The WAC Journal, Vol. 20: November 2009
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AS PROFESSIONALS IN WAC/WID programs, we frequently see ourselves as agents of
change on our campuses. We see ourselves as advocates for the advancement of peda-
gogy, where teaching methods are influenced by new research and instructors are en-
gaged with the larger world beyond the campus, and where student needs are assessed
and addressed in a progressive manner. As WAC professionals, we frequently challenge
our colleagues to reconceptualize their classroom approach in order to include more
writing, and to take responsibility for inviting students into their disciplines. When we
make these requests, we are asking a lot. A rethinking of a faculty member’s profes-
sional identity is at stake when WAC/WID is taken seriously.

What I'd like to suggest here is that we need to challenge ourselves to make a trans-
formation in our own thinking, procedures, and pedagogy, as well as in our own pro-
fessional identity, that is just as radical a shift for us as the one we have been asking of
our colleagues in the disciplines. Just as WAC requires a transformation of traditional
content-based pedagogy, meeting the challenge of teaching multilingual learners well
requires as thorough and fundamental a transformation of WAC.

In recent years, the WAC/WID community, along with college writing faculty
more broadly, has become more aware of the pedagogical implications of increasing
cultural and linguistic diversity. The work of Paul Kei Matsuda, Vivian Zamel, Ann
Johns, and others' has opened up a dialogue between WAC professionals and special-
ists in other fields, such as TESOL, L2 writing, applied linguistics, language acquisition
and learning theories, contrastive rhetoric, English for Academic Purposes, and K-12
bilingual education, among others. But as Matsuda has suggested, we are still operating
under a model of “division of labor,” where we may consult with our colleagues in other
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disciplines, and perhaps borrow some of their techniques and expertise, without fully
entering into a mutually transformative relationship.

The future of WAC, I will argue, is indissolubly tied to the ways in which higher
education will have to, willingly or unwillingly, evolve in the wake of globalization and
in response to the increasing linguistic diversity of our student population. I will begin
by briefly addressing three phenomena that already affect and increasingly will impact
our teaching and our research in ways that we have not yet, in my view, even begun to
come to terms with. I will call these, for concision’s sake, “The New Linguistic Majori-
ty; “The New Latin,” and “The New Student” All of them are different faces and aspects
of the globalization of education and the internationalization of English. Put together,
they form a new psychic and pedagogical landscape that I call “The Next America,”
which is where our teaching and our research is going to take place in the near future.
Let me just briefly sketch them in, and then concentrate on what I think the effects and
consequences and implications are for our pedagogy as U.S.-based teachers of college
writing, and more specifically for our efforts at providing professional development op-
portunities for WAC/WID faculty.

I. THE NEXT AMERICA: THE NEW LINGUISTIC MAJORITY, THE NEW LATIN,
AND THE NEW STUDENT

...within a decade or so, the number of people who speak English as a
second language will exceed the number of native speakers.
—David Graddol, “The Future of English” (1997) (2)

As English has increasingly become the lingua franca of business, academia, and oth-
er global endeavors, it is probably now—or at least soon will be—the case that more
people in the world speak English as a second language than as a first language. It was
David Graddol’s seminal report for the British Council, The Future of English?, that first
pointed out this trend some twelve years ago,” but American higher education has not
yet come to terms with the implications for our pedagogy. Who “owns” English? What
does this de-centering of the authority of the native speaker—who now is only one
among multiple users of a “global resource” (Graddol 3) to our notions of a universally
correct standard English—or standard business English, standard academic English,
etc.? How are the various “Englishes” related to each other?

The consequences for pedagogical practice in higher education may be captured in
two seemingly contradictory—but both essential —principles:

« An undiminished—if anything increased—need for thorough mastery of ad-
vanced English language skills in writing, reading, and critical thinking for every un-
dergraduate, because strong communication skills in English are more than ever a
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prerequisite for success in fields which involve interaction with global partners and
competitors—i.e., every field.

o The monolingual English speaker is at a disadvantage in today’s global market
place. While English is the language of many elite financial and intellectual transac-
tions, most of the world’s population-including an increasing number of multilingual
Americans who maintain complex cultural ties both with countries of origin and with
vibrant immigrant communities within the American mosaic-live a dual existence in
multiple languages and cultures which remain invisible and not fully understood by
those who do not share the advantages of multilingual learning.

The “Next America” is a place where living one’s whole life in one language seems
as odd as eating the same thing for dinner every day. In the Next America, conversa-
tions shift in mid-sentence from one language to another, and every strolling group of
students constitutes a micro-culture of multiple intermixed language backgrounds. In
the Next America, the Worldwide Web is truly worldwide; the filter is not set to English
only, but embraces a global panoply of local knowledge and cultural specificity.

At campuses across the country, the Next America is already here:

« In some urban settings, students from non-English language backgrounds con-
stitute a majority of entering students (Wurr 15).

o The New York Times recently reported that at the K-12 level, English language
learners are the fastest-growing segment of the school population—and not only in
large urban districts.?

o From 1979 to 1999, the percentage of 5 to 24-year-olds who spoke a language
other than English at home increased by 118% (Wurr 14).

« As of 2000, 18% of Americans live in households where English is not the pri-
mary language. (Wurr 14)

But these numbers do not fully catch the complexity of the New Student. The
term “multilingual learners” encompasses a wide variety of linguistic experiences and
educational backgrounds. They include the traditional international students with an
education in their original language and country, but they also include long-time im-
migrants and children of immigrants, sometimes called “Generation 1.5” (Roberge,
Harklau) or “emergent English-dominant learners, ‘children of immigrants who have
oral competencyin English and the cultural references of native English speakers.”(Johns
141).* The exact mixture will be different on every campus, and so each WAC program
needs to rigorously assess local needs and trends. We need to catch up with this new
reality—our students are way ahead of us on this because they are already living, day
by day, in a world in which functioning in more than one language is increasingly
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becoming the rule rather than the exception. The pedagogical task before us, then, is to
produce and test strategies for negotiating the gap between a system of higher educa-
tion that was founded in the previous America, and the one that needs to work in the
next America.

One of the many paradoxical effects of globalization is that it makes the local all
the more important and all the more precious. We can see this in the movement to eat
locally-grown food, which is partly a response to environmental concerns but is also
an affirmation of regional identity. We could see this as a reaction against globaliza-
tion, but it could just as well be construed as part of a considered response to globaliza-
tion, and even as an essential part of the process. There has been a lot of discussion in
scholarly and political channels of “pushing back” against globalization, but I prefer A.
Suresh Canagarajah’s less confrontational phrase, “negotiating the local” He applies it
at the macro level, to the struggle of national cultures to establish a balance between
the importance of international English to their economic future and the claims of lo-
cal languages and customs. He also applies it at the micro level, to the ways in which
individual speakers and writers employ various strategies to combine elements of local
cultures and languages with the structures of English and the standardized rhetorics of
Western academia and business.

One would think, on the surface, that the adoption of English around the world
would be cause for satisfaction among native English speakers, who will, for example,
find it easier to travel than in the days when English speakers abroad were scarcer. But
the globalization of English has paradoxically resulted in anxiety here as well. There is
a sense that as more and more people are using English, we are starting to lose control
of it, and it is starting to seem less “ours” As English becomes a new Latin or a new
Esperanto, we begin envisioning an embarrassing conversation a monolingual English
speaker may have in the future with someone from somewhere else. Asked what lan-
guages she speaks, the monolingual English speaker would answer, “English,” to which
her interlocutor might reply, “Well, of course. But what’s your real language?”

We no longer own English. In fact, we never did. In fact, nobody does. And in that
continuing process of reluctant abdication of our lingering claims of control, we have
our own local identity crisis to work through here.

In past waves of immigration, under the “melting-pot” metaphor, the general ex-
pectation was that as immigrants learned English, they would cease to use their previ-
ous language as they attempted to assimilate fully into American society, and it was
likely that their offspring, often by the third generation, would eventually not speak
any language other than English at all. This model, which linguists call subtractive
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bilingualism, in which the second language replaces and supplants the first one, is
not the norm in most of the world, where the majority are multilingual. The opposite
phenomenon, additive bilingualism, is more common among educated people who as-
pire to learn a second language, sometimes going to considerable expense, inconve-
nience, and effort to do so (through formal instruction, study abroad, etc.), either as a
means of personal development (“I want to read the poems of Rimbaud in the origi-
nal”) or for pragmatic purposes (as, for example, millions of people around the world
are currently learning English). Additive bilinguals have no intention of ceasing to use
their first language; rather, they perceive multilingualism as an advantage in a complex
post-modern landscape.

The question for us, as higher education professionals, is whether we are still oper-
ating under the older subtractive expectation, whether in our administrative structures
and our curricula we are still simply assuming that the other language is a problem to
be solved, a disease to be cured, a difficult transition to be nourished, but that at some
point all of our students will be “simply” speakers of English, and we can then teach
them in the same way that we always have taught our classes that we still assume are
primarily full of monolingual English speakers. The question we have not yet asked
ourselves is this: Do our students who continue to function in more than one language
learn differently—learn content differently, learn writing differently—than English
monolinguals? Do we need to change the way that we teach them?

The assumption that the mainstream college student is monolingual is so pervasive
and so seemingly obvious that we don’t even think of it as an assumption, most of the
time. But the shifting demographics of U.S. college students are ready to take us to a re-

versal of the idea of who are the “outliers™

in our thinking about our students and how
we should teach them. The new reality to which we must adjust in U.S. higher education
is that multilingual learners are part of the mainstream. It will take some adjustment in
our attitudes and assumptions to realize, and to plan our curricula on the basis of, the
fact that speaking another language in addition to English is not a deficit or a disadvan-
tage but rather a normal phenomenon, and one that should be actively cultivated. We
need to ask ourselves: how can WAC/WID programs more effectively encourage Multi-
lingual Learning Across the Curriculum? How can we can find opportunities, within our
existing courses or in new ones that we create for the purpose, to allow students to use
those multilingual skills in an academic context? Instructors should look for opportuni-
ties to challenge students to make use of their linguistic abilities: why not, for example,
have students with Russian language literacy write a history paper based on sources
that are only available in Russian? Our every classroom offers the possibility of bringing
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multiple perspectives to bear by making use of our students’ existing multilingual capa-
bilities, or those which they are in the process of developing.

What I want to suggest is that the college writing classroom is one of those loca-
tions in which “the local” needs to be negotiated with the “global™ it is a crossing,
an intersection, a place where collisions and near-collisions occur; it is a place where
the multicultural, multilingual, multifaceted experiences and identities of our students
meet the equally varied and complex academic discourses, which are themselves impli-
cated in global dialogues, which are products of multinational conversation and coop-
eration and conflict. Who is the global, really, and who is the local in this interaction of
faculty and student? Who is the immigrant and who, if anyone, is at home in this new
world of new Latins and new Englishes, of new students and—dare we hope?—a new
kind of faculty?

II. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR WAC/WID FACULTY IN THE NEXT AMERICA
WAC administrators can help faculty recognize the variety of needs, lan-
guage proficiencies, and cultural contributions among linguistically diverse
students, and to understand that linguistically diverse students’ notions
about academic writing and writing in the disciplines may differ from those
of the dominant university culture. —-Ann Johns (148-149)

Both WAC and the pedagogy of teaching academic English to multilingual learners
(hereafter MLLs) are unavoidable issues for anyone in any field in today’s university en-
vironment, and for that matter in today’s high school and community college environ-
ments, as well. And yet many faculty do try to avoid these issues because of their ability
to make faculty feel uncomfortable. Due to resource limitations, WAC faculty are, un-
fortunately, sometimes asked to teach writing intensive courses without being provided
with sufficient professional development support so that they feel comfortable teaching
the writing process in their discipline. And faculty often find themselves faced with a
student who is struggling with continuing MLL issues well into their careers—and here
it is almost always the case that faculty have not received the training they need to help
them handle these issues properly.

Where there is discomfort, there are myths, both about WAC and about MLLs.
Where traditionally the teaching of writing is thought to be the exclusive province of
the Writing Program or the English Department, the teaching of MLLs is still generally
conceived as the job of the ESL program. In both cases, of course, it’s everybody’s job.
Where WAC has had to contend with the argument that teaching writing in upper-lev-
el courses would water down the content, MLL pedagogy faces the parallel notion that
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attention to MLL issues is “dumbing down” the course. Once again, these new pedago-
gies offer new methods of addressing the most complex or recalcitrant content. And
both WAC and MLL have to contend with some faculty’s presupposition that “writing”
is equivalent to “grammar”: while sentence-level issues may be a way that second lan-
guage issues first present themselves, MLL pedagogy includes much more than this.®

There is already a considerable tradition within the WAC community of de-
scribing the student’s journey into various disciplinary communities using “the L2
Metaphor”—learning an academic discipline is compared to learning a language. Mat-
suda and Jablonski, however, worry that “when the L2 metaphor is used as a way of ex-
plaining the difficulty of learning to write in the disciplines for native English speakers,
there is no language left to explain the experience of second-language writers, who are
literally learning a second language in addition to learning various disciplinary ‘lan-
guages.””” We must be careful not to lose sight of the particular experience of MLLs as
they move through our writing courses—but we must also be careful not to essentialize
or stereotype their supposed cultural presuppositions.

There are many parallels between WAC and MLL that give reason for WAC to
support MLL—both are pedagogical movements, both are change agents, and both are
misunderstood by many faculty. Here are some things that WAC programs and faculty
can advocate for to support MLL:

o As we develop WAC support services, in concert with the Writing Center or
other entities, make sure that the needs of MLLs are addressed centrally, not just as
an add-on.

o Train all writing faculty, including WAC faculty in the disciplines, in appropri-
ate pedagogical techniques for reaching MLLs.

But what, exactly, do our faculty need to know about MLLs in order to teach WAC/
WID courses more effectively? Here are four preliminary principles that we can stress
to our instructors:

1.MLLs in advanced courses, including writing intensive courses, will contin-
ue to be multilingual, and they will continue to be language learners.
In their 2001 statement on second-language writing, the executive committee of the
Conference on College Composition and Communication (CCCC)*®observes that:
Although providing additional linguistic support in the forms of intensive lan-
guage programs and special second-language sections of writing courses may be
helpful, they will not remove the responsibility of writing teachers, researchers,
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and administrators to address second-language issues because the acquisition of

a second language and second-language literacy is a time-consuming process that

will continue through students’ academic careers and beyond. (229)
The CCCC here emphasizes what is perhaps the single most salient fact about MLLs in
WAC/WID courses: although we are mostly concerned with more advanced courses,
usually taken after a student has already completed a freshman composition course
(and perhaps basic writing and/or ESL courses before that), this does not mean that
we can expect MLLs to have completed their language acquisition process. Students in
upper-level courses may still be in the process of acquiring academic language profi-
ciency, even if their spoken English has become fluent and colloquial. This continuing
reality of language acquisition is often expressed using Jim Cummins’ central distinc-
tion between BICS (Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills) and CALP (Cogni-
tive Academic Language Proficiency). While BICS may be acquired relatively quickly,
CALP often takes seven years or more—which means that many of our students will be
undergoing that process throughout the entire period that we see them—and it won't
even be over then.

2.MLLs in writing intensive courses are successful college students, not strug-
gling language learners. Since in most institutions completion of freshman composi-
tion is a prerequisite for writing intensive courses, the students who are enrolled in
WAC have proven that they are capable of college-level writing. Whatever their lin-
guistic and educational history, they have successfully completed freshman composi-
tion and are now launched on their careers in a major. Not only have they enrolled in
college, but they have also survived freshman year, which of course is the best indicator
that they will eventually graduate.

It is in the balance between these first two principles that our professional develop-
ment presentation needs to be most nuanced: students are still learning the language,
and instructors need to be cognizant of that fact as they design their courses and choose
their pedagogical approach, but at the same time it is important to treat the ideas and
writings of these students with as much seriousness as those of native English speakers.
This can be a very difficult line to walk. Remember that your multilingual students’ ex-
perience and education may have been different from yours, but avoid reducing them to
that experience and ignoring what they do in the present classroom.

3. All students, not just MLLs, may experience a falling-off, usually temporary,
in their writing skills when they are asked to produce documents in a new genre
or a new discipline, especially when more advanced cognitive demands are being
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made of them at the same time. This increased stress on a student’s battery of reading
and writing strategies pretty much defines the rhetorical situation for all students in a
writing intensive course. In the case of multilingual learners, this may manifest itself
in increased grammar or sentence-level issues, which are the types of errors that in-
structors, especially those who are not writing teachers by training, tend to notice first.
Johanne Myles notes that “depending on proficiency level, the more content-rich and
creative the text, the greater the possibility there is for errors at the morphosyntactic
level” Furthermore, the course of MLL language acquisition and writing proficiency
development seldom progresses smoothly or linearly: “repeating a previous error, or
backsliding, is a common occurrence in L2 writing” notes Myles, and Johns similarly
notes that “complex assignments sometimes result in error-ridden papers” (146). Of
course, this does not mean that faculty should withhold cognitively demanding or cre-
ative assignments from MLLs, only that the level of error in a particular paper does not
necessarily represent a permanent deficiency in a student’s writing competency—nor
does an error-free assignment necessarily mean that a new native-like plateau has been
achieved. For that matter, even among native English speakers, writing proficiency is
not a permanent achieved state, and students’ proficiency can wax or wane depending
on the cognitive demands of an individual assignment and how well-prepared they are
to handle it. Being explicit about disciplinary conventions and consciously calling at-
tention to elements of previous writing education that may transfer, and elements that
will not transfer, can help both multilingual and monolingual writers to make adjust-
ments more quickly.

4. MLLs may have certain advantages over monolingual English speakers in
learning new forms and adapting to novel rhetorical situations. After all, they’ve had
the experience of learning a new language at least once, and if they first learned to read
and write in an alternate educational system, then they have already made a success-
ful adaptation to the U.S. system. Compared to the adjustments that they have already
managed, the movement from one sub-dialect to another within academic discourse—
say from the humanities to the natural sciences—may appear much less daunting to
many MLLs than it does to a monolingual English speaker who has never been asked
to write outside a fairly narrow range of assignments.

It is well-established that people who have successfully learned a second language
find it easier to learn a third.’ A certain level of linguistic adaptability is established, and
the language-learning process can transfer from one language to another. Similarly,
what college students in the U.S. system must do is learn to adapt to multiple disciplinary
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conventions and perspectives as they progress through their college writing career. We
can learn from MLLs, and the research on them, about how to structure, assess, and
support that process of adaptation.

We need to be very careful about how we present a new MLL-active WAC/WID
model to faculty who may be teaching discipline-based writing courses. As Sarah Rich
has argued, many well-intentioned attempts to train faculty to be sensitive to cross-cul-
tural currents in the classroom have the paradoxical effect that students end up being
reduced to their language differences; faculty make so many allowances for cultural dif-
ferences that they do not see the rapid adjustments that actual individual students are
making in the local classroom. Rich’s solution is deceptively simple: ask the MLLs what
their experience has been. And then ask them again, later on in their college careers,
because that experience changes as they move from course to course and progress in
their education.

III. RE-EDUCATING OURSELVES: TOWARD A NEW MLL-ACTIVE WAC/WID
PROFESSIONAL IDENTITY

As we redesign and retool WAC/WID for the multilingual future of the next America,
our first task is to re-educate ourselves. Many of us, including myself, emerged from
a rhetoric, composition or literature base and came to WAC in mid-career, and from
that disciplinary perspective the issues raised by ongoing research in many different
linguistics-based fields surrounding multilingualism can often seem not only daunting
in their volume and complexity but also foreign to the academic traditions in which we
feel most comfortable. Fortunately, we don’t have to start from scratch in this endeavor.
Various fields of study provide curricular and pedagogical models, both theoretical and
practical, that are potentially relevant to the new role of WAC/WID in the age of the
new multilingual student.

The literature in the various fields that might be pertinent to WAC/WID is vast,
multifarious, and exciting, and the following suggestions are necessarily far—extremely
far—from an exhaustive list of resources and possible models for the MLL-active WAC/
WID programs of the future. They may only scrape the surface, but they do provide ex-
amples of the kinds of ideas that WAC professionals should be considering as we begin
to re-think everything that we do to meet the new realities that we face on our campuses
and in our classrooms. Like everything in WAC, none of these models can be adopted
off the shelf, but need to be adapted to local conditions at each institution.

A) Second Language Studies and L2 Writing Theory and Practice

The most obvious place to start looking for a more sophisticated model of writ-

ing pedagogy for MLLs is in the voluminous literature in the field of second language
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studies. In recent years, as freshman composition programs have begun to engage with
MLL issues, a dialogue has begun between L1 and L2 writing pedagogies. Some key
areas that have already been identified as of particular interest to college writing in-
structors are second language acquisition, contrastive rhetoric, error analysis, cognitive
factors, and sociocultural factors."

B) K-12 Bilingual Education Pedagogy and Classroom Techniques for Mixed Class-
es of Monolingual and Multilingual Students

Research on MLL issues, at least in a U.S. context, was founded on early studies in-
volving young children, progressed (somewhat fitfully) through studies involving high
school students, and has only recently been identified as a key issue for college peda-
gogy. Thus K-12 pedagogy is more advanced on these issues than college pedagogy,
and studies of first-year college writing, in developmental or freshman composition
courses, have proceeded at a more urgent pace than more advanced studies directly rel-
evant to WAC/WID. Among many other areas where we might benefit from K-12 re-
search, WAC/WID programs might consider the two-way bilingual model,'" and K-12
techniques for teaching mixed populations of multilingual students and native speak-
ers (Zehler).

C) Language Across the Curriculum and Content-based Language Instruction

The Language Across the Curriculum movement (LAC or sometimes LxC) has
modeled itself on the success of WAC,"? but has so far not made as much progress. The
reasons for this are fairly obvious: the centrality of college writing proficiency is by now
pretty much universally acknowledged by higher education institutions, but there is no
corresponding consensus on the urgency or benefits of multilinguality. The problem
that LAC is designed to address is one that will be extremely familiar to WAC profes-
sionals: most of the effort in terms of language education has been concentrated at the
introductory level, with few subsequent opportunities for practice of language skills,
especially at the intermediate level. LAC suggests that the middle ground should not
be limited to language departments, but made available in many different academic
contexts across the campus.

The models developed by LAC practitioners are potentially of great interest to
WAC programs (see Wake Forest). In addition to expanding the multidisciplinary ap-
proach of WAC to language instruction, LAC also draws upon the “content-based lan-
guage instruction movement” (Straight).”* While LAC’s primary focus is on improv-
ing foreign language instruction for native English speakers, content-based language
instruction has also taken root in ESL contexts, especially—and most relevantly for
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WAC/WID—in preparing MLLs for the demands of academic writing. May Shih en-
visions an ESL composition model “in which writing is linked to concurrent study of
specific subject matter in one or more academic disciplines” (617).

D) English for Academic Purposes” (EAP)

The most direct counterpart to WAC/WID in the world of second language stud-
ies is a well-developed discipline and pedagogical movement, better known in British
Commonwealth countries than in the United States, known as English for Academic
Purposes (EAP). Gavin Melles summarizes the relationship between EAP and WAC:
“One difference between the two is the foregrounding of ESL/EFL issues and the lin-
guistic consequences of cross-cultural learning in EAP. A key similarity is the enthu-
siasm among some in both fields for genre-based teaching as a pedagogical tool” In
this formulation, it sounds like EAP has exactly what the doctor ordered for our pres-
ent purposes: a roadmap toward a more multilingual-conscious WAC program and an
MLL-active writing pedagogy.

The hallmark of the EAP approach is a rigorous and detailed breakdown of com-
mon academic tasks into their components, which are examined independently and
taught sequentially. Joy Reid focuses on the absolute necessity of “multiple-needs analy-
ses in curriculum design—before, during, and after;” and emphasizes that this needs to
be done locally, by each WAC program, because “the results of analyses in one institution
cannot easily or accurately be transferred to others” (154). Rather than focusing primar-
ily on writing, as WAC/WID does, EAP takes a four-skills approach, including speaking,
listening, and reading as central aspects of the student’s academic experience."

We in WAC/WID are at the very beginning of the essential process of educat-
ing ourselves about the intersection between writing pedagogy and language peda-
gogy, and working toward a new synthesis of what we know, from our particular back-
ground, with what has been done in the disciplines of TESOL and applied linguistics
and language acquisition and language teaching. This process will not be a passive,
one-way exchange in which we take notes and defer to the experts in other disciplines;
rather, it will need to be a true two-way interdisciplinary dialogue, for our colleagues
in these other fields have something to learn from us, as well, about college writing
pedagogy in theory and practice. We need to find a way to finally approach that mutu-
ally transformative model of interaction between the fields that Matsuda and Jablonski
have pointed us toward. As Vivian Zamel insists, “What faculty ought to be doing to
enhance the learning of ESOL students is not a concession, a capitulation, a giving up
of standards.... What ESOL students need...is good pedagogy for everyone” (14). Zamel
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suggests that basic WAC pedagogy is central to MLL pedagogy as well."” Using the
tools of WAC and of TESOL and of various other active learning, student-centered
approaches, we must find new approaches to create a classroom that is inclusive. That
will help us teach the students we now have more effectively, and take them from where
they are to where they need to go.

Establishing a working and fruitful pedagogical collaboration between the campus
WAC program and its ESL or linguistics or language instruction faculty is one aspect
of negotiating the local in the context of global linguistic trends. You cannot get more
local than the students in our particular classrooms on our particular campus, but
interpreting the results depends on a critical perception of the global trends I mentioned
in the opening of this article, as well as an understanding of the academic context
within which these students must function: the goals, procedures, tasks, and cultural
environment within which college writing instruction and learning take place.

Our MLL pedagogy will always need to build upon what has been shown to apply
to various other populations, while focusing in on the unique characteristics of our
own students on a particular campus and in a particular classroom. Our research will
need to begin with an analysis of a particular local student population: what can we
find out about their linguistic backgrounds,'® their educational histories, and the in-
teraction between the two? The next step would be to connect this demographic data
with an analysis of their actual writing achievement, in the context of the particular
assignments that are given in our WAC/WID courses, and the underlying competen-
cies—in reading, writing, speaking, listening, critical thinking, and research-that are
called for by these assignments. Which of these are going to be most challenging to
the particular population of students we have identified? How can we find ways to
help them succeed?

More broadly, our research must address a key pedagogical problem which has
not yet been fully cracked by researchers in WAC/WID or in TESOL or in rhetoric and
composition or in K-12 studies or in any other discipline: How can we develop dif-
ferentiated instruction methods so that both monolingual English speakers and MLLs
simultaneously have a rich and satisfying classroom experience in the same writing
classroom? In the Next America, multilingual issues will not be confined to the ESL
program or the ESL sections of freshman composition or to the Writing Center; rather,
they will be in every classroom in every subject on every campus, and every faculty
member will be responsible for teaching MLLs. WAC/WID programs will need to be
in the forefront of researching and developing the MLL-active writing pedagogy of the

WAC/WID in the Next America 45



Next America. I don’t think anyone is yet able to say with certainty exactly what that
pedagogy will look like, but the first—and perhaps most difficult—step is to give up
forever the lingering idea that it is not our job.

NOTES

1. A good sampling of this dialogue may be found in Matsuda et al., Second-Language Writ-
ing in the Composition Classroom: A Critical Sourcebook. See also Harklau et. al.

2. Graddol followed-up on, updated, and further developed these ideas in his second re-
port, English Next.

3. The New York Times has an interactive map showing this trend nationwide: see
http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2009/03/13/us/ELL-students.html.

4. For the quoted passage, Johns cites California Pathways: The Second Language Student in
Public High Schools, Colleges, and Universities. Glendale, CA: CALTESOL 1997,19.

5. Paul Kei Matsuda argues that “In conducting empirical studies, composition research-
ers should acknowledge the presence of ESL writers in writing classrooms and try to include
second-language writers in their research design, analysis, and discussion of implications—
rather than excluding them as “outliers” or “exceptions,” as many researchers have done” (716).

6. The WAC/WID myths are partly adapted from Maharaj’s “Misconceptions about WAC.

7. See Palmquist for a spirited exchange between WAC and second-language specialists
further developing some of the ideas surrounding Matsuda and Jablonski’s article.

8. This statement, which was also endorsed by the TESOL (Teaching of English to Speak-
ers of Other Languages) board of directors, notes that “second-language writers are found in
writing programs at all levels—from basic writing and first-year composition to professional
writing and writing across the curriculum”

9. See Keshavarz and Astaneh (295-297) for a summary of this research.

10. Among many other possible starting points, see the articles by Silva, Leki, and Carson;
and by Johns, as well as the anthology edited by Matsuda et al. Hinkel provides a succinct sum-
mary and introduction to several linguistic approaches to second language text.

11. For models of two-way bilingual programs, see Howard et al's “Guiding Principles”
report from the Center for Applied Linguistics and especially Lindholm-Leary’s Biliteracy for
Global Society.

12. See Straight for a discussion of LAC theory, history, and challenges, including a discus-
sion of its relationship to WAC. For a comparison of LAC with Communication Across the
Curriculum programs, see Morris.

13. Snow and Brinton connect the roots of content-based language instruction not only to
LAC but also to “English for specific purposes,” and to experiments at the elementary school
level in which “monolingual English-speaking children in immersion programs receive the
majority of their elementary education through the medium of content presented in the foreign
language” (556).
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14. For an overview of EAP, see Jordan. For more connections between WAC and EAP, see
Channock. Andy Gillett’s excellent EAP website includes an “EAP Needs Analysis” survey to be
filled out by prospective students, which asks them to rate which academic activities are most
important to their particular course of study, and also to rate their capabilities in each of them.

15. Zamel emphasizes several basics of WAC pedagogy in her description of MLL pedagogy.
She begins by calling for “multiple opportunities to use language and write-to-learn” (14). She
emphasizes as well the importance of building on background knowledge, “course work that
draws on and values what students already know” (14)-from previous courses such as freshman
composition, from their life experience, from their years of study, perhaps in other educational
systems. She advocates explicit introduction of the disciplinary culture: “classroom exchanges
and assignments that promote the acquisition of unfamiliar language, concepts and approaches
to inquiry” (14). And finally, Zamel suggests that we need to see student assessment as a learning
opportunity: “evaluation that allows students to demonstrate genuine understanding” (14). Give
all students, including MLLs, the opportunity to explain what they know-in writing. It’s impor-
tant for multilingual learners to have multiple opportunities to use language actively.

16. For one instrument on language background, see Marian et al.
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