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Abstract

This chapter examines how late modernity encourages new approaches to language education as a result of increased degrees of mobility, transnationalism, and neoliberalism.  As many societies become detraditionalized, links between languages, cultures, and places are no longer in reciprocal relationships. Instead, the learning and teaching of languages is increasingly related to diasporic affiliations, intercultural identities, global cosmopolitanism, and translingual practices, all of which challenge modernist visions of language.  Research reveals that language learners who are embedded in transnational and diasporic flows often invest in language practices that are not conventionally valued in the realm of education, including language associated with popular culture and truncated communicative repertoires, rather than national, standardized varieties of languages.  Heritage language learners contest monolithic representations of their heritage languages as located in their parents’ or grandparents’ countries of origin, and learners of English as an international language who study in center nations challenge native-speaker norms.  On the other hand, Indigenous language educators and learners express a strong attachment to place as a means of self-preservation and local epistemologies in the face of globalization. The chapter ends with a brief discussion of neoliberalism in language education, noting that despite the potential emancipatory nature of late modernity, flows are still characterized by inequities since they are still governed by the Global North and enacted in ways that perpetuate center-periphery disparities reminiscent of earlier periods of modernity.  
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Introduction 

There are many implications for language education in the period of late modernity, a recent phase of globalization that “entails a radical unsettling of the bounda​ries of social life” (Chouliaraki and Fairclough, 1999, p. 83) and which is characterized by the intensifying movement of images and symbols across borders and the increasing importance of global terms of reference (Castells, 2000).  As Blommaert (2010) reminds us, it is important to acknowledge that late modernity is simply the latest phase of geopolitical globalization, a process that has been underway for at least 600 years in the form of the “modern world system” (Wallerstein, 1974) which emerged after the decline of the feudal system. The modern world system is characterized chiefly by the development of capitalism, and though the system itself has fluctuated over time, certain regions of the world have benefited more from the system through exploiting other regions.  Western Europe, and later, the colonial Americas, prospered by exploiting the human and natural resources of peoples Indigenous to those lands and those on the periphery in South Asia, the Caribbean, and Africa, in the form of slavery and the development of global tea, sugar, and cotton industries.  These historical differences in prosperity and development are reflected in our 21st century by new nomenclature such as the Global North and Global South.   

Scholars who write about cultural forms of globalization generally agree that late modernity refers to heightened mobility, multiplicity, indeterminacy, and hybridity.  Late modernity is characterized by greater reflexivity, where “social practices are constantly examined and reformed in the light of incoming information about those very practices, thus constitutively altering their character” (Giddens 1990, p. 38). While earlier forms of modernity were shaped by the industrial revolution and the production of commodities and wage labor, late modernity is characterized as reflexive modernization, or the detraditionalization of society (Beck, Giddens & Lash, 1994) through changes in the social, political, and economic institutions of early modernity. Transnational financial and political relationships are increasingly significant in the form of multinational political and economic unions such as the G8, a group of eight highly industrialized nations who work toward consensus on economic growth, global security, and resources.  In addition, social institutions such as the family are changing due to new attitudes toward the necessity of marriage, rising divorce rates, and transnational family arrangements such as kirogi families, South Korean ‘geese’ families who live separately so that their children can receive English education abroad, thus making them competitive in Korean society.  

As a consequence of detraditionalization, early modern associations between language, place, ethnicity, and culture are increasingly contested. Bauman (2000) describes the nature of these changes as liquid modernity, and he notes the burden of responsibility that fluid modernism places on the individual. With the detraditionalization of institutions, individuals’ choices are no longer necessarily bound by traditional roles or expectations aligned with the conventional social structures of class, religion, gender, and ethnicity. Instead, and often in the spirit of neoliberal discourse, individuals see themselves and are seen as the product of their own making, which further challenges early modernity’s associations between social structures and human agency. In language learning and language teaching, many of the ties between language, location, and ethnicity can thus be questioned, challenged, and transformed. Moreover, as language learning and teaching increasingly address the intercultural and the transcultural, rather than simply the cultural, in view of the prevalence of “global contact zones” (Pratt, 1992), a more dynamic understanding of language and culture has been developed.

Early Developments

Within early discussions of cultural globalization, scholars often examined the tension between several ‘h’ words: homogenization, heterogenization, and hybridity. In language education, homogenization often refers to the concern that the widespread teaching and learning of English as the lingua franca of globalization will make less room for other languages, and minority languages in particular.  Although not explicitly situated within the globalization of language, Phillipson’s (1992) Linguistic Imperialism drew attention to the global spread of English and its implications for learning, teaching and use in the world’s many multilingual contexts. His book presented evidence of how the global spread of English was supported by the British Council and other Anglo-American institutions sponsoring the English teaching industry worldwide. He argued that the ELT industry was based on Anglocentric materials and methods that served the interests of those who produced them. As the key international language and a cornerstone of the global capitalist system, the dominance of English was “asserted and maintained by the continuous creation of cultural inequalities between English and other languages (p. 47). It is important to acknowledge that linguistic imperialism is not limited to outsiders, but can equally be found in the form of self-colonization in relation to globalization discourses.  This is apparent in Tanzania, where parents consider English a more appropriate medium of instruction than Swahili due to the geographical limits on where Swahili is spoken. Although they acknowledge that teachers and students communicate more effectively in Swahili, and despite many examples of countries around the world in which children successfully learn English as a foreign language, they strongly believe that English-medium instruction is the only pathway for their children to ensure their future participation in a global society (Afitska et al., 2013). Since government primary schools are taught in Swahili, an English-medium private primary school market has rapidly developed over the past two decades, producing even greater socioeconomic divisions in society. 

Heterogenization refers to the multiplicity of cultural forms that result from globalization. In the case of language, this is often discussed in relation to the World Englishes (WE) paradigm (e.g., Kachru, 1982), which sought to legitimize postcolonial Englishes in the face of their subordination to the center varieties largely through descriptive linguistics. This development was congruent with work by William Labov and others in the U.S. that showed that African American Vernacular English was not a stigmatized, but a legitimate variety of English with its own grammatical rules. World Englishes researchers strived to describe the dialect differences among Indian, Nigerian, and Singaporean Englishes at the level of pronunciation, vocabulary, syntax, and discourse in order to demonstrate the rule-governed and systematic nature of these new Englishes. The purpose was to reject the argument that such Englishes are fossilized interlanguages and to advocate for the acceptance of these varieties as part of the global spread of English, with special attention to contexts in the “outer circle,” that is, in nations previously colonized by the U.S. or Britain.  One of the problems that emerged, however, was the constant selection of British and American varieties as the point of reference, which did little to detach these Englishes from their second-class citizen associations. In addition, by describing national varieties of English, a great deal of variation within the Englishes spoken in nations such as India were homogenized into singular varieties. 

As an alternative to homogenization and heterogenization, hybridity was also part of early discussions with regard to the global spread of English. The concept is most often attributed to postcolonial theory, and to the writings of Homi Bhabha (1994), who proposed hybridity as a space for articulating and translating cultural difference.  As the Third Space of enunciation, hybridity is a space in which cultural meanings and languages “can be appropriated, translated, rehistoricized, and read anew” (Bhabha, 1994, p. 55). Hybridity challenges the idea of primordialism, fixity, and purity with regard to language and culture and is useful for theorizing a range of educational contexts. Kramsch (1993) developed the concept of ‘third place’ in the teaching of culture in language education, helping to demonstrate how language teachers can work toward guiding students to take on an intercultural stance toward culture differences, rather than seeing them as neatly associated with one culture or another. Thirdness is often invoked in research on the cultural aspects of international schools and the “third culture kids” they produce who often identify more with their peers than the culture(s) or homelands of their parents or even of the surrounding community where their schools are located (Pollock & Van Reken). Hybridity has also been used to examine the different forms of cultural practices and literacies that language learners engage in, as illustrated by Duff (2004) in her examination of popular culture in public school classrooms. Though the teacher’s efforts to refer to the television show, The Simpsons, and other Western pop culture icons to teach academic material appeared to engage the English-proficient students, she found that it marginalized English learners by preventing them from participating fully in the classroom.  

On the face of it, hybridity entails mixing, so the term presumes that languages and cultures must exist in pure forms prior to hybridization. This is problematic since all languages have experienced language contact and change.  Moreover, linguistic hybridity is problematically associated with cultural hybridity in that by virtue of speaking a mixed language, one is inhabiting a hybrid identity. As Canagarajah (1999) notes, there is a constant reciprocity between globalization and local practices, and instead of assuming that hybridity automatically liberates or hinders people, we need to show how language users in the peripheries constantly appropriate dominant or ‘outsider’ norms and practices for their own local purposes. Pennycook (2001) developed the concept of postcolonial performativity to draw attention to the need to see how people actually make use of languages without assuming that dominance or happy hybridities will result from global languages like English. 

Major Contributions and Work in Progress

Next, we discuss several key lines of inquiry that relate concepts from late modernity to language education. First, we discuss how language education has become spatially reconfigured through detraditionalization. As global flows of people, media, and money produce new forms of social order, we argue that new understandings of place shape language ideologies and practices on multiple levels and scales. Second, we examine the role of mobility in producing new forms of language in globalization, including truncated repertoires and translingual practices, and we consider how language educators and learners value these late modern linguistic practices. While these discussions of global flows tend to highlight the liquid nature of modernity, our last focus on neoliberalism in language education reminds us that flows are still characterized by inequities since they are still governed by the Global North and enacted in ways that perpetuate center-periphery disparities reminiscent of earlier periods of modernity.  

The Spatial Reconfiguration of Language Education

Changes in language education resonate with Appadurai’s (1996) spatially-oriented conceptualization of globalization as a set of global cultural flows emanating from and within scapes, or deterritorialized and fluid understandings of how people, capital, media, technology and politics create spaces for identification and affiliation.  Acknowledging the pervasiveness of intersecting scapes in late modernity challenges practices in language education that view language learning as a linear process in which individuals acquire additional languages and are socialized into correspond​ing communities.  One example of this comes from Ohara’s (2011) study of Japanese pedagogy at a university in Hawai‘i. While introductory college courses generally introduce students only to standardized Japanese, she found that learners were more invested in the varieties of Japanese as represented in anime and manga, animated films and comic books that have a large following both in Japan and across the globe.  While much of the interest in Japanese in the West in the 1980s was motivated by the financescape of Japan’s growing economic power, learners of Japanese are now often more motivated by global flows of media in which they consume Japanese-medium anime and manga. Rather than leaving these interests to students to pursue on their own, Ohara chose to incorporate these materials into her Japanese classroom within a framework of critical pedagogy. She found that through engaging with these materials, the students acquired different vocabulary and pragmatics than they would have if they had only followed the textbook and course materials. She also found that the students expressed fluid gender identities with the non-standard language varieties that they encountered in these media forms, and that they were highly invested language learners because of the identities that they attached to these transnational, transcultural media. 


Flows of transnational people who seek out language education for the sake of social mobility in ways that challenge, also disrupt traditional linkages between place and language, but in ways that support localized scales of social hierarchization and class divisions. Clear cases of this are provided by Song (2012), who analyzed families from South Korea that seek out early English education in the U.S. for their children. Though the families relocate to the U.S., they treat the role of English in Korea, rather than in the U.S., as the basis for valuing the English dominant environment.  She noted how one family who planned to return to Seoul focused almost entirely on finding ways to make their son’s pronunciation more “native-like,” with little concern about his development of grammatical, lexical, or pragmatic competence. The value of sounding native-like in Korean society shaped the learning trajectory they desired for their son in the United States.  Ironically, in a study on Korean teachers’ views of returnee students’ English abilities, Song (2015) found that teachers lacked a “globalization-responsive” style and were dismissive of the students’ “communicative” English skills since they did not fit well with the local curriculum, which frequently valued literacy practices over oral abilities. 


Bilingual education in the Global South also perpetuates inequalities while reconfiguring spatial orientations of education. International primary and secondary schools in South America and Africa cater to wealthy urbanites and families who work for multinational organizations, and hence are seen as avenues to a transnational lifestyle beyond the borders of the home nation. With curricula informed by the British Council and L’Alliance Françase, they help to perpetuate a division in society based on an unquestioning view of global transnationalism. On the other hand, in countries like Colombia that have developed bilingual education involving indigenous languages, such programs are not often viewed as bilingualism, but rather seen as a form of political stancetaking that results in the ghettoization of indigenous children (de Mejía, 2005).

Transnational flows of international students who enroll in universities in the Global North provide another example of how flows of people interact with the financescape of international tuition to produce complications in higher education. As Singh and Doherty (2004) point out, many Australian universities are best described as “global university contact zones” in which teachers must navigate various cultural orientations to Western higher education, and they must establish their expectations accordingly with reference to verbal participation in classrooms and written forms of English.  Since up to 40% of college students at Australian universities are international students, this begs the question of whose norms and whose standards should apply. Singh and Doherty found that teachers some​times chose to adapt their practices toward their international students rather than impose a west-based model for learning, while others felt uncertain how to proceed. 


Beyond English, the disembedding of language and culture has implications for a number of other realms of language education, including the ethnocultural associations made between “heritage” languages and their learners.  In the context of Spanish language learning in the U.S., a range of responses is found regarding the “location” of Spanish. Some heritage learners themselves territorialize Spanish as a language located in other countries, rather than in local Spanish-speaking communities. In their study of postsecondary heritage learners in the U.S., Coryell, Clark, and Pomerantz (2010) found that though the learners were often able to use Spanish alongside English to communicate in their local communities, they chose to study Spanish because they felt that the acquisition of “proper Spanish,” a variety delimited to a world in which only Spanish was spoken, was part of an idealized identity for which they all strived. On the other hand, in a study of the perceptions of Spanish textbooks in a university level Spanish class in the U.S., DeFeo (2015) found that heritage learners embraced their “borderlands” identities rather than identifying with the language of Spain or Mexico. They took issue with the representation of Spanish as a language for travel and Spanish culture as located in other countries, and they found the textbooks to be inauthentic in reference to their own transcultural experiences. A struggle over where to associate one’s heritage language was also documented by Blackledge and Creese (2010), who show how one-to-one linkages between language, ethnicity, and place were presented but also challenged by Gujarati, Turkish, Chinese, and Bengali heritage learners in complementary schools in four English cities. While the teachers presented the languages and cultures as set in the ethnic homelands, the students often mocked the cultural practices being taught such as Turkish folk dances by exaggerating the movements and fusing hip hop dance styles into their performance.  Though the students were clearly undermining their teachers, the point to be made is that they were not necessarily disengaged from the material, but instead were reterritorializing it and layering on top of it their own, more familiar, cultural practices.


On the other hand, researchers of Indigenous language education contexts  highlight the role of place in shaping language ideologies and practices in the age of globalization, but for the purpose of language maintenance. Indigenous language speakers often express a strong attachment to place as a means of self-preservation and local epistemologies, and this is important in the face of globalization. McCarty, Nicholas and Wyman (2012), for example, examine sociolinguistic processes in three Native American ecologies: Hopi and Navajo in the Southwestern United States, and Yup’ik in the Far North. In the time of massive language shift, the researchers show that Hopi and Navajo speakers continue to have a deeper sense of responsibility with regard to their identity for its current and future generations by re-scaling and emplacing their linguistic practices in schools—the non-traditional sites for language use where English now occupies a key role. Yup’ik speakers also showed a strong connection between the language, the land and other materials in the environment. Rather than treating place as a fixed material territory, McCarty et al. consider place as “geographies of meaning and identity” (p. 51), which, nevertheless, comes in contact with others forces, change, and yet shows continuity. 

Similarly, Hornberger and Swinehart (2012) explore the use of multilingual repertoires in minority languages (Aymara and Quechua) in contemporary Bolivia in two different sites – a bilingual intercultural education program and a hip hop collective – to show that language users utilize multilingual repertoires, flexible language practices and ideologies of indigeneity to construct their various identities by intervening their traditionally hierarchical world. Since many of the language classrooms today are diverse and multilingual, learners possess and deploy a large amount of communicative repertoires rather than simply a bundle of separate languages. Overall, research from Indigenous language education contexts show that language speakers continue to have an enduring sense of belonging to a place, but the place is characterized by transnational connectivities and mobility. Language education contexts such as schools, thus, are sites of not only language shift, but also language persistence, which nevertheless is characterized by translingual and multilingual repertoires and competences of the language users.

The Sociolinguistics of Mobility and New Linguistic Repertoires

Mobility is a central concept in studying language practices from a globalization perspective. Recent developments in the sociolinguistics of globalization have urged language education researchers and practitioners alike to reconsider and reconceptualize the concepts of language, fluency, community, and context. Following this argument, language is “a complex of speciﬁc semiotic resources … [that] people actually possess and deploy” (Blommaert, 2010, p. 102). There is a noticeable move from a bounded notion of ‘language’ to ‘repertoires’ in order to loosely describe the totality of communicative resources that an individual speaker utilizes in a particular interactional event. Rather than characterizing language speakers as fully fluent in one or another language, their communicative resources are part of truncated competences that are specialized in relation to their use. Hence, fluency in one social genre or social domain does not imply fluency in another domain. 

Similarly, and in line with Bauman’s idea of liquid modernity, Pennycook’s (2012) concept of linguascape highlights the mobile nature of language in late modernity and the role of transcultural flows from popular culture and beyond which emerge in localized spaces.   This concept resonates with what Blommaert (2010) calls the “sociolinguistics of mobile resources,” which empha​sizes the ways that people acquire and use their sociolinguistic reper​toires within new spaces and forms of cultural production afforded by globalization (p. 102). One example of the linguascape comes from the FaceBook post of Otgon, a Mongolian college student (Dovchin, 2015, p. 446), which uses the increasingly rare orthography of Cyrillic to underscore a nationalist sentiment about airag, a traditional drink. He uses very different linguistic resources to praise the Dalai Lama in “Peaz!,” echoing African American English “Peace (out)!”  The point to be made is that such translingual practices in the linguascape of social media are the result of intersecting global flows from religion to politics to popular culture, and are not located neatly in any one space. Practices in such changing contexts question the established notions of speech community, giving rise to various forms of communities of contact or contact zones where the context of communication is not given, but brought into bring through various social and interactional practices. 

Neoliberalism in Language Education

Despite all of the disembedding and unsettling of boundaries separating languages and cultures, a significant body of work in applied linguistics has demonstrated how globalization continues to make its mark in language education in the form of neoliberal homogenization.  The discussion of neoliberalism in applied linguistics critiques homogenizing value systems that are being imparted to language learners, and particularly to English learners.  Neoliberalism’s interdisciplinary orientation combines “branches of economics and politics in order to understand how social institutions, their activities and capitalism influence each other in various ways” (Block, Gray, and Holborow 2012, p. 2). Neoliberalism builds on the political economy of language in which political and economic notions such as resource allocation, human capital, work and income inequality, economic globalization, and imperial power where the focus is usually on economic consequences of linguistic activities. 

Neoliberal ideologies have given a more influential space for English and affected language and communication skills teaching and training. Studies from call centers across different contexts, for example, suggest that call center employees are trained with communication skills that require them to appropriate American identities, speak ‘without an accent,’ and present themselves as cosmopolitan, caring and hospitable. Cameron (2000) presents a compelling case of the linguistic consequence of economic globalization in call centers in the U.K., where speciﬁc attention has been given to the increasing importance of language and communication as tools for the regulation of communication patterns and the performance of identities. She shows that as service workers, call center employees are intensively regulated and valorized to follow ‘feminized’ communication styles in interacting with the customers. 

The field of English for specific purposes has also been increasingly devoted to the professional language needs of preservice and inservice employees in the neoliberal market. Through specifically designed curricula and instructional materials, such programs reproduce and reinforce neoliberal needs by teaching language and literacy skills such as expert discourses, socially valued literacies and prestigious genres (Hyland, 2006.  Similarly, English for Academic Purposes (EAP) has constructed the worlds of language learners through textbooks that echo neoliberal discourses. Gray (2010) has eloquently shown that the so-called ‘global textbook’ industry reproduces neoliberal ideology in English language textbooks that are used in most parts of the world. Gray (2010) argues that bestselling textbooks immerse students in white-collar individualism in which the world of work is overwhelmingly seen as a privileged means for the full and intense realization of the self along lines determined largely by personal choice. Helpfully, Chun (2009) provides an example of not only how neoliberal discourses function to represent an EAP program, but also how educators can engage in pedagogical interventions with their students to interrogate these discourses and contest the assumptions made from a neoliberal framework. After examining textbook materials that focused on self-actualization and “emotional intelligence” in workplaces with his students, Chun and his students deconstructed the idea of “caring capitalism” as depicted in the materials by drawing on examples from their own lives that challenged these depictions of the world. 
Neoliberal ideology has influenced teacher education programs as well. Using the metaphor of the McDonaldization of teacher education, Gray and Block (2012) take the case of English teacher education programs in the U.K. and note that given the neoliberal orientation of education, teacher education programs are also primarily motivated by a mission to produce ‘human capital’ to compete in the global economy.  Critiques of neoliberalism have noted that it promotes unequal distribution of knowledge, power and resources while imposing scripted and so-called standardized pedagogy and literacy, often in a standardized variety of English, which ignores the grassroots literacies of ethnolinguistic minorities and working class children. There is, then, a dilemma in the emergence and practices associated with neoliberalism in that individuals and nation states are facing the need to balance local, diverse pedagogical practices and global, uniform language and literacy practices. 
Problems and Difficulties

Though Blommaert’s discussion of mobility pushes us to depart from classic understandings of language in society, he also highlights how scale relates to inequality when people move across spaces where their linguistic resources are evaluated differently. He uses the concept of scale to draw attention to the ways that mobile linguistic repertoires are valued differently across contexts (Blommaert, 2007). For example, fluent English spoken by multilingual individuals in India would be accorded high values in India and other parts of the world, but in a call center interaction with an American unused to varieties of English beyond the United States, the same English could be treated as illegitimate.  Extending this idea more directly to the context of language education, Kubota (2014) wonders what good this view can do for language learners, particularly those in center contexts who are being judged against native-speaker norms. She writes, “The dominance of English and standard varieties of English is intact both globally and within English-speaking countries, marginalizing and disadvantaging non–English-speaking or nonnative–English-speaking populations” (p. 12). Kubota draws our attention to how discourses about mobility and linguascapes avoid the hegemonic ideologies and punitive social practices that do symbolic and economic violence to people who do not speak a standard variety of a language. 

Future Directions

While languages are no longer necessarily tied to specific cultures, people, or regions in primordial ways, particularly in the ways that languages are used in everyday life, major gaps remain in the field of language education in terms of taking up these ideas. The case of English as a lingua franca is paramount here in that the ELF paradigm rejects an attachment of English to any one geographic place or any particular population. Instead, ELF is a paradigm built off of the idea that norms and practices for communication develop in situ as people who do not share first languages (e.g., Seidlhofer, 2009). In ELF, English is deterritorialized as people involved in business meetings, education, tourism, and daily interactions go about accomplishing tasks. This has many implications for language education, including challenging the notion of the White, middle-class native speaker who resides in a center country as the ideal model for language learners.  However, very little exists in the way of language learning materials that privilege an ELF perspective. While one textbook on the teaching of ELF pronunciation is now available (Walker, 2010), it seems unlikely that the global textbook industry will embrace these ideas any time soon. The same is largely true with regard to the teaching of heritage languages. Teachers are then left to their own devices, so to speak, if they want to challenge prevailing views that tie languages to specific places and to speakers who represent languages from monoculture perspectives. 

Additional work is needed on languages other than English to more deeply engage with the ways that globalization is shaping language education in a more diverse array of contexts. While there are some signs indicating that languages such as Spanish and French are being theorized as global languages (e.g., Arteaga & Llorente, 2009), the lack of research on globalization with respect to many so-called foreign languages perpetuates the idea that globalization only happens in some (mostly Global North) places, and through languages like English.  Of course, this is not at all accurate, but more attention to how globalization is organizing and reorganizing language learning and language teaching in various settings will help us to see our own discourses of globalization and to deconstruct them in the process. 
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