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Throughout this week I have had the privilege of partaking of a rich feast of presentations on a range of issues that are of interest to systemic-functional linguists and of talking with a number of you on diverse occasions. That, of course, is what conferences are all about and I thank Fang Yan and her colleagues for having prepared such a splendid feast for us, spreading the table before us so that we might take and eat and enjoy and walk away satisfied in mind and body.

I now have the additional privilege of closing out this conference, yet another occasion for me to reflect on the extent to which fundamental assumptions in SFL have, over the last years, become my intellectual home, -- through conversations with you in the real world but more frequently through conversation with you in the imagined world of texts that you have written and that have stimulated my own thinking as I read and considered them.

The topic I wish to address today, “Systemic Functional Linguistics in the Round: Imagining FL Education for a Global World,” is the result of both kinds of conversations. What I learned from you has had considerable effect on my interpretation of a number of vexing issues in foreign language education in colleges and universities in the United States. But it has also deeply influenced a comprehensive educational project that I spearheaded in my home department, the German Department at Georgetown University in Washington, DC.  Specifically, over a three year period, between 1997-2000, the department, a Ph.D. granting department in literary-cultural studies, created an integrated four-year undergraduate curriculum that puts major tenets of SFL into educational practice in foreign language teaching and learning (Developing Multiple Literacies, 2000).

These three strands of experiences coalesce as well in the focus of my talk today, namely a proposal for explicitly linking foreign language teaching and SFL. The proposal assumes that key insights in SFL can be translated into the foreign language environment and there lead to effective pedagogical practices in an extended programmatic context. That assumption has certainly been borne out in the curricular project at my institution (Pfeiffer & Byrnes, 2009). But the proposal I present to you today goes much further, even though it is preliminary in many ways: it sees the real benefit of a link between foreign language teaching and learning and SFL in terms of providing an intellectual frame and framework for a complex, challenging, and much needed educational effort. Specifically, such framing would inform decisions on how one might model an entire program’s educational vision(Byrnes, 2006c; Byrnes & Maxim, 2004; Byrnes, Maxim, & Norris, 2010), how one might develop a curriculum for a particular educational setting (Byrnes et al., 2006), create suitable materials (Byrnes 2006a), assess whether the envisioned learning outcomes had been attained (Byrnes2002a; 2008), and, finally, how one would prepare teachers for this kind of language teaching (see Byrnes, 2001) 

Admittedly, those are high expectations, but to me they are nonetheless realistic expectations for the following reasons. They recognize the power of an elaborated functional theory of language to affect teaching and research practice, where it would replace the non-distinct form-oriented structuralism that amounts to the reigning default theory. They also recognize the power of such a theory to develop a principled approach to more comprehensive issues in educational decision-making, where it would replace endlessly ad hoc decisions that, good intentions notwithstanding, cannot bring lasting effects. Finally, they acknowledge the power of a theoretical approach that conceptualizes language in a fashion that speaks to the best spirits in and the fundamental educational ethos of collegiate foreign language cultural studies departments as humanities departments. 
So, how might this more encompassing role for a link between SFL and foreign language studies be accomplished? Importantly, one would not begin with the major conceptual apparatus of SFL as part of relatively independent theorizing. Rather, one would need to begin with the educational site in question, so as to create a rich understanding of the educational values, beliefs, and goals of collegiate foreign language programs; one would consider as well the oftentimes disparate expectations on the part of the public vis-à-vis  collegiate FL teaching and learning; and, finally, one should begin with a sympathetic appreciation of the affordances but also the weaknesses and frustrations, not to mention severe limitations, collegiate FL departments encounter as they strive to offer quality programs. 

What about the values, beliefs, and goals that one can rightly associate with collegiate foreign language programs? What does the public expect of them? What frustrations, needs, and limitations characterize them? How would any of these aspects, the goals and the limitations, influence a proposal of the kind I have in mind? How would such a project differ from what is already “out there”?  What sort of focus would characterize such work? What would need to happen for the short-term, what might be long term considerations? And what might be the long-term consequences of such a project, if all went right, -- for applied linguistics, for second language acquisition research, and ultimately for how teaching and learning languages is being talked about, not by specialists, but by how learners or, even more broadly, by the general public? (see MLA, 2007)
Have no fear – I will not address the barrage of questions that I have just recited. I posed them merely to give a general flavor of what a more assured and assertive presence of SFL in foreign language education might be able to consider and, indeed, might be expected to consider. Obviously, significant triage will be necessary for my presentation today. Accordingly, I will begin with a global characterization of the educational situation of collegiate foreign language departments, following that up with a closer look at the imperatives and foci that govern the setting in terms of their implications for foreign language teaching and learning. To anticipate where this will take us, -- an overarching theme is the theme of ‘development’: how can we, how should we, how must we imagine the nature of instructed multiple language development by adults in light of pressing educational mandates for collegiate foreign language learning, and, in linked thought, how can, how should, how must SFL guide and inform that kind of imagining? I will provide some thoughts on how such questions might play themselves out in two areas of educational activity: (1) in modeling educational goals in relation to language and content/culture learning; and (2) in developing curricula for specific educational settings. Three other critical areas, namely outcomes assessment, materials development, and teacher education will run along only implicitly although I consider them to be centrally important. I will conclude the talk by placing my proposal in the larger context of possible developments in SFL as well as in applied linguistics in general. 
Positioning collegiate foreign language education in the world 
So, let me begin with a broad characterization of how collegiate foreign language education is now positioned. 
1. The teaching and learning of foreign languages takes place in a globalized educational environment. At present that environment is dominated by English language teaching and learning. But precisely because English now has that role, the position of other languages alongside English, such as Chinese, the so called LOTEs, deserves careful thought. Demands for professional level competencies, something like multiple cultural literacies, exist for many of these languages and cultural areas. How an entire educational system can intelligently negotiate these multiple demands and not see them as mutually exclusive is an enormous challenge to collegiate foreign language programs, -- and not merely in the obvious sense that you can’t teach all the languages that should be taught. I think the challenge goes much, much deeper – and precisely there lies the challenge and the opportunity for SFL’s relationship to foreign language teaching.  
2. It is more than an open secret, though perhaps it is not always stated as bluntly as I will now state it, that the dominant paradigm for language educational activities is unable to meet the complex challenges of contemporary language education. Specifically, communicative language teaching is insufficient in terms of the underlying assumptions about language that it tends to project, in terms of the language learning goals it has put forward, whether by design or by default, and the pedagogical actions it has helped popularize (Byrnes, 2002b, 2006, 2007; Byrnes & Maxim, 2004; Byrnes, Maxim, & Norris, 2010). That set of insufficiencies is bolstered further by the concurrent SLA research enterprise which takes a strong interactionist, psycholinguistically-focused, language-processing oriented stance, thereby virtually assuring that even the most obvious aspects of the complex nexus of learning and knowing in a language, through a language, and with a language in its cultural context do not show up on the radar screen (see Doughty & Long, 2003, for representative publications). 
If that analysis is correct, the critical question is: what kind of “theoretically motivated talking about language teaching and learning” is needed to dislodge these two reigning discourses of educational and research practice in applied linguistics?
3. Answering that question in favor of SFL will not be a straightforward matter of simply ‘applying’ existing SFL constructs to foreign language educational contexts. Rather, a viable link between foreign language education and SFL will first require a detailed understanding of the particular dynamics of that educational setting, something like a situated educational needs analysis (see Byrnes, Maxim, & Norris, 2010). On that basis it should then be possible to begin to translate existing insights in SFL into now well circumscribed institutional-educational themes and topics. Such efforts should, on the one hand, contribute to further clarification of the existing conceptual apparatus in SFL; on the other hand they should also spur SFL’s own development in line with the foregrounded foreign language educational concerns. 
Toward an educational-institutional needs-analysis for foreign language teaching and learning

So, let me now venture at some level of detail into selected aspects of such an institutionally situated needs analysis for foreign language teaching and learning.


My first point is the most obvious of the obvious. Foreign language learning is about learning a foreign language, usually on the part of adults, not mother tongue learning by children. In other words, at least from a strategic standpoint, it is justified to highlight the differences between those two forms of language learning rather than their undeniable similarities (for the latter, see Halliday 2007a). The most obvious of these is that FL learners already possess, to varying degrees, a semiotic system with which they have been making sense of the world around them and which they have used to interact with others (Halliday & Matthiessen, 1999). Just how that affects the learning process itself, whether those effects are better or even at all well described in terms of positive or negative ‘transfer’ or ‘interference’ or, yet more starkly, as an inherent inability on the part of adults to learn the foreign language to high levels of ability, is not here the main concern. Rather, given what we know about the relationship between meaning-making and languages -- and SFL theorizing has enabled us to know this with considerable clarity – the issue is that these learners will have to learn how to mean with and through the new language alongside their mother tongue (Halliday, 2004b; Matthiessen, 2006). That means, first and foremost, that they will have to gain access to the meaning-making resources the language makes available in its particular lexicogrammar, not learn the ‘grammatics’ of that language (see Halliday 1973, 1975, 1993, 1996, 1999, 2004a and b). And they will have to do so in a setting that cannot possibly provide the rich occasions and, indeed, needs and desires in the real sense for engaged meaning-making that otherwise drive language use as social activity.

In light of that undeniable fact, what countermoves at all levels of educative action can be launched to facilitate the need for engaged and invested meaning-making on the part of the learner and to facilitate as well the potential for experiencing grammar as a meaning-making resource, rather than as formal inventory, particularly a formal inventory deceptively described in terms of sentence-level rules? Would it be possible to harness for this enormous learning feat an ability that adult learners do have, though surely to differing degrees, namely the ability to create an entirely semiotic world of meaning through texts which, of course, have embedded in them social realities, including the need of social actors to communicate? If that possibility can be contemplated, how would that show up in a foreign language program?  (See Byrnes et al., 2006).

A slightly less obvious matter is the focus of my second point. While foreign language learning takes place at all educational levels, at the college level it faces two tasks at the opposite end of the spectrum in the effort of creating language-competent speakers for language-competent societies, supporting both very advanced learning and also assuring that beginning learners receive effective instruction.

a. At the advanced end of the spectrum, college foreign language programs must assure that learners are able to attain the kind of professional- or academic-level, advanced language abilities or L2 literacies that are increasingly in demand in a global world (Byrnes, 2004). They have this task even in countries, such as China or most European countries, that, unlike the United States, firmly integrate foreign language learning into the curricula of primary and secondary education. 
· A first and by no means frivolous question is therefore: what is the nature of advanced level abilities? A quick look at foreign language education practice and also the scholarly literature shows astoundingly amateurish, if not to say helpless responses to that question (Byrnes, 2002c).
· Assuming that we would, at some point, know a little more about advanced instructed L2 abilities, an obvious second question pertains to how we might foster their development through educational activity (Crane, 2006). 

· A third, yet more probing question is this: what acquisitional preconditions would have to exist at a certain time for the development of such advanced abilities to become a real possibility for the majority of learners and not merely the ‘gifted’ few who don’t need our help in the first place? Importantly, can we state those preconditions – as we must -- in meaning-oriented and in lexicogrammatical terms and what would be their interrelationship so as to capture language developmental factors (Byrnes, 2006c; 2009)? 
A comment might be in order with regard to this last issue: it seems to me that one of the reasons why communicative language teaching has created something like its own glass ceiling might lie exactly there: the meaning-making resource profile that it tends to create for learners raised in its paradigm presents an insufficiently broad foundation for the challenging task of advanced language learning in a classroom setting, even when an effort is made to push learners to that level. That is, it afforded neither the need to acquire certain lexicogrammatical resources in order to mean certain things, nor the multiple opportunities for their deployment in all modalities, – from reading to listening, to writing, to speaking – that are known to be necessary for a gradual increase in the ease of their nuanced situation-appropriate use (Byrnes, Maxim, & Norris, 2010).  

b. At the other end of the spectrum foreign language departments must competently meet the demands of beginning levels of instruction,for the simple reason that the pre-collegiate educational system encounters limits in the number of languages that can occupy curricular space. That fact relegates to tertiary education the teaching of the languages left out earlier on, thereby in effect creating third language learning situations. 

( Are there aspects of third language teaching and learning that might facilitate that project? And would it be possible to infuse an entire programmatic and pedagogical approach with them so as to circumvent the oftentimes impracticable creation of separate tracks once the beginner level has been completed? Let me venture a preliminary response: perhaps one way would be to foster throughout an instructional program a kind of intellectual-affective-aesthetic pleasure in reflecting precisely on language as a meaning-making system and to do so with the understanding that, for literate adults, this might turn into one of the most powerful ways to motivate language learning and, therefore language development (Byrnes, in press). 

Behind the two broad areas that I have discussed thus far stands a stark fact: time is of the essence! Foreign language learning at the college level, no matter how generously it might be conceived, has available to it a distressingly short number of years within which to enable adult learners to acquire the kinds of advanced literacies that society increasingly demands. In short, matters of efficiency and effectiveness are an inescapable part of the calculus – and that does not in any way mean that one is beholden to an industrial production model for learning, on the contrary.

We know this: Even if we had all the time in the world, certain abilities do not miraculously and on their own come about (Christie 1989; Halliday, 1993, 2007b, c, d; Schleppegrell, 2004). We also know that no statements about fixed acquisitional sequences proffered by psycholinguistically driven research offer substantive insights about the kind of language development that is here at issue. For one thing, their notions of acquisition have next to no connection to the ethos and culture of foreign language literary-cultural studies department. For another, the research itself shows serious shortcomings even if one were to subscribe to a cognitivist, psycholinguistic model for language learning. 


In other words, assuming that time is of the essence, assuming, furthermore, that issues of efficiency and effectiveness are valid, how can foreign language development be conceptualized in terms of efficiency of acquisition understood as speed of acquisition?

You may well have concluded that I am rapidly turning into the perfect fool treading into territory that even angels fear to tread. But I would like to press the issue a bit further just the same because, at least from the societal standpoint, it is out there, whether we like it or not. And let me do so quite provocatively by introducing the notion of ‘benchmarks’ for language development, a particularly “toxic term” in academic discussions about language learning.


By benchmarking I mean some substantiated, principled, and evidence-based sense of what it is reasonable to expect learners to be able to do – but if and only if we have provided for them the best possible programmatic and pedagogical scaffolding we know so that they develop the linked capacity to mean in and with and through the language that is being learned. 


To clarify things a bit further, the issue is decidedly not the old tired and ill-advised notion of ‘best methods’ that we should slavishly follow, perhaps not even ‘best practices’ we should adopt. Nor does such ‘benchmarking’ deny what we know to be the case, namely that there will be substantial variation among learners in terms of their learning outcomes, even when they all sat in the same classroom. However, without any sense of what it is reasonable to expect and what it is quite unreasonable to expect in a particular educational setting, any talk of what learning outcomes have in fact been achieved – or have not been achieved, as the case may be -- or should have been achieved, is, deep down, uninterpretable and uninformative, therefore unhelpful, perhaps even offensive and downright dangerous.

In fact, in a seemingly contradictory way, ‘benchmarking’ acknowledges the fact that what is ‘efficient’ and what is ‘effective’ in language learning is quite relative. But it is relative in relationship to a frame of reference, not endlessly relative on its own terms. Indeed, our aversion to grappling seriously with the nature of instructed language development – the real way to consider benchmarking – has created some very strange bedfellows. For example, the often distressingly meager learning outcomes reported for much of U.S. language learning become self-fulfilling prophecies, not because we have expected too little of our learners, but because we have provided them with too little, because we ourselves are hopelessly in the dark as to how we should go about providing it. Even more essentialist, the oft-repeated notion that adult language learning is really a “too little—too late” deficitary project can also be traced to the absence of viable benchmarks. What’s more, both of these phenomena have been robed in highly valued theoretical garments, such as the critical period hypothesis or the input and interaction hypothesis. Needed, instead, are substantive statements about what foreign language learners can and should be able to achieve with the proper educational support, thereby counteracting both distressingly low and unreasonably high outcomes expectations.

 At the other end of the spectrum, the learning outcomes implied in the recently released report by the Modern Language Association in the United States (2007) about higher education foreign language learning are equally distressingly off the mark when they appear to demand of foreign language learners what few native language users would be able to accomplish. I will return to this topic once more in conjunction with the topic of curriculum development. For now I phrase the issue in the following terms:

· Is it possible to present principled general proposals about learning development that sit somewhere along the continuum between all too meager learning outcomes and successful learning outcomes relative to a particular instructional level,  where such proposals build on a general model of adult foreign language literacy development and are connected to a general model of the ontogenesis of knowledge as well as a general model of language development in the sense of ‘learning how to mean’ (See in particular, Halliday 2007d: 354-355). 

Among many favorable consequences of such statements of reasonable learning outcomes would be that good learning outcomes would no longer be nearly recklessly left up to chance – or to study abroad! Not to appear to speak too much pro domo nor to be overly optimistic, but the evidence from our own research in the area of syntactic development, -- where, quite importantly, this is understood as meaning-making development in a textual environment -- indicates that this is indeed possible indeed (see chapter 8 in Byrnes, Maxim, & Norris, 2010). Remarkably, in this literacy-focused curriculum, oral language abilities also develop in unexpectedly rapid fashion (Norris & Pfeiffer, 2003). Our single case study would, of course, be significantly bolstered if a number of programmatic contexts representing different languages were able to provide similar evidence. 
In the remaining time let me now turn to two of the four areas I identified earlier on as core educational activities that any program will have to consider: (1) how we might clarify educational goals, and (2) how we might create a curricular progression.
You will probably have noticed the rather vague ways in which I have phrased things, -- one way of signaling that educational goals statements and curriculum statements – because that is what we are talking about -- are by no means normal procedure in many a college foreign language program, even though their central importance can hardly be in doubt. Indeed, both are formidable challenges to faculty (Byrnes, 1998).

What might explain this strange phenomenon? My experience in working with colleagues and other departments have gradually led me to three interrelated convictions: 
(1) We have here an almost classic case of the spirit being willing but the flesh being quite weak, by which I mean that, even when faculty and entire departments are willing to tackle these matters; they simply do not know how. 
(2) With a bit of guidance faculty members, faculty members in literary cultural studies, who are neither applied linguists and certainly not systemicists, can develop a level of sophistication in these matters that allows an entire group to gradually develop a self-sustaining discourse community of practice. This is important because the complex issues arising in the creation and affirmation of educational goals and in the creation and maintenance of a curriculum cannot possibly be gotten ‘right’ the first time around. On the contrary, to some extent they are always a work in progress in need of further revision, or, actually more correctly, suitable for and hospitable to further revision as the faculty community of practice becomes more and more knowledgeable about the nature of instructed learning development. But first things first: without initial proposals there will be no revisions – and therefore no benefits, sadly the situation that characterizes perhaps the majority of foreign language programs. 
And as a third and related point: (3): with good leadership by key faculty members the project can, in relatively quick order develop a facilitating dynamic all of itself. This is so because an invigorated culture of teaching and learning, coupled with favorable learning outcomes, creates its own momentum, affirmation of long-held, though often incompletely articulated beliefs and values, and intellectual excitement in one’s professional practice (Byrnes, 2001).
Creating educational goals in collegiate FL cultural studies programs
As constituted in the United States, collegiate foreign language departments have over the last 2 – 3 decades become literary-cultural studies departments, that is, they have expanded their content interests from narrowly conceived national canonical literature departments to broadly conceived cultural studies departments (Byrnes 2002b). While the relationship to the study of their respective languages has been ambivalent all along, the recent cultural turn has made an already burdened relationship downright problematic. On the literature side it has privileged a highly theorized notion of culture and text that, quite ironically, has moved further and further away from engagement with those texts and attributes intellectual merit primarily to various interpretive theories – Marxist, feminist, psychological, queer, post-structuralist, hermeneutic, and the like. Concurrently, on the language side, communicative language teaching and its goals, not to mention its entire conceptual apparatus, has created the alien and alienating world of language teaching, far removed from the literary-cultural interests of the department, -- quite literally  another discourse world. As I found myself observing quite flippantly at one point: ‘input’ and ‘output’ are quite off-putting to my accomplished colleagues in literary cultural studies. 

The consequences of this kind of complementary schismogenesis, to use Bateson’s term, are stark to say the least and, I suspect, obvious even with a minimalist description. FL Departments labor under a debilitating bifurcation between so called ‘language’ courses for the first 2 – 4 semesters, and so called ‘content’ courses of various literary-cultural foci for the remaining time of the undergraduate program. Another way to describe the scene would be in terms of content-indifferent language courses, and language-indifferent content courses with only token continuity between these two separate worlds (Byrnes & Maxim, 2004). As a result, learners have to create their own coherence in their courses of study. Worse yet, faculty power rests with the literary cultural scholars whose professional background includes only the most rudimentary education in language teaching and learning, compelling them to fall back on little more than received folk wisdom about what is good language teaching and appropriate learner development. And here the original sin of the enterprise takes on near tragic dimensions: the one hand faculty expect high levels of grammatical and lexical accuracy, fluency, and complexity of their students, who oftentimes have experienced only very short periods of study; on the other hand, they want these same learners to engage in nuanced reading, discussing, and writing about literary texts in ways that would honor many a native user of the language. 
In a recent, unusually bluntly worded report “Foreign languages and higher education: New structures for a changed world,”, the Modern Language Association (2007), the largest humanities professional association in the United States, has therefore concluded that this bifurcated program model in nearly all FL departments must be overcome, to be replaced with a “more coherent curriculum in which language, culture, and literature are taught as a continuous whole.” (2007: 237). It is difficult not to agree with that sentiment. However, it is also difficult to see how the educational goals put forward in the report, namely translingual and transcultural competence, can possibly be attained in departments that are so unable to see their work in literary cultural studies as fundamentally language-based, more precisely foreign language based, with all the consequences that entails.
There is little need here to further elaborate the resulting deep educational dilemma. But, putting a positive spin on matters, there is then also little need to justify the argument that has been implied all along, namely that core tenets of systemic functional linguistics could provide an unusually advantageous path toward intellectual wholeness for these departments in terms of their educational vision and goals. The following points are no more than a first schematic in that regard. 

The integrative task before departments is to recognize that the entire language system, not just its words, expresses culture, thereby providing a window for understanding a culture in terms of the topics or content it treats in all manner of texts, written and otherwise. That makes how the language system does so through its lexicogrammatical resources and their particular forms of deployment in the range of oral and written texts the intellectually intriguing question to be put before a faculty group. Fortunately, it appears that just such a textual focus, more than anything else, can enable literature faculty to imagine themselves as linking the foreign language studies field and SFL (Byrnes, 2001; Byrnes et al., 2006). Not surprisingly, for my own colleagues, that kind of reflective engagement with textual knowing became particularly plausible through the construct of genre. Genre became a way of demonstrating how language and culture, knowing and meaning, text and context, text and cotext, use and meaning might be integrated in educational settings, not only in the outside world. Here they found it possible to start exploring how texts differ in their forms of realization when they accomplish more one goal than another, to examine how similar goals, both large and small, can be accomplished differently in different linguistic and cultural contexts, and how that might differ across times. Gradually that enabled them to understand what Bazerman and Prior (2004, p. 3) have well summarized when they say: “These questions focus on what texts do and how texts mean rather than what texts mean”. Of course, what texts mean will continue to be of paramount interest in a foreign language literary cultural studies department, but such a focus can provide the aha moment necessary for setting in motion the process of linking meaning and knowing in languaging. 
Toward developing a curriculum

But that is only the first half of the story. The second half is the one I have highlighted all along, namely the task of specifying a developmental path through a professionally informed statement about the educational experiences learners should encounter in order to develop toward high levels of FL capacities, that is, a curriculum. It stands to reason that, if foreign language departments have had great difficulty envisioning a conceptually integrated field, they have been even more challenged to imagine a vertical curricular integration. That challenge begins with something as basic as imagining the beginning and a reasonable end point for an educational program. As I said before, what is ‘reasonable’ is knowable only after a series of articulated proposals have been made about valued possible outcomes for each instructional level of a program and all of them put together, after one has made a concerted effort to realize them through the educative process and then, in a last step, has assessed the learning outcomes in light of the proposal (Pfeiffer & Byrnes, 2009).  

You will not be surprised if I say that, just like a new understanding of textual meaning-making was crucial, so a new kind of understanding of the nature of curriculum, and therefore curriculum development turned out to be a way of engaging my faculty colleagues in the department. All too often curriculum is understood in normative fashion, following a simplistic means-end model. By contrast, the noted British curriculum specialist Stenhouse (1975) defines a curriculum as “an attempt to communicate the essential principles and features of an educational proposal in such a form that it is open to critical scrutiny and capable of effective translation into practice” (p. 4). That means that informed practitioners first imagine a curriculum as a possibility of worthwhile or valued forms of knowledge and then find ways of studying the experience of putting it into place through instruction. Both aspects require much collaborative talk and much collaborative action. As our faculty group has come to summarize this formative experience: it was in the doing of curriculum development and instruction that we gained increasingly sophisticated forms of educational knowing. 
Such an understanding of curriculum in time also enabled the next conceptual move, namely an increasing appreciation for and increasingly fine-grained understanding of the nature of the relevant forces during language development and their complex interplay over extended periods of language learning. Specifically, if the semiotic meaning-making nature of language is to be implicated in adult FL learning and development –and that claim is at the heart of linking content and FL learning within a literacy orientation– these contours must make it possible to project a two-way link: one that spells out how the meaning-making potential of learners’ available linguistic resources bolsters their capacity to learn the FL as a formal system, and a second one that investigates how linguistic resources enable learners to expand their FL meaning-making capacities, particularly in extended texts (Byrnes 2002a). 

To restate the obvious, such a fluid, energy-laden, dynamic interplay must be imagined as occurring along an entire curricular pathway. Clare Painter (1996) has stated matters like this:  “there is a symbiotic relation between learning through language [the content] and developing language itself … it involves actualizing the semiotic systems of knowledge and language into text and continuously reinterpreting the systems on the basis of new experiences in texts” (pp. 80-81). A study that I myself have recently published investigated that phenomenon through a closer look at the relationship of syntactic abilities and textual abilities via the concept of grammatical metaphor, by observing development in both areas longitudinally.
Let me conclude this discussion of the task of curriculum development with yet another take: once texts, or more specifically textual genres, have come to be understood as central to the educational enterprise, are there ways in which the central task of any curriculum development, namely selection and sequencing of educational experiences – here text-based educational experiences—can be motivated in a principled way in order to come up with the desired curricular proposal? For us, three continua proved particularly useful. You, of course, will immediately recognize their proximity to SFL thinking: the oral –written continuum, a semiotic continuum, and a generic continuum.
The oral-written continuum would seek to array texts in terms of Michael Halliday’s felicitous distinction of the two types of complexity of spoken and written discourse and their attendant different ways of meaning: “speech as spun out, flowing, choreographic, oriented toward events …. Processlike, intricate, with meanings related serially; writing as dense, structured, crystalline, oriented toward things (entities, objectified processes), productlike, tight, with meanings related as components” (2002, p. 350). 

The semiotic continuum is built on the assumption that there is a movement in the kind of semiosis from more ‘congruent’ forms to more ‘con-congruent’ or ‘metaphorical forms. As repeatedly stated, this shift is both a linguistic and meaning-making phenomenon, whereby congruent semiosis retains a relatively direct line to experience, while non-congruent semiosis makes that connection more indirect, therefore a site for potential additional meaning-making (cf. Halliday 1994: xix). It is here that the enormous power of grammatical metaphor comes into play; it is most readily grasped when it is realized through nominalizations, especially deverbal and deadjectival nominalizations, but of course is realized in numerous other ways throughout the system (Byrnes, 2009; Byrnes & Sinicrope, in preparation).

Finally, genres are an accessible way of imagining a curricular progression so as to facilitate language learning. Their central quality is, of course, that they instantiate registerial bundles into staged, goal-oriented language-based activity types (see, among others, Coffin, 2006; Macken-Horarik, 1996; Martin 1993, 1999, 2002, 2009; Martin & Rose, 2003, 2008; Matthiessen, 1993, 2006; Jones et al. 1989; Rothery, 1989, 1996). Another way of staging genres across a curriculum is inspired by Jim Gee, the noted American discourse and literacy scholar, who distinguishes between the primary Discourses of non-specialized everyday life and the secondary discourses of public life in the wider community, particularly institutional, professional, and academic life (2002). In a nice extra touch, one can array these discourses in line with Bakhtin’s notion of dialogicality in diverse genre (1981, 1986). Here the continuum would move from the overt dialogicality of the utterance as prototypically occurring in conversations and, by implication, more oral forms of writing, to the covert dialogicality of intratextual aspects of coherence and cohesion, and, even further, into various forms of intertextual reference (Wertsch, 2006).

Considering all three continua provides a decision-making framework that is at once specific enough to be useful and flexible enough to be adaptable and open to local choices. For our curriculum they might be summarized like this:

1. We begin with narrative genres that focus on the verbal system, the heart of what SFL refers to as congruent semiosis, which builds up the major features of the transitivity system – participants, processes, and circumstances – in real-life situations and reaches toward complex clause structures and their potential for building up logical relationships (Teruya, 2006; Ryshina-Pankova, in press).

2. The next stage are genres that move toward non-congruent or metaphorical realizations of the world in public life but still primarily involve human participants in their relationships to societal issues and values, particularly through the nominalization processes afforded by GM (Byrnes 2009); and

3. Finally, the bulk of the program focuses on diverse academic and institutional genres that feature both human and abstract actors in created textual spaces, while expanding the kinds of verbal processes, chunks, collocations, and phrasal stems necessary for further enhancing already competent GM use in different general and disciplinary and content areas (Byrnes et al, 2006; Crane, 2006; Rinner & Weigert, 2006).

What has been created in this fashion is a proposal for a language-based approach to language learning and teaching across an extended curricular sequence that will integrate content and language learning toward cross-cultural literacies. At the same time, it constitutes a proposal for how one might both imagine and foster instructed language development. Even though I will not be able to address either of these crucial topics, I trust that you will have no difficulty seeing its potential for a principled pedagogy as well as for beneficial forms of assessment (Byrnes, 2002; Matthiessen, Slade, & Macken, 1992). 
I leave you with the following concluding thoughts.

Systemic-functional linguistics has quite correctly been identified as a theory of language that is nearly unique for its interest in receiving inspiration from ‘societal’ problems to be solved, from ‘questions’ being asked, and from the ‘demands’ this raises for theory construction. It has also become known as an education-friendly theory, not in the simple sense, but in that it has recognized and theorized the enormous influence on language development for individual and societal language use, for knowing and for being. It has done so by considering the relation between education and language development on the part of the individual and education and language development in terms of the system language. 

I can think of few tasks in the contemporary world that constitute such a deep challenge for societies as does the task of enabling people to become linguistically multicompetent citizens of their countries and of the world. Accepting the consequences of that configuration will no doubt severely challenge our disciplinary thinking, indeed our academic positioning and posturing in our disciplines inasmuch as they will require a rededication to a public orientation for our scholarschip. Thus, Martin Bygate (2004), the current  president of the International Association for Applied Linguistics, recently observed that the gradual emergence of the field of applied linguistics as a generic discipline has created two major challenges in the relationship between the academy and the lay community: (1) the challenge of identifying and studying issues held to be problems by those outside the academy; and (2) the challenge of clarifying the nature of the contributions of research to those real world problems. In a similar vein, Lourdes Ortega (2005) underscored that what we know and believe about L2 learning and teaching does matter, most particularly in educational contexts, “because the stakes are high for many groups of people who need formal instruction in a language other than their mother tongue (or tongues) in order to have access to basic educational and societal rights” (p. 319). Finally, from the standpoint of assessment, too, research has generally not advanced assessment models that respond to the educative needs of foreign language educational contexts, precisely because it has not offered a principled way of addressing what language development would mean in an instructed setting (see Norris, 2006; Norris & Ortega, 2000, 2003). 

History does not repeat itself. But in preparing this talk I was struck by the parallel between the current moment and a moment in the history of SFL theorizing and practice that occurred in the 1980s and 1990s. At that time, the societal problem was the need to enhance literacy teaching and learning across all sectors of schooling in Australia. The move by SFL researchers like Jim Martin, Fran Christie, Caroline Coffin, Mary Macken-Horarik, and Joan Rothery, among others, to apply SFL insights to that issue had important consequences on both sides. On the education side, it allowed teachers to come to see grammar as a meaning-making resource in language, thereby enabling them to help their students to deploy those resources in oral and written texts. On the side of SFL theorizing it led to ever greater specification of the construct of genre, as a textual unit that connected a certain text type with a situation type, that is, with a context of situation within a context of culture. 

In a similar vein, I suggest that a critical current societal problem is that of assuring a kind of multiliterate capacity. I chose collegiate foreign language departments as a particularly revealing site for understanding the nature of that ‘problem’ and I proposed that one might learn to grapple with it, in theory, research, and educational practice, through the overarching construct of ‘instructed foreign language development’, an issue that is in any case of paramount importance in a global, multicultural and multilingual world, where development will encompass the simultaneous acquisition of both literary cultural content and language. What makes this challenge so potent is that few notions in applied linguistics, in SLA research, in educational, and in societal practice are as central as the notion of ontogenetic development through schooling. What makes it potent as well is that multiple language-cum-literary cultural-knowledge development in an instructed setting is also one of the least understood areas in the field despite the fact that its specification touches the core of the field’s identity, values, and beliefs. 

To the extent that SFL could help specify what  a truly functionally oriented way of understanding the simultaneous development of language abilities and cultural literacy in an instructed setting is all about, what it can be all about, and what it must be all about, it would contribute to reshaping central educational activities. I leave it to you to imagine as well how the very activities that I am proposing might also stretch SFL constructs into new conceptual territory, thereby benefiting an intellectual house that has, for many of us, become our intellectual home. 
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