recent years. Agood exanpl e is theMittersserieswittenby JanBell and
Roger Gower (1997, 1998). And yet, eveninthe best course books, thisin-
fornation renai ns t oo fragnent ed and non- syst enati ¢ t o ensure student s’
devel opingtarget |ifestyl e conmuni cative behavi oral patterns —whil e non-
verbal conmuni cative behavioral patterns are, asarul e, not givenany at-
tetiona dl.

I't nay not be a probl emi n ESL t eachi ng because a st udent who i s acqui ri ng
her or hisBEgishinanBgishspeskingcoutrywll graspnonverbd andlifestyie
conmani cat i ve behavi oral patterns very qui ckly j ust because she or hei s exposed
tothese patterns due toinmersi oninan English-speaki ng cul tural conmoni ty.

But an BAL | earner nay, and usual |y does, finishher or his courseof Eglish
wthout havi ngany i dea of howdi fferent non-verbal andlifestyl e conmoni cative
behavi oral petternsinher or hishone cutureandinthe By i shspeskingcu tura
conmuni ties are. Asaresut, however good a conmand over the target | anguage a
| earner acquires, it does not save her or hi mfromprobl ens and nhsunder st andi ngs
wthnativespeakersandsocia institutionsinthetarget cultura conmunity —
especidlyif itisvestlydfferet initsstyled dalylifeascoparedtoher ar his
hone conmuni ty. Insuchasituationcul tural shocks are especi a |y seri ous and
pai nful —dueto contrast between a good conmand of the | anguage itsel f and
inabilitytounderstandwviet isgongonaroundyou. Inthisrespect, for Ll earn
ersacquiringthetarget cuture snonverbal andlifestyl e conmoni cati ve behav-
iord patternswil el earn ngconmoni cati oninthelanguege of that cuture, it isof
perticu ar i nportance.

Al of thisneansthat non-verbal andlifestyl ecormoni cati ve behavi oral pet -
terns nust findaconsiderableplaceinBLteaching (it iscertainy possibe

3There are certai nly sone BFL | ear ners who do not expect to go to Engl i sh-speaki ng coun-
tries, andfor themthereis noacutenessinthe probl emof culturad shocks. Insuchcasesit nay
besaidthat this category of learnersisnot i ngreat need of bei ngtaught non-verba and
l'i festyl e conmuni cative behavi oral patterns. But as the experience of BAL teachi ngin sone
countries (e.g., Wkraineandother countries of theforner ULBR) has shown, learners of this
category areinabsd utemnority. Wual |y they sel ect speci fic courses of Englishwthfocus on
devel opingreadi ngandwitingskills, adtheir casew!| not betakeninto consi derati on any
further (besides, absence of avareness of sone specificcultura non-verbal andlifestyl e com
nuni cati ve behavi oral patterns whil e reading or witing canal so becone t he cause of | ack of
conpr ehensi on and of m sconmuni cati on).
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only after specificteachingnateria s are prepared). Theincl usi on of such
patterns into the teachi ng/| earni ng process bears much cl oser rel ationto
gettingfaniliarizedwththetarget conmunity’ s culturethanto acquiring
itslanguage. Andlearningalien(foreign) cultureinthenidst of the hone
cultureis hardy possi bl e w t hout constant conpari sons between t he two
cutures.

This | eads tothe concl usionthat there nust be two principa differences
i norgani zi ng BAL teachi ng as conpared to ESL.. Thefirst of themis al nost
universal ly admitted. It i s necessary to pay nuch greater attenti onto focus
on | anguage formand fornal grammar i nstruction activities but w thout
encroachi ng on the fundanental princi pl es of the conmuni cati ve appr oach,
nai nl'y the princi pl e one of them-— teachi ng | anguage for conmuni cati on,
i n comuni cati on, and t hrough conmuni cation. The second differenceis
general |y nuch | ess enphasi zed but seens nolessinportant. It liesinthe
requi renent to pay nuch greater attenti onto devel opingtarget cul ture
conmuini cati ve behavi oral patterns (first of al, nonverbal andlifestyl e ones)
on t he basi s of conparing themto t hose of the hone cul ture.

The fornul ation of these two principl edifferences nakesit possibleto
start di scussi ngt he second question put at the begi nning of this article.
This is the question of what are t he advant ages and di sadvant ages i n BL
of ateacher of Englishwhois not anative speaker of Engli sh.

Advant ages, D sadvant ages and Prospect s i n BFL of a Teacher of Engli sh Wio
s Not aNative Speaker of English

Dscussingthisissug it ishetter tostart wththeadvatagesinBLsituati s
of ateacher of Bngishwoisna anativespeaker (suchteacherswil hereafter be
cal | ed TH\NG as conpered toteachers of Engli shwho are nati ve speakers of this
| anguage (hereafter cal led TENG. It i s because, asit has a ready been nenti oned
inthelntroduction, TENNSwW | probably d vwaysbeinthengjorityinB, andif
asituationcannot bechanged, it i s probably nost i nportant tofindwet its ad
vant ages are. Sone advant ages of a THNNSi n BHL have al ready been di scussed i n
theprdessiad literaue

The opinions of sone of theauthorsinthisissueareinextricably boundwth
theissueof usingor not usingthe nother tongueinthe Bglishclassroom It is
enphasi zed nowt hat “Bngli sh only’ tacticsinthe cl assroomare nore danagi ng
thanthelimted use of | earners’ not her tongue where it nay hel p (Auerbach
1993). The first | anguage i s hardl y avoi dabl e i n ordi nary B condi ti ons
wherea |l thelearners, asvell astheteacher (TENNS, speakit. Inthis case
the nost favorabl esituationfor L2 acquisitionis absa utely i npossi bl e si nce
itreqires

1) agreat deal of ora |anguageinput not only fromteachers, but al sofromnative

speskers of thet | anguece;

2) anopportunity touse the L2 i n neani ngful cont exts wher e feedback from
nati ve speakers i s recei ved (MLaughl i n 1985).
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So, it woul d be reasonabl e t o use t he advant ages gi ven by t he conmon
know edge of L1. These advantages are in opportunities of turningto the
Llinorder tofacilitate sonespecificd fficultiesof thel2 andinusingthe
L1 for expl ai ni ng sone poi nts that it woul d be hardto explaininthe L2
Thi s i s the opi ni on supported by Gook (1999: 201) who consi ders | ear ner s’
L1 a val uabl e i nstrurment i n presenting nmeani ng. That is al so why
Wddowson (1994) strongl y objects tothe assunptionthat a nati ve- speaker
isaways better as ateacher of Englishthan ateacher whose not her t ongue
isnot Bnglish. If Englishistaught as aforei gnlanguageinanon-English-
speaki ng settingwhereal | | earners sharethe sanefirst | anguage, theteacher
who speaks t hi s L1 has t he advant age of bei ng better preparedto cope
w th those specific probl ens of his/her students that originate fromin-
conpatibilitiesor differencesinthetarget and native | anguages ( Medgyes,
1983; Tang, 1997).

The vi ewt hat native speakers are not al ways t he best teachers of En-
gishisgradual |y spreadi ng (O Dwer, 1996). It al sofinds support inthe
current opinionthat different kinds of teaching naterial s are needed when
teaching Englishindifferent countries - i n Gernany t hey cannot be the
sane as i n Japan, and t here cannot be one and t he sane t eachi ng net hod-
ology for all thecountries (Berns, 1990a: 104-105). If this approachis cor-
rect, participationof teachers and specialistsinteaching Bhglishwhoare
not native speakers i n organi zi ng and carryi ng out BAL t eachi ng becones
absol utel y i ndi spensabl e, as wel | as naki ng appropri at e use of students’
L1insuch condi tions.

The opi ni ons quot ed above nay be sunmar i zed by sayi ng that, accordingto
them the advantages of aTHNNSinBEL lieintheahbility tonakerecoursetothe
students’ nother tonguewereit canfacilitate, acced erateandinprovethel earn
ingprocessandal sointheabilitytobetter understand students' prod ensinEr
dish—thosethat orig natefromll-12 d fferences.

Theand ysis nade inthe preced ng part of thisarticleprovi des strong support
for these opi ni ons and d so adds sone ather advantages. |f payinggreater attention
tofocus onlanguege formectivities (i.e, tostudents' consci ousness-raisingasto
| anguage forns) i s required, such consciousness-raisingwl | certainl'y be nuch
nore ef fecti ve and students wll get nuch cl earer i deas about thetarget | anguage
structure by way of conparingit tothe nother tongue structure. In B3 teaching
suchexplicit conpari sons arehard y possi bl esincetherearestudentswthdffer-
ent not her tongues i nthe sane group whi | etheteacher’ s nother tongueis, asa
rue Bgish Bi evenif thisconparisonisnat doneexpicitly, itisinevitady
done by student s t hensel ves since “whether velikeit or not, the newl anguageis
learned onthe basi s of aprevious|anguage’ (Sern, 1992 282). It certainly con
cerns adul t and adol escert | earners who speak only thei r nat her tongue fromthei r
early childhood (arenot bilingual or trilingual fromchildhood) because for
them their L1issuchanintegral andinseparabl e part of their personaities
and nentalities that everythinginthe newlanguage i s perceived fromthe
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poi nt of viewof and conparedtothe L1 sstructureandrules. S, thereis no
senseinexcluding suchexplicit interlingual conparisonsinthesituations
where they are quite possi bl e and rati onal —in nonol i ngual BAL groups of
| earners where the t eacher shares her or hi s students’ nother tongue. Bt it
can only be done i f the teacher does share the sane L1, neaning that this
sharingis an advant age of a TENNSover a TENSi n BAL si tuati ons.

Togive support tothe viewthat explicit interlingual conparisons and
an ability to nake themin B-L i s i ndeed an advant age for the t eacher,
sone ESL/ BAL research can be cited. Inthelast two decades the research
interest inLltransfer andinterference questions has beengreat!y revived
and a nunber of works on t hese i ssues have been publ i shed (see, for in-
stance, Adjenhan 1983; B al ystok & Hakuta 1994; Hlis 1994; Faerch & Kasper
1987; Kell ernan 1984; Qillin 1989). It cones t o be nore of t en enphasi zed
intheseworks that interlingual awareness of students, whichistheresult
of interlingual conparisons, fosterstheuseof transfer strateg es (seeaprac-
tical exanpleinthearticl e by Dei gnan, Gibrys & Sol ska 1997). The rel -
evant set of ideas nay be surmarized inthe fol | ow ng quotati on from
Shvweers (1997: 10) who assertsthat thereis

... acordaionbgtveenalearner’slevd o interlime aae
ness andthefrequency of used transfer strateges. Interlingua
avarenessisal earner’ savereness of andsersitivitytordati o
shipsthat exist betweenLland L2 at al | | evel s. The nore
inerlingal ly averelearners are, thenarefrequently they wil
wethetransfer strategy. Frthernare, interlingual avareness ad
transfer use can bei ncreased t hrough t he use of nedul es t hat
damthelearnars atetiontoareasd sinmlarity andd fference

Theref ore, one nore advant age of a THNNSover a TENSin BL is that the
forner canpurposeful ly devel opher or his students’ interlingua anarenesswhle
thelater cama?.

Wiat has beensaid aboout | earners’ interlingual avarenessisa sotrueinwhnat
cocernstheir intercutura avareness. Mreover, devel gpingintercutura avare
ness i n BAL t eachi ng/ | ear ni ng process seens even nore i nport ant t han devel op-
inginerlingual avareness. It isbecauseinthecondtions of students little per-
sondl contact wththetarget cutura conmunity, wenthetarget cutureisnath
i ng but “book know edge”, only purposef ul conpari sons wth the hone cul ture
cangiveit sone“fl eshand bl ood’. And agai n, a THNNSi s nuch better equi pped
for naki ng such conperi sons and devel opingl earners’ intercu tura avareness than
TENS (certainly i f a TENNS has enough know edge about the target | an-
guage cul tural communi ties, especially inthe domai nof non-verbal and

* ATENScertainly candoit tooif she or he has a good conmand of her or hi s students’
not her tongue and t he group taught is nonolingual , but it isarareoccasionfor TENG
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l'i festyl e conmuni cative behavi oral patterns di scussed before). ATENS hav-
ingtosay alot about her or his hone culture, cannot conpareit tothe hone
cultureof her or his students as s/ he does not knowthislatter culturewell

enough®.
There i s one nor e psychol ogi cal advant age pi npoi nt ed by ok (1999:
200) whowotethat “... students nay feel overwhel ned by nati ve- speaker

t eacher s who have achi eved aperfectionthat isout of the students’ reach....
Sudents nay prefer the fallibl e nonnati ve- speaker teacher who presents a
nor e achi evabl e nodel ”.

Breryt hi ng sai d above | eads tothe concl usi onthat ahi ghly qual i fi ed and com
petent TENNS has the fol | ow ng fi ve advant ages over a TENSwhen Englishis
taught as aforei gnlanguage (outsidethe country whereit is spoken) ina
nonol i ngual group and when t hi s TENNS shares her or his students’
not her t ongue and hone cul t ure:

D) s/hecanuse her/his students’ nother tongue whenever and wherever it
canfacilitateand accel eratethe process of | earning Bgli sh;

2 s/heisnuchbetter equippedtohel pher/his students copewththosel earning
probl ens that depend on L1 and L2 di fferences and t hat can be sol ved ef fecti vel y
onlyvwentheteacher has acl ear i deaabout the essence of these d fferences;

J s/heismchbetter equippedfor deve opingher/hisstudents’ interlinga avere
ness conduci vetotheir acquiringthosetransfer strategesthat areaninportat pre-
requisitefa target |laguegelearnng

4 s/heismchbetter equippedfar devd opngher/hisstudents' intercdtud aare
nessthat istheolyvay of learningtarget cuture (especid |y target nonverba and
lifestyl e conmoni cati ve behavi ora patterns) inthe condi ti ons where st udent s have
oo veylittledrect cotact wthtarget cuturd comonities; ad

5 s/he“presents anore achi evabl e nodel ” to her/hi s students not overwhel ning
themwththe neti ve-speaker’ s perfecti on

Thislist of advantages shou dbe set off against thelist of di sadvantages —
neani ng certai nl'y only t he di sadvant ages of a highl'y qual i fi ed and conpet ent
TENNS thosethat arehard y avoi dabl e despitethe qual i fi cati on. These di sadvart
tages aesdf-eiidat.

Thefirst isaforei gnaccent andother nore or | ess seriousinperfectionsin
Bgishthat thebest of TENNSoftencannot get ridof duringthelengthof their
career —evenif their visitstoBg ishspeski ngcountriesverelengthy. It isvel
known t hat t he achi evenent of native-1ike perfectioninafore gnlanguage not
only takes years of practice but thegoal is seldomfully attai ned—practi-
cally never if languageis |earnedin adul thood and not inearly chil dhood

°Q course, if s/he does knowit and can nake t he conpari sons i n question, s/heis nuch
better equi pped for teachi ng cul ture, non-verbal and|ifestyl e conmuni cati ve behavi oral
patterns to BAL students than a TENNS But such cases are as rare as cases of a TENS
havi ng good comrmand of her or hi s students’ not her t ongue.
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(Vdlsh&Dller 198). Ingeneral, L2 adult learners as arul e stop short of
native-1ike success i nanunber of areas (Towel | &Hawkins, 1994: 14-15),
andthegod of attainingnative-likeperfectionishbetter not set at al, espe
ciallyinsuchadelicatefieldas pronunci ati on. The sane nay be sai d about
training future teachers of BEngishwho are not native speakersif they started
| ear ni ng t he | anguage as adol escents or adul ts, whichis nost oftenthe
case

The second di sadvantageisthefact that for a THNNS however conpetent she
o heis, itisverydfficut tobeavared dl therecent devel opnentsinkngish
Ay language i s aliving organi smthat under goes constant changes. Bvenif a
TENNSacqui red her or his BnglishinanEngl i sh-speaki ng country, onreturning
thereafter 20years of teachingit inthe hone country, sheor hewll findthe
| anguage consi der abl y changed, especi al |y i n vocabul ary. And nmany
TENNS of ten do not get to Engli sh-speaki ng countries evenonceintheir
lifetines (or get thereonly onceor twce). Regular listeningtotherad o
and wat ching fil ns i n Engli sh, readi ng books, nagazi nes and newspaper s,
contacti ng nati ve speakers who cone t o t he hone country of a TENNS can
renedy the situationinaway, but thereis hardy any doubt that her or his
opportunities of beingup-to-dateinthelatest trends and tendencies in
Englisharenorethanlinitedin conpari sonwtha TENS

The sane canbe said of cultural awareness. It isespecially true concern
i ng the non-verbal and|ifestyl e conmuni cative behavi oral patterns. It has
al ready been nentioned that they are often not taught purposeful ly. Not
only “ordi nary” BAL students but teachers of Englishwho are not native
speakers of it sonetines do not even suspect that these patterns nay be
quitedifferent intheir hone cultureandinthetarget cuture. Gertainly,
such TENNS cannot properly prepare their students for contactswth tar-
get | anguage cul tural communities upon com ng to an Engl i sh-speaki ng
country. They cannot nake their students i nmune to cul tural shocks - so,
thi s di sadvant age (| ack of cul tural awareness) is probably t he gravest of
al.

Thelast dsadvantageistiedtolimtedavail ability of thelatest and nast ad-
vanced Engl i sh teachi ng nat eri al s and net hods devel oped i n Engl i sh-speaki ng
countries —those nat eri a s and nethods that are nuch easi er accessed and better
known by a TENS Qgani zati ons suchas the British Quncil doal ot to di ssen-
natethenateria s and nethods i nquestionbut their efforts cannat reacha | the
TE\NNSandthere are nany other dyj ectivelinmtations (for instance, financid).

Al thed scussi on above | eads toaconcl usiontheat therearebothvery seri ous
advant ages and subst anti a di sadvant ages of a THN\S (as conparedtoa THNG in
the situati onwhen she or heteaches BEglishasaforeignlanguageinher or his
hone country. It nay be evententativel y sai d that i n sone way advant ages and
d sadvant ages bel ance each ather. Thisfact leads netostinul atefurther d scus-
sion of the issue w th the viewof considering TENNS prospects in BL
teachi ng si tuati ons.

These prospect s can be consi dered onl y under oneangle. If it istruethat
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TENNSw || always beinthengjorityin BFLsothat BFL teachingw || be
nai nl'y done by them then their prospects depend on howwel | their ad-
vant ages can be used and on howwel | thei r di sadvant ages can be f ought
agpi st

Astousingadvantages, it isclear that they cannast fully be used under the
condi ti ons of the al ready descri bed conmuni cati ve-and yti c approach. Dietoits
anal yti c conponent, thi s approach seens t o be best adapt ed t o devel opi ng | earn-
ers interlingual andintercultura anareness by naki ngrel evant conperisons. It
gvesthebest gpportunities for rational usingof students’ nother tongueinthe
process of such conperi sons andanal ysi s, andit a sogives opportunitiesfor the
teacher toconcentrateonjust those specific L2 prod ens that present the great est
dfficdtiestolearnerswthadfintell

Bt tousead | these advart ages of bei nga TH\NS theteacher nust haved | the
appropri at e net hodol ogy and naterial s at her or his disposal . Devel opnent of
such net hodd ogy and nateria s directed specifica ly a teachngbEgishasafor-
ei gnlanguageinagi ven country wth agi ven not her tongue and “not her cul ture”
of EAL student's nay probabl y be consi deredas thepriority task for BAL research
ers and devel opers of teachingnaterias. Suchatask for any gi vencountry wth
any g ven not her tongue and cu ture of its BAL students cannat certai nl'y be sd ved
by resear chers and devel opers who do not knowt he country, its | anguage and cul -
ture wel | enough. The best sal uti onwoul d probabl y be forning teans or t ask-
forces consi sting of BAL researchers and devel opers of teachingnaterial s froman
Engl i sh-speaki ng country and fromt he country for whi ch t he net hodol ogy and
theteachingnaterial sinquestionaretobedesigned. Such task-forces nay be
tenporary —wththetask of devel opingjust one particul ar net hodol ogy and one
set of teechingnaterid s (for instance, toteachchil drendf acertanage) —or nare
per nanent t eans nay be forned gradual | y wor ki ng t owar ds devel opi ng net hod-
dogesadteschingnaterid sfor different categories of learnersand d fferent
ki nds of BAL courses. |1f such speci fi ¢ net hodd ogi es and teachingnaterial stobe
used by conpetent and highly qual i fi ed TENNSare created, it wll beinthese
teachers’ pover togreatlyinprove BLteachinginthei r countri es.

The next probl emi s bound up wth the questi on of fightingthose di sadvan-
tages of TENNSthat were descri bed above as often i nherent eveninthe best
situation. Astothefirst of these d sadvartages, inperfectionsinBxgishof a
TENNS (especi al |y her or his forei gn accent) —they nay be consi derabl y
reduced and becone qui te ninor i nthe course of practicing, upgradi ng one’ s
qualification, contacting native speakers duringthe teaching career, in-ser-
viceandout-of -servicetraning (especia lyif it isorgani zedinBng i sh-speak-
ingcountries), readingandwatchingfilnsinEnglish, listeningtotheradio,
etc.; nany of theinperfectionswll totally disappear if appropriate efforts
are nade. But taki ng account of the opi ni ons quot ed above (Vdl sh &0 |1 er
198l ; Towel | &Havkins 1994), it ishardy possibletocount ontotal di sap-
pearance of all suchinperfectionssothat therew!| be abso utely nodiffer-
ence inthis respect between a TENNS and a TENS. But t he di sadvant age
bei ng di scussedis of areal |y mnor i nportance consi deri ng cont enpor ary
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vi ews on the i ssue of Vérl d Bngl i shes (Kachru 1986; Kachru & Nel son 1996;
Wddowson 1994) . These vi ews make great al | onances for variationsin
standards of Englishasit isspokeninthe WK the UBA Ganada, or Australia
- sothat sone “internati onal | y acceptabl e versi on of the target | anguage’
(WITis 1996: 12) “rather than a nati ve speaker variety couldbeused... “
(Gok 1999: 198) as astandard. (It certainly does not el i ninat e the necessity
for a TENNSt o knowt he nati ve speaker standards and appr oach t hemas
closely as possibl e bothinher or hisown BEnglishandinher or histeaching).

I nwhat concerns the ot her t hree di sadvant ages, they can and shoul d be
elimnated bothduringtheinitia trainingof afuture TENNSand duri ng her
or hisfollowngin-serviceandout-of-servicetrainingperiods, aswell asin
t he process of teacher’s i ndependent studies to upgrade her or his own
qualification. These di sadvant ages nust be el i mnat ed because t hey do not
givetheopportunity of really efficient and up-to-date BRL teaching. 1t goes
wthout sayingthat toattainthisgoal, al thequalification upgrad ng nea
sures i ndi cated i nthe precedi ng paragraph, as well as conti nuous study of
thelatest professional literature, are of paranount inportance. But these
neasures are far fromsuffici ent because, asit has al ready been sai d, a TH\N\NG
of ten does not have access tothe naterial s and sources s/ he needs i n her or
hi s hone country. Regul ar (at | east onceinevery five years) out-of - service
trai ni ng peri ods i n sone Engl i sh-speaki ng countri es woul d certai nl'y sol ve
the probl em but this sol uti on can hardy be consi dered as practical ly fea-
sible. @ al thearny of THNNStheworldover, it iscertainyanmnority that
gets at | east one chanceinalifetineof havingsuchtraininginthe target
| anguage country. But there are t housands upon t housands of TENNS who
have never evenbeento Geat Britain, the UBA Australia, or Ganada, to say
nothing of gettingtra nedthere.

Adyet, thereseenstobetw quitefeasi bl esd uti ons, thankstothe presence
of hundreds of TENSinthe countrieswhere Englishistaught asaforeignlan
guage and t o t he achi evenent s of nodern technol ogy. The first of themliesin
certainre-orientationof nany TENSworking i n non- Engl i sh-speaki ng coun-
tries fromteachi ng BRL students t owards t eachi ng TENNS — becoming t hei r
instructors and consul tants i n contenporary trends of devel opnent of the
Engli shlanguageitsel f, incul ture and conmuni cati ve behavi oral patterns
proper to the Engl i sh-speaki ng nations, intendencies and | at est devel op-
nentsinthefields of B/ ES teaching. Inthisway every TENS coul d becone
aninstructor for groups of THNNSduringtheir periods of in-service or out-of-
servicetraningadaconsu tant for noichnored themntheir practica everyday
job. Thisoptionisal ready bei ng activel y nade use of i nnany countries, but it
al one cannot sdl ve the probl emas avwnd e. Not a | t he TENNS have access t o such
aninserviceandout-of-servicetranngeveninthei r hone countries, thereare
oftennot enough TENStodoit, and sone of those avail al e are not sufficiently
qual ifiedtobeenpl oyedi nteacher training. S, whileusingthis opti onwenever
and wherever possi bl e, another noreradical andreliad e sd uti onnay be accepted
astheutinateone
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Thi s secondsd utionliesine aborati ngtheworl dw de networks of conti nuous
TENNSin-servicetrainingvialnternet. These networks shoul d be desi gnedto
provi de TENNSwW t h audi o-vi sual interactivetrai ning prograns and consul tati ve
service concentratingon 1) latest devel gmentsinthe Bgishlanguageitsdf; 2)
cultura issues —wththe nai n enphasi s on communi cati ve behavi oral patterns
(verbal , non-verbal andlifestyleones); 3) |l atest and nest advanced devel opnent s
inBT, 4) latest and nest advanced teaching naterial s for B-T. SQuch I nternet
conti nuous trai ni ng cour ses and consul tat i ve servi ce nay be accessi bl eto practi -
calyal the TENNSthe worl d over and evenin nost out - of -t he-vay pl aces. They
nay vel | be the nost radi cal steptowards naki ng future prospects for TENNS
real ly bright asthey nay greatly hel ptoelininat e suchteachers’ d sadvant ages
and provi de grounds for attai ning hi gh qual i ty BAL t eachi ng by any conpet ent
TENNSI nwhat ever far anay corner shear heisworking. Bit tobe efficient, such
networ ks shoul d be null ti pl e and @ ned at speci fi ¢ groups of TENNS(for i nstance,
anin-servicetrai ning programfor teachers teachi ng Bng i shto students between
agesof 12and16inadefinitecoutrywthadefinitecutureandadefinitestu-
dents’ not her tongue). G eating such networks and prograns for themis al ong
and ar duous wor k requi ri ng broad parti ci pati on and cl ose cooper ati on bet ween
nuner ous BAL resear cher s and speci a i stsindevel opingteachingnat eria s from
Engl i sh-speaki ng count ri es and countri es for whi ch each particul ar programi s
gongtobedesigned B thefina resuts—adtainingahigilyquaifiedarny of
TENNSdeprived of their traditional di sadvantages —seemtobeworththetine
ad effort.

Concl usi on

B t eachi ng has sone i nportant di fferences fromES requi ri ng a spe-
cific approachwth a greater enphasi s on f ocus on | anguage f orns and on
getting conmand of cul ture-specific comnmuni cative behavi oral patterns
(especi al |y nor-verbal and | ifestyl e ones) characteristic of BEngli sh-speak-
i ng nations. Such an approach al so requi res devel opi ng students’
interlingual andintercultural awareness by way of conparing L1 and L2
structures and cul tures. Qnly teachers who share their nonol i ngual stu-
dents’ not her tongue and cul ture can facilitate naki ng such conpari sons
by BFL learners and devel opingtheir interlingual /intercultural awareness.
This fact i sthe basis of anunier of i nportant advant ages of these teachers
inBLteachingsituations. A the sanetine, not bei ng native speakers of
Ehglishas arul e, they have a nuniber of serious di sadvantages that are not
onl y obst acl es to ef fecti ve use of thei r own advant ages, but al so obst acl es
tothe efficient organi zati on of B teachingin general. These di sadvan-
tages can and shouldbe el iminated i nthe conditions of gl obal expansi on of
Engl i sh when such t eachers nostly teach BL. The opti nal and nost practi -
cal way of elinmnatingtheir di sadvantagesis by providingthe naj ority of
BAL teachers who are not native speakers of English w th the worl dw de
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networks of continuous in-servicetrainingviathelnternet.
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