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Purpose of this Paper 
There is a critical national requirement for skilled speakers of languages other than English.  The need is 
not new. It has been recognized and documented for more than fifty years in reports of high‐level 
commissions, published analytical studies, and testimony by government and private figures before both 
houses of Congress, reports in national and local news media, and in a major presidential initiative.  As a 
result of 21st century economic globalization and international terrorism, it has never been more urgent 
to develop American citizens who fully understand and can communicate effectively with people of 
other cultures. Although several steps are being taken to begin to address this need, they are isolated 
and lack central coordination and accountability; to meet the need requires a comprehensive long‐term 
national strategy. The purpose of this paper is to recommend the necessary components of such a 
strategy. 

 

Part I. National Requirements for Language Capacity 
The need for people with high‐level knowledge of foreign languages and cultures—especially in certain 
critical languages—is an old one. It was recognized during the Second World War, when the American 
Council of Learned Societies was asked by the U.S. government to develop programs to teach several 
less commonly taught languages. These programs became the precursors of the Army Language School 
(now Defense Language Institute) and, indirectly, the State Department’s Foreign Service Institute 
(Clifford and Fischer 1990).  The need was re‐emphasized in the aftermath of the USSR’s launching of 
Sputnik in 1956 (Parker 1961) and again later at the height of the Cold War in the late 1970s and early 
1980s (Perkins et al. 1979).  At each such occasion, studies were conducted, recommendations made 
and initiatives begun to address America’s foreign language requirements.  For example, the National 
Defense Education Act (NDEA) of 1958 (Public Law 85‐864) was designed to address urgent national 
needs in science, technology, and foreign languages. 

Subsequently, as the immediate urgency of this need and the provision of resources to address them 
waned (and then waxed again), new studies have pointed again to the importance of expanding national 
language competence capacity.  Among these have been the President’s Commission on Foreign 
Language and International Studies (Perkins et al. 1979); the late Senator Paul Simon’s book, The 

                                                             

 
1 The impetus for this paper was a meeting convened in April 2008 by Professor Heidi Byrnes of Georgetown 
University with the aim of developing a professional field consensus for national language education policy (Byrnes 
2008). The authors are greatly indebted to several people for their comments and suggestions on earlier drafts of 
the paper: Marty Abbott, Heidi Byrnes, Donna Christian, J. David Edwards, Catherine Ingold, Dora Johnson, Michael 
Lemmon, Bret Lovejoy, Scott McGinnis, and Helene Zimmer‐Lowe. Richard Schmidt suggested the term “National 
Language Framework.” The suggestions of these scholars have been critical in the formulation and completion of 
this paper. In addition, we thank Gisela Grañena of the University of Maryland and Yen‐Tzu Chang, Jessica Hoover 
and Victoria Nier of the Center for Applied Linguistics for their many valuable contributions. The responsibility for 
any errors of fact or interpretation remains our own. 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Tongue‐Tied American; and Richard Brecht and William Rivers’ analysis of Language and National 
Security in the 21st Century. More recently, the events of September 11, 2001, and their analysis after 
the fact have led to the Call to Action of the 2004 National Language Conference; the Committee for 
Economic Development’s Education for Global Leadership: The Importance of International Studies and 
Foreign Language Education for U.S. Economic and National Security; and the Association of American 
Universities’ National Defense Education and Innovation Initiative: Meeting America’s Economic and 
Security Challenges in the 21st Century.  From the higher education community, the recent report 
prepared for the Modern Language Association by an ad hoc committee chaired by Professor Mary 
Louise Pratt of New York University, titled “Foreign Languages and Higher Education: New Structures for 
a Changed World” addresses closely related issues. 

An especially important recent study is the National Research Council Report on Foreign Languages and 
International Education (O’Connell and Norwood 2007), which focuses on the effectiveness of federal 
Title VI and Fulbright‐Hays programs in International Education. The findings of this report are discussed 
later in this paper. 

The Nature of the National Requirement for Foreign Language Capacity 

Increased Capacity for National Security and Diplomacy 

The most urgent requirements for high‐level cultural knowledge and language ability (a level 
commensurate with the ability to communicate in professional settings (Malone et al. 2004)) clearly 
derive from national security concerns (Ruther 2003; Freedman 2004; Birckbichler 2007; Brecht 2007).  
Following the events of September 11, 2001, federal agencies charged with protecting national security 
sent out urgent calls to recruit Americans who were fluent in such languages as Arabic, Persian, Pashto, 
Dari, and Korean (Peters 2002).  Their skills were (and still are) required to translate documents, 
including digital materials on world‐wide‐websites; to monitor Internet communications; to interpret 
spoken language; and to represent American interests in public and private forums. At the same time, 
the Department of Defense, recognizing that the ability to understand and to communicate effectively 
at high linguistic and cultural levels is essential for successful counter‐insurgency efforts, began a review 
process that led to the adoption of the Defense Language Transformation Roadmap, which mandates 
that all military officers must become proficient in a foreign language and that even the smallest field 
unit must include at least one soldier with cultural competence and some functional language ability 
(Department of Defense 2005; McGinn 2008).   

For more than 50 years, American policy‐makers have proclaimed that the federal government needs 
many more individuals with high levels of proficiency in many foreign languages.  In 1959, this was 
identified as a particular problem of lack of expertise in Arabic, Chinese, Hindi‐Urdu, Japanese, and 
Russian (U.S. Office of Education Policy Bulletin).  Fifty years later, addressing the continued lack of 
sufficient skill in these languages, together with the more recent additions of Korean, Persian, Turkish, 
and languages of Central Asia, is still identified as critical to national security. The September 26, 2001 
report of the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence stated that language ability was “the 
single greatest need in the intelligence community.”  

A wide range of purposes have to be served by individuals with language competence. Language and 
cultural proficiency is important not only to protect the U.S. from its enemies but also to cultivate 
relations. Diplomats, soldiers, and security agents must be able to interact with native speakers to 
establish effective working relationships, explain complex ideas, provide suggestions (and direction), 
elicit information, and simply to understand the concerns and values of the interlocutor. This may 
happen in a tavern or police station, in a rural village, or at a formal reception. Some officials may need 
to communicate with a wider audience, including utilizing the mass media. To do all of this well requires 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exceptional knowledge of language and culture, which takes many years to develop.  Other individuals 
with very high levels of language proficiency are needed to serve as translators and interpreters, where 
it is essential to capture and communicate all of the meaning of a message, including nuances and 
unstated implications. Other national security responsibilities that require strong professional language 
ability include intelligence analysis, law enforcement, homeland security and counter‐insurgency.  A 
1998 study conducted under the auspices of the federal Interagency Language Roundtable, the National 
Foreign Language Center, and the American Translators Association found that there were more than 80 
federal agencies that required translators and/or interpreters in 104 different languages (Crump 2000). 
The requirements are almost certainly greater now.  

Increased Capacity for International Commerce and Economic Development 

While national security is crucial, skilled foreign language abilities are just as necessary elsewhere. Three 
years ago, the National Committee for Economic Development issued a major report entitled Education 
for Global Leadership: The Importance of International Studies and Foreign Language Education for U.S. 
Economic and National Security (Committee for Economic Development 2006). In testimony to Congress 
about the report, the Vice President and Director of Business and Government Relations and Chief of 
Staff for the Committee on Economic Development stated,  

“To confront … twenty‐first century challenges to our economy and national security, our 
education system must be strengthened to increase the foreign language skills and cultural 
awareness of our students. America’s continued global leadership will depend on our students’ 
abilities to interact with the world community both inside and outside our borders…. The 
educated American of the twenty‐first century will need to be conversant with at least one 
language in addition to his or her native language, and knowledgeable about other countries, 
other cultures, and the international dimensions of issues critical to the lives of all Americans” 
(Petro 2007). 

Some languages that have been identified as critical in part because of global economic competition 
include Chinese, Japanese, Hindi‐Urdu, Russian, and Portuguese. 

Increased Global Perspectives and Knowledge for All Americans 

Beyond specific security and economic requirements at national and local levels, language abilities are 
an essential characteristic of a well‐educated citizenry that understands global perspectives so that all 
can prosper in the global community. As Thomas Friedman reported in The World is Flat (2005), trans‐
global communication and commerce are no longer carried out solely or even primarily by governments 
or large multinational corporations. Increasingly, it is part of the regular daily work of small businesses 
and individual entrepreneurs. Even at the local level, the clientele of a great number of businesses, 
shops and small restaurants is typically multilingual. Businesses that are able to interact with customers 
in their own languages build strong ties to their communities as well as loyalty among their customers. 
To continue to compete successfully in this environment, all Americans should have basic functional 
knowledge of a foreign language and culture. It is also very important for all Americans to have much 
better understanding of international geography, history, and current events (cf. Stoltman 2001). 

Increased Capacity to Meet the Needs of an Increasingly Diverse U.S. Citizenry 

The 2000 U.S. census reported that the United States is becoming increasingly diverse. Together with 
English, more than 380 languages are spoken in communities across the country (MLA Language Map, 
http://www.mla.org/map_data&dcwindow=same). This diversity affects the abilities of community 
service providers, such as medical emergency room staff, police, and other first responders, to serve 
those who need help.  As more languages are used in the United States, it is critical that we be able to 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communicate with our residents across domains, including medicine, business, education, science and 
technology, and law enforcement and the law, where one of the fastest growing professions is court 
interpreting.  

The United States must cultivate and strengthen the language skills of legal immigrants and their 
children. Together with helping immigrants to learn English, the provision of support to help them and 
their descendants maintain and develop their heritage languages can develop a pool of fluent and 
literate bi‐ and multi‐lingual individuals to strengthen the nation’s language capacity.  

Increased Capacity for Scholarship and Research  

Research depends on the scholar’s ability to locate, understand, and explain information from many 
sources. Although English remains the most important international language, rich information about 
science, technology, economics, medicine, history, linguistics, and many other topics exists in other 
languages. 

Even as their knowledge and experience become increasingly crucial, a great number of the senior 
generation of language and area studies scholars on American university campuses has recently retired 
or is preparing to retire. Many of them first began work in their fields with support provided by the 
National Defense Education Act of 1958 and the associated National Defense Foreign Language 
fellowships. The positions once held by many of these outstanding areal and linguistic experts are 
typically not being filled by replacements with the same area concentrations. Partly as a result of this 
shift, the numbers of graduate students possessing the language ability and specialized cultural 
knowledge to conduct in‐depth research in many languages in such fields as political science, history, 
public health, community development, engineering, literature, computer science and linguistics are 
shrinking. This, in turn, contributes to a weakening of the knowledge base in these fields, which may 
affect the ability of American academic institutions to continue at the leading edge of knowledge 
production and dissemination and to prepare a truly educated citizenry for the 21st century and 
beyond. 

Benefits to the Individual of Studying a Second Language 

Empirical research has identified broader benefits of developing functional proficiency in another 
language.  As reported by the Center for Applied Linguistics and the American Council on the Teaching of 
Foreign Languages (http://www.actfl.org/i4a/pages/index.cfm?pageid=4524), learning a second 
language in school: 

• Has a positive effect on intellectual growth and enriches and enhances a child's mental 
development, as shown by results in other coursework and on standardized tests; 

• Leaves students with more flexibility in thinking, greater sensitivity to language, and a better 
ear for listening; 

• Improves a child's understanding of his or her native language; 

• Improves a child’s ability to learn another foreign language; 

• Opens the door to other cultures and helps a child understand and appreciate people from 
other countries; and 

• Increases job opportunities in careers where knowing another language is an asset. 

 

However, developing professional language expertise requires many years for even skilled learners, 
particularly in such languages as those currently identified as critical, which are linguistically and 
culturally very different from English.  Plainly stated, the American educational system produces very 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few individuals with this degree of knowledge and ability in any language, let alone the critical 
languages. The Modern Language Association reported that in 2006 only 8.6% of all American college 
students were enrolled in any language, and that only 3% of those enrollments were in Chinese and 
1.5% in Arabic; in other words, less than 0.3% of all college enrollees study Chinese, and 0.1% study 
Arabic.  Enrollments in the other critical languages were still smaller, and only a fraction of the few 
university students who had studied any of these languages continued their study over the several 
semesters required to develop serious competence (Furman, Goldberg, and Lusin, 2007). Carroll 
reported in 1967 that the median proficiency attained by college foreign language majors in the 
Western European languages by the end of their study was a level termed “Limited Working Proficiency” 
(ILR‐2+) on the government proficiency scale, below a minimum professional level. (See Appendix for a 
description of the scale.) A recent report by Swender (2003) suggests that the situation has changed 
little since then, if at all.  

After September 2001, when faced with the urgent requirement to find potential employees with 
competence in critical languages, government agencies identified four alternative paths: (1) expand or 
initiate training of their own employees in the languages, which would require a minimum of two years 
of full‐time intensive study of most of these critical languages to achieve minimum professional 
competency; (2) train employees in only short‐term familiarization with the language and culture, and 
orient them to working with interpreters, who would themselves need to be hired and trained; (3) hire 
speakers of the languages in the respective countries to serve as interpreters and translators (with the 
attendant security risks); or (4) recruit American citizens with heritage backgrounds in the language and 
culture, few of whom possessed the required advanced competence in the language, because they had 
had little or no schooling in that language. In the event, all of the four alternatives have been used, but 
none is satisfying the need. 

National Research Council Report on Foreign Languages and International Education 
In 2007, the National Research Council (O’Connell and Norwood 2007) published the results of an in‐
depth Congressionally‐mandated study and evaluation of the Title VI and Fulbright‐Hays programs in 
international education and foreign languages, which was based on the premise that “Knowledge of 
foreign languages and cultures is increasingly critical for the nation’s security and its ability to compete 
in the global marketplace. Language skills and cultural expertise are needed for federal service, for 
business, for such professions as law, health care, and social work, and for an informed citizenry.” The 
NRC report’s summary of the national requirements and its recommendations for addressing them are 
summarized in Figure 1 on the following page. 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Figure 1. National needs identified and proposed recommendations in the National Research Council’s 
study, International Education and Foreign Languages: Keys to Securing America’s Future (O’Connell 
and Norwood 2007) 

(1)  Need for capacity in a broad range of languages  

Recent federal funding priorities have focused on the teaching of a limited number of “critical” languages, defined 
in the National Security Language Initiative as Arabic, Chinese, Korean, Japanese, Russian, and the Indic, Iranian, 
and Turkic language families. However, the committee concluded that it would be more prudent to maintain a 
national capacity in a broader range of both commonly taught (e.g., Spanish, French) and less commonly taught 
languages. Such a broad capacity, the report argued, is needed to prepare the United States for unforeseen 
challenges that may emerge in various world regions, and maintain competitiveness across the globe. The report 
noted that such a policy would also reflect the nation’s diversity.  

(2)  Extensive time is required for language learning  

Mastering a foreign language takes extensive study and practice, which suggests that language learning should 
begin with young children. For example, to develop general professional‐level proficiency, State Department 
employees are enrolled in highly intensive daily instruction for almost 6 months (600 class hours) in a Western 
European language (e.g., French, Dutch or Spanish), about 10 months (1100 class hours) for a so‐called “hard” 
language (e.g., Russian, Hindi or Thai), and 2 years for the most challenging languages (Arabic, Chinese, Japanese 
and Korean). In higher education, where instruction is almost always much less intense, developing general 
professional proficiency takes much longer. 

(3)  Need to increase K‐12 language offerings and enrollments  

Although the long time required to develop fluency in a second language strongly suggests that language 
instruction should begin with young children, such early teaching rarely occurs. According to recent studies, in 
2000, only 23 percent of K‐12 students were enrolled in foreign language classes. Moreover, most of those were 
studying Spanish and French, with less than 1 percent learning more difficult languages, including Russian, 
Japanese, Arabic, and Chinese. Critically, even where there are elementary school language programs, they are 
rarely continued in a systematically articulated approach at the middle and high school levels.  

(4)  Need to increase the number of trained teachers and learning resources  

For students to learn foreign languages and cultures, trained teachers and high‐quality instructional materials and 
assessments are critical.  The National Research Council committee concluded that the lack of teachers with 
foreign language and international expertise is one of the major hurdles in improving the current situation, and 
that a greater number of state assessment and certification systems are needed to guide colleges of education in 
developing specialized curriculum to prepare future language teachers.  The committee recommended that 
greater collaboration among schools of education and language, international, and area studies departments 
would also contribute to better‐trained teachers. The quality of texts, on‐line courseware, and other materials for 
geography, culture, and language instruction was difficult to judge for the committee, who found that “there are 
no uniform scholarly standards for instructional materials. Although there are widely accepted ‘best practice’ 
approaches to materials development that are disseminated by professional associations and journals, many 
teachers and curriculum developers lack the time and resources to make use of them.” 

(5)  Requirement for appropriate assessment procedures and instruments 

The NRC report observed that tests to assess language ability are needed that are “appropriate for their specific 
uses, measure what students have been taught, and otherwise conform to accepted technical standards.” Such 
tools are often not available for foreign language assessment.  Some assessments used to measure language skills 
have not been evaluated for alignment with professional testing standards. In addition, there is no commonly 
accepted metric for language assessment that can be used nationally for K‐12 education. Assessments are not 
even available in some languages, particularly at the K‐12 level. 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The NRC report concludes with the following recommendation: “The Department of Education needs to 
develop and implement an integrated strategy for foreign language and international education 
involving both K‐12 and higher education, and ideally additional resources. In carrying out this strategy, 
the department should work closely with its federal partners, state and local education officials, higher 
education, and national experts; and engage all of its relevant programs, including the Title VI and 
Fulbright‐Hays programs, the Foreign Language Assistance Program, and other Department programs 
related to foreign language and international education. Such an integrated strategy is needed to 
enhance national security, help U.S. businesses compete in an increasingly global economy, and broadly 
educate and inform the nation’s citizens.” [Emphasis added.]  

To implement the committee’s recommendations, the NRC report urges the Department of Education to 
create an executive‐level position requiring presidential appointment and confirmation by the Senate, 
with responsibilities to oversee all international education and foreign language programs in grades K‐12 
and college, provide strategic direction, and consult and coordinate with other federal agencies 
(O’Connell and Norwood 2007).2   

Part II: Current Government-Led Foreign Language Initiatives 
To address the national requirement for significantly better American language capabilities, agencies of 
the U.S. government have undertaken a number of different initiatives. These include the Department 
of Defense Language Transformation Roadmap (Department of Defense 2005), the Department of 
State’s “Language Continuum” to provide career guidance to Foreign Service Officers (Department of 
State 2004), the funding of fifteen national Language Resource Centers at major universities 
(http://nflrc.msu.edu/), and the establishment of the Center for Advanced Study of Language at the 
University of Maryland to conduct basic and applied research into questions of interest to government 
agencies and, in many cases, to other researchers (http://www.casl.umd.edu/). 

One of the most recent and important of these national initiatives is the 2006 presidential National 
Security Language Initiative (NSLI), which includes activities funded by the Departments of Defense, 
Education, and State, and the Office of the Director of National Intelligence 
(http://exchanges.state.gov/NSLI/).  Among the core NSLI activities are short‐term STARTALK programs 
that provide nationwide intensive summer instruction in Arabic, Chinese, Hindi‐Urdu, Persian, Swahili, 
and Turkish for middle and high school language students and professional development workshops in 
communicative language teaching for teachers of those languages. Also included in NSLI are Foreign 
Language Assistance Program grants for innovative critical language programs in grades K‐12, and State 
Department support for more than 1,000 American high school students, teachers, and undergraduate 
and graduate students in all 50 states to study critical languages abroad 
(http://exchanges.state.gov/NSLI/progs1.htm#school).   

The largest initiative under NSLI is the Flagship Program of the National Security Education Program 
(NSEP) (http://www.thelanguageflagship.org/index.html), which provides support for universities to 
develop instructional programs that help students enroll in advanced study of non‐Western languages 
and attain demonstrated professional levels of proficiency in them.  Although primarily focused on 
college level students, NSEP also supports articulated K‐16 programs in Arabic, Hindi‐Urdu, Persian, and 

                                                             

 
2 Although Congress’ recent reauthorization of the Higher Education Act establishes a Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for International Education in the Office of Postsecondary Education, that new position does not respond to the 
NRC report’s recommendation, which envisioned oversight and coordination of all segments of foreign language 
education, from kindergarten through graduate school. (See Public Law No. 110‐315. 2008) 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Chinese.  Also under NSEP is the recently established pilot National Language Service Corps, which 
recruits and registers individuals with expertise in languages critical to the security and welfare of the 
nation (http://www.nlscorps.org/). Preliminary results of these initiatives have been very positive (Hart, 
p.c. 2008 regarding STARTALK; http://www.thelanguageflagship.org/Chinese.html regarding NSEP). 

At the same time, as shown in Table 1 below, Congress has passed important bills supporting foreign 
language and international education.  The recent reauthorization of Title VI of the Higher Education Act 
(2008) provides for significantly increased support for both graduate and undergraduate students in a 
wide range of disciplines to study foreign languages, loan forgiveness after graduation for foreign 
language specialists and teachers, development of resources for university teachers of critical languages 
and the establishment of a Deputy Assistant Secretary of Foreign Language and International Education 
in the Office of Postsecondary Education. Also, the recent Act “America Creating Opportunities to 
Meaningfully Promote Excellence in Technology, Education, and Science” expands critical foreign 
language programs in elementary and secondary schools in order to increase the number of students 
studying and becoming proficient in these languages.  

However, these several praiseworthy efforts have not been coordinated and articulated under a 
common strategic framework, and their results have not been systematically shared with the field. 

Needed: A Comprehensive National Strategy 

Strategic Goals 

Over the last half‐century, the numerous published reports and analyses that have addressed foreign 
language requirements in the United States—whether government, academic, or private sector—have 
been consistent in making recommendations that are very similar to those of the National Research 
Council’s report. Together, the reports recommend that a comprehensive long‐term national strategy 
include the following goals, from earliest levels of schooling through graduate education: 

• Foreign Language must be a “core” subject, like mathematics, science, and social studies; all 
school children should study and become functionally proficient in at least one other language 
in addition to English; 

• Language study should ideally begin in elementary school, and must, in any case, extend over 
several years, continuing in articulated fashion, without breaks, into secondary school, where 
courses would also articulate with college level offerings; 

• Language instruction and direction must be provided at advanced proficiency levels in the 
relevant language(s); 

• Higher education must provide instruction in a wide range of languages, including all languages 
identified as “critical” to the nation; 

• Language instruction should include opportunities for extended study in a country where the 
language is spoken natively; 

• Language teachers at all levels must have strong proficiency in the language and knowledge of 
the culture and professional teaching skills;  

• Regular assessment of student outcomes must be carried out with reliable, valid, and nationally 
available standard assessment instruments; and 

• Language teaching must build upon learners’ previous experiences, including any knowledge of 
a heritage language. For example, when language learners elect to take on the challenge of a 
new language, learning sequences must capitalize on previously learned strategies. 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Table 1: Recent Public Laws, House Resolutions, and Senate Bills regarding foreign language3 

Public Law/Resolution/Bill Name  Summary of Highlights 

Enacted: Public Law No. 110‐315. 2008. Higher 
Education Opportunity Act: Expanding College Access, 
Strengthening Our Future 

Establishes Deputy Assistant Secretary for International and Foreign Language Education 

*Establishes debt‐forgiveness for foreign language teachers of critical languages 

*Expands Foreign Language Area Studies grants to undergraduates 

Enacted: Public Law No. 110‐84. 2007. The College 
Cost and Reduction and Access Act 

*Provides student loan‐forgiveness to borrowers who serve in areas of national need, including 
foreign language specialists 

Enacted: Public Law No. 110‐69. 2007. America 
Creating Opportunities to Meaningfully Promote 
Excellence in Technology, Education, and Science Act 

*Expands critical foreign language programs in elementary and secondary schools in order to 
increase the number of students studying and becoming proficient in these languages 

Proposed: House Resolution H.R. 5179. 2008. 
International Leadership Act of 2008 

*Would establish Assistant Secretary for International and Foreign Language Education, requiring 
presidential appointment and Senate confirmation 

Proposed: House Resolution H.R. 2111. 2008. Foreign 
Language Education Partnership Act 

Would fund K‐12 foreign language programs, including technical assistance, teacher 
development, recruiting, materials, assessment, and enhanced learning environments for 
students 

Proposed: House Resolution H.R. 747. 2007. National 
Foreign Language Coordination Act.  Also Senate Bill S. 
451. 2007. National Foreign Language Coordination 
Act 

*Would establish a National Foreign Language Coordination Council to: (1) oversee and 
implement the National Security Language Initiative (NSLI); and (2) develop and implement a 
national foreign language strategy. Appoint a National Language Director to lead the effort and 
coordinate with states 

Proposed: House Resolution H.R. 1469. 2007. Senator 
Paul Simon Study Abroad Foundation Act 

*Would establish a public‐private partnership to increase overall and minority participation in 
study‐abroad and to diversify study‐abroad locations 

Proposed: Senate Bill S. 1294. 2007. Homeland 
Security Education Act 

Would amend terms of International Flagship Language Initiative to include Department of 
Homeland Security and Department of State among the agencies where service may be rendered, 
fund IHE/LEA partnerships around critical languages, award scholarships to teacher trainees in 
critical languages, and create student loan repayment pilot for federal employees with critical 
STEM and Foreign Language skills 

                                                             

 
3 Information in this table is adapted from the Joint National Committee on Languages website (http://www.languagepolicy.org.)  An asterisk (*) indicates 
recommendations expressed in the public reports cited in this paper. 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In addition, while every report has recognized the importance of teachers and teaching methods, of 
good instructional materials, and of valid and reliable assessment, most have focused particular 
attention on improving the overall delivery system of foreign language education.  Lambert (1990b: 5) 
described the problem in this way: 

“[M]any if not most of the problems of foreign language instruction are not the result of poor 
classroom instructional techniques—a topic to which the profession devotes almost all of its 
attention—but of ambiguities and inefficiencies in the organization of foreign language 
instruction and unanswered questions about its purpose that limit the effectiveness of even the 
most gifted teacher, using the most effective teaching technology, teaching the brightest 
students. The problems arise not so much in individual classrooms, but in the way the parts fit 
together and what language instruction is all about.”  

Achieving the Strategic Goals 

It will not be possible to achieve the goal identified by Lambert (1990b) and others of having the 
different components of foreign language education “fit together” properly without centralized 
guidance and coordination, provided by sustained central leadership (Perkins et al 1979; National 
Language Conference 2005; O’Connell and Norwood 2007).  This leadership would require the authority 
to provide direction to federal, state, and local education bodies; and would be able to provide 
adequate funds (or withhold them) where and when they are needed.  The leadership would require 
regular and frequent counsel from an advisory body with representatives from among professional 
language educators as well as federal agencies and private organizations that are stakeholders in the 
requirement for significantly strengthened national language capacity. 

As observed earlier, the NRC report recommends that the national language coordinator should be 
appointed by the president and confirmed by the Senate, and should report to Congress regularly on 
progress toward achieving national goals. This recommendation is repeated in the proposed 
International Leadership Act of 2008 (House Resolution H.R. 5179. 2008) and is strongly seconded in this 
paper. Achieving the desired goals must ultimately involve every school district and school in the United 
States, and that will not be possible without national coordination and oversight.  

Part III. Evidence Regarding U.S. Foreign Language Programs and Their 
Outcomes 
Three essential prerequisites of effective language education are (1) knowledge of the current situation, 
(2) assessment of its effectiveness, and (3) a system of instructional delivery that is based on empirical 
evidence.    

Survey Data about Foreign Language Program Enrollments and Achievements. 
Postsecondary Foreign Language Enrollments  

Since 1961, the Modern Language Association (MLA) has conducted regular surveys and analyses of 
foreign language enrollments in institutions of higher education across the United States.  Survey data 
for fall, 2006 (Furman et al. 2007) and fall, 2002 (Welles 2002) summarize overall trends in foreign 
language enrollments, including enrollments in those less commonly taught languages identified as 
critical.  

While modern language enrollments have risen by 12.9% in numbers in the past ten years, it is still the 
case that only 8.6% of all students in higher education were enrolled in foreign language classes at the 
time of the 2006 survey.  Despite a slight increase from 2002, when 8.1% of students were enrolled, the 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2006 enrollment is only a little over half the rate of foreign language enrollments in 1960 (16.1%) and 
1965 (16.5%), when the surveys occurred during the first implementation of the National Defense 
Education Act.  Indeed, since 1977, enrollments have remained at roughly 8% of registered students 
(with a dip to 7.3% in 1980), which means that approximately 92% of college students at all levels are 
not taking any foreign language.    

More than half of those college students who were studying language in 2006 were enrolled in Spanish, 
with only about 11% of them enrolled in all of the critical languages combined (66% of those were 
enrolled in Japanese or Chinese). When compared to the estimated total college enrollments of 
17,648,000, the percentage of enrollments in all the critical languages at all levels combined was barely 
1%. 

Of those students who enrolled in a critical language, relatively few study it for more than two years, 
which is not sufficient time for most students to develop even a modest level of functional proficiency in 
these languages. For example, only 11% of the 23,921 students enrolled in Arabic were in a non‐
“introductory” course, with similar ratios for other critical languages.   

Although the data show an increase in foreign language enrollments after the events of 2001, especially 
in Chinese, Japanese and Arabic, the actual numbers remain comparatively small for the critical 
languages, as shown in Table 2.  

Table 2: Higher education language enrollments in some critical languages: 2002 and 2006. (Adapted 
from Furman et al. 2007) 

Language 2002 enrollments  2006 enrollments 
Arabic 10,584  23,974 
Chinese 34,153  51,582 
Japanese 52,238  66,605 
Korean 5,211  7,145 
Russian 23,921  24,845 
Hindi‐Urdu 2,009  2,683 
Bengali 54  94 
Punjabi 99  103 
Sinhalese 1  4 
Tamil 114  100 
Persian 1,117  2,037 
Dari 41  104 
Pashto 14  103 
Kurdish (Kurmanji & Sorani) 0  30 
Turkish 314  624 
Turkic 21  29 
Kazakh 16  8 

Uzbek  23  45 
Georgian 2  8 

 

Thus, while the United States’ need for citizens with high levels of proficiency in languages is great, 
enrollments at the higher education level are too few and the amount of study put into learning the 
languages much too short to develop the level of ability needed, especially in the critical languages. 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K‐12 Foreign Language Enrollments 

Regular national surveys of foreign language study in elementary and secondary schools have been 
conducted under Title VI International Research and Studies grants by the Center for Applied Linguistics 
(CAL) and the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) to gain insight into 
current patterns in enrollments, the number of schools offering foreign language classes, the types of 
foreign language offerings, foreign language curricula and methodologies, teacher qualifications and 
training, among other issues.  These data can then be compared with those from earlier surveys. CAL is 
currently completing its third survey, which will enable analysis of trends in elementary and secondary 
foreign language education at three points in time (1987, 1997, and 2007). Very preliminary data from 
the 2007 survey indicate that the number of American elementary schools offering foreign language 
courses to their students has unexpectedly dropped by 6% since 1997, with increases in offered courses 
in Arabic, Chinese, Spanish and Latin, but decreases in offerings of French and German.  The existence of 
a critical shortage of qualified teachers also is indicated from the survey results, with “some schools 
turning to non‐traditional sources to find language teachers: for example, agencies that provide 
teachers from other countries, commercial language schools, and foreign governments” (Center for 
Applied Linguistics 2008). 

Among the findings reported in the 2000 ACTFL study of U.S. secondary school enrollments were the 
following (Draper and Hicks 2002): 

• Approximately 33.8% of students in grades 7‐12 of American public schools were enrolled in 
language study; the percentage of only high school students was 43.8%.4 

• Language enrollments in middle school or junior high school were at 14.7%, a decrease from the 
previous survey conducted in 1994. 

• More than 70% of the secondary school language enrollments were in Spanish, with French at 
18.3%, German at 4.8%, Italian 1.2%, Latin 2.7%, and the only three critical languages listed—
Japanese, Russian, and Chinese—at 0.8%, 0.2%, and 0.1%, respectively.  

The CAL study of elementary and secondary school enrollments from 1997 had included the following 
additional points (Rhodes and Branaman 1999): 

• In 1997, 31% of all elementary schools (but only 25% in 2006) and 86% of all secondary schools 
in the U.S. offered at least one foreign language. 

• Approximately 15% of elementary school students (grades K‐6) were enrolled in a language 
course, but almost 80% of those courses were “exploratory” in nature, rather than aiming at 
functional proficiency. In fact, the number of proficiency‐oriented Foreign Language in 
Elementary School programs (FLES) had decreased from the previous survey ten years before. 

• Of the 31% of elementary schools that provided language instruction, 79% taught Spanish and 
27% taught French—a substantial increase over the previous study in the case of Spanish but a 
40% decrease for French.  Other languages taught included Japanese (3%) and Italian (2%). 

Critically, Rhodes and Branaman (1999) reported, “only a quarter of the elementary schools with foreign 
language programs reported that their students are placed in middle school or high school classes where 
the course content and objectives are designed specifically to provide continuity from their previous 

                                                             

 
4 The CAL survey in 1997 had reported high school enrollments of 51% of all students. There is no obvious 
explanation for this apparent discrepancy. 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level.” [Emphasis added.] In other words, about 75% of the schools that did teach a foreign language 
nonetheless had no systematic process to ensure articulation from one level of instruction to the next. 

Such data about student enrollments, languages taught, teacher qualifications, and courses offered in 
American public schools have proven extremely difficult to obtain for both surveys.  Some states keep 
the information centrally, some at the county or school district level, and others at the individual 
schools, if they collect it at all.  Even where two states appear to collect the same information, the 
collection procedure often differs in substantive ways.  As a result, despite strenuous efforts by CAL and 
ACTFL to put together comparable data, there are significant holes in both reports. Draper and Hicks 
(2002) write the following about this concern:  

“We are still unable to determine how many students are switching languages, study more than 
one language simultaneously, or are taking one language continuously throughout their pre‐
college education. We also have no way of knowing what students are actually capable of doing 
[in the language] as a result of their language study… The increasing difficulty in gathering 
foreign language enrollment data at the state level makes it more and more difficult to garner 
anything but cursory information on the status of foreign language education in this country…. In 
order to expand and improve the teaching of foreign languages in the United States, enrollment 
statistics must be made available to enable the U.S. Department of Education, state departments 
of education, local boards of education, and policy makers to appropriate funds and resources 
accordingly.”  

For example, in ACTFL’s last published survey (Draper and Hicks 2002), some of the most important 
enrollment data could be reported for only 19 states. There is no standardized procedure for collecting 
enrollment or other data and no central mandate to do so.  For informed decision‐making, central 
oversight and coordination will be critical to enable the data to be obtained to inform effective policies. 

Articulation between Secondary School and College 

Under a Title VI International Research and Studies grant in 2001‐2004, the University of Connecticut 
conducted a four‐year study focusing on the articulation of study between secondary school and college 
(Gosselin 2004). The survey covered 40 institutions nationwide and included telephone interview data 
over the four years from language students, teachers, and administrators regarding languages studied, 
length of study, continuity and articulation from middle school to high school to college, and teacher 
awareness of articulation efforts. Regarding continuity and articulation at the secondary level, 37% of 
the high school students who had studied language before entering high school reported that they had 
still been placed in Level One or exploratory courses in high school, starting again in classes together 
with true beginners. In corroborating this claim, almost 86% of secondary school administrators 
reported that students were not placed in courses where content and objectives were designed to 
provide continuity from their previous study. Looking ahead, more than half (56%) of the 11th grade 
language students planned to take no language study in senior year—a problem in trying to establish 
articulation between secondary and post‐secondary language programs. Nearly 80% of the high school 
teachers were not familiar with any high school to college articulation efforts and more than 90% were 
not involved in such efforts, although almost all indicated they would be beneficial. 

Regarding continuity and articulation at the college level, almost three‐quarters (72%) of students in the 
survey who had studied a language in high school declined to enroll in any foreign language in college.  
Of the 28% who enrolled in a language in fall term of college, only two‐thirds continued with the 
language in the spring.  Somewhat more encouragingly, about half (52%) of the 28% of students who 
continued FL study in college were placed in intermediate (second‐year) classes and 10% were placed in 
an advanced course (third‐year or higher), positive evidence of both the quality of their secondary 
school preparation and their college’s consideration of that preparation in placement. Almost 90% of 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the students who continued study said their college course was at the right level, although 75% said 
they had to repeat some material from high school, and 40% reported that they were expected to know 
material that they had not learned. Interestingly, while students consistently reported they felt very well 
prepared for college classes, the majority of the college instructors stated that high school programs had 
not adequately prepared the students. 48% of college‐level teachers were familiar with HS‐to‐college 
coordination and articulation efforts, and 27% had participated. 

With regard to length of language study by high school and college students, 75% of the high school 
students that had studied a language studied it for three years or less. The 12th grade language students 
who were surveyed were studying in levels one (9%), two (24%), three (15%), four (23%), five (12%), or 
fluent speakers (1%).  19% of them were enrolled in AP courses, presumably at the fourth or fifth year.   

Of the 28% of college students who studied a language during the first year of college, most studied 
Spanish (54%), French (20%), or German; while a few (4%) studied Japanese. Three percent of students 
studied all other languages combined, including the critical languages.  

While these results are not generalizable across all schools and institutions, they do highlight the lack of 
articulation and unrealistic expectations in language learning between middle school and high school 
and between many secondary schools and colleges, and they serve as a case study of the difficulties of 
implementing programs to systematically develop proficient learners of a language, and especially of the 
critical languages. 

Assessment of Language Ability and Progress Nationally  

There is a distinct lack of national information on the outcomes of foreign language study, compared 
with data from other curricular areas. As a case in point, the inaugural National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) for Foreign Languages was designed for administration in 2004 to assess 
the Spanish ability of American twelfth‐grade students who had learned Spanish in a variety of ways and 
for different lengths of time. A successful pilot test was conducted in the fall of 2003, but on March 6, 
2004, the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) directed that the planned 2004 administration 
be postponed, and the NAEP‐FL has never been administered. 

The assessment instrument is based on the Framework for the 2004 Foreign Language National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (Pre‐Publication Edition, PDF File 231 KB), developed by the NAGB.  
In this framework, the students could be assessed for listening, speaking, reading, and writing within 
three modes of communication: interpersonal (involving two‐way interactive communication); 
interpretive (reflecting understanding of spoken or written language); and presentational (involving 
creation of spoken or written communication). Because the NAEP‐FL was never operationalized, no data 
are available to document and compare at a national level actual outcomes in foreign language learners 
of Spanish or any other foreign language. Addressing this lack of information, too, cries out for central 
coordination and oversight. 

Importance of Assessment 

The Director of the Office of Academic Standards at the New Jersey Department of Education, Janis 
Jensen, has observed that without regular assessment against standards, there is no accountability 
among programs and so it is not possible to identify and implement necessary changes (Jensen 2007).  
Regular assessment is necessary as well for coordinating programs from one year to the next in a 
systematic way. This observation holds true for nearly all foreign language programs in the United 
States, from pre‐school immersion through high school and college. Systematic, appropriately designed 
assessment is essential to enable programs to meet their goals. 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There is a critical need for up‐to‐date information about the nation’s proficiency in both commonly 
taught and less commonly taught languages. Only then will it be possible to evaluate the investments 
already made and improve the current system.  Despite this need, however, the current state of 
language learning in the U.S. is poorly documented. While a number of small studies have looked at the 
proficiency levels of high school or college students (Cramer & Terrio 1985; ETS 1979; Hirsch 1985; 
Kaplan 1984; Magnan 1986; Norris 2006a;Thompson 1996; Tschirner 1996; Tschirner & Heilenman 1998; 
Wing & Mayewski 1984), the only major study aimed at measuring foreign language proficiency levels 
was conducted over 40 years ago (Carroll 1967).  

Carroll investigated the reading and listening proficiencies of college seniors who had majored in French, 
German, Italian, Russian, and Spanish at institutions across the U.S.; he also conducted a subsidiary 
study of the oral proficiency of some French, Spanish, German, and Russian learners.  Carroll’s main 
study included a large sample (N=2,784), but only the participants in the subsidiary study (N=127) were 
given the FSI oral interview test to assess their oral proficiency. In that smaller study of speaking 
proficiency, Carroll found that graduating foreign language majors received a median rating of 2+ on the 
Interagency Language Roundtable (ILR) scale (Advanced‐High on the ACTFL scale) in French, Spanish, and 
German, but only a 1+ (Intermediate‐High) in Russian (Carroll 1967).  

A more recent report examined the ACTFL Oral Proficiency Interview (ACTFL OPI) ratings for 501 foreign 
language majors in seven languages in their junior or senior year of college (Swender 2003). Across all 
the languages, average student ratings were between ACTFL Intermediate‐High and Advanced‐Low or 
1+/2‐ on the ILR scale.  Findings of this report are suggestive about the language proficiency of U.S. 
college language majors, although not generalizable, due to both the small number of participants and 
because participants were not randomly sampled.5 

There is also a need to develop and validate new instruments for assessing language ability, appropriate 
for different grade levels, different levels of proficiency, and different languages. Norris (2006b), in a 
review of research articles published between 1984 and 2002, found that only between 5 and 14 
percent of the studies focused on foreign language assessment, less than 8 percent on foreign language 
assessment of college students, and the majority of these only in terms of one type of assessment: the 
ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines (1986, 1999), which are not designed to reflect fine distinctions. Norris 
asserts that research should incorporate the development of sensitive assessment instruments at all 
proficiency levels.  Norris (2006b) and DeKeyser (2007) have shown that current assessment instruments 
are more sensitive to beginners’ than to advanced learners’ improvements and reflect only gross 
changes after Intermediate‐High levels.  

What Research and Best Practices Say about Optimizing Language Program 
Effectiveness 
Recent research and the analysis of language programs recognized as excellent have revealed a number 
of widely accepted, important facts about learning second languages in school contexts. These facts 
inform understanding of how foreign language learning occurs.   

Most of the research that is cited here was published since 1999 or else was previously summarized in 
Norris and Ortega’s (2000) exhaustive synthesis of research through 1999 on the effectiveness of second 

                                                             

 
5 Norris and Pfeiffer (2003), reporting on 128 certified Simulated Oral Proficiency Interview ratings from students 
across the first four curricular levels of the German program at Georgetown University, show that learners in this 
program attained a median rating of Intermediate‐High (ILR‐1+) after 18 semester hours, or a total of about 215 
50‐minute periods of instruction, a time period less than what is expected of college majors. 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language instruction. Likewise, most examples of “best practices” cited are recent, but not all.  
Beginning at least as early as the World War II language programs of the Army Language School 
(ultimately the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center‐‐DLI) and the post‐war School of 
Language Studies at the Foreign Service Institute (FSI), American language educators have been closely 
involved in and observant of language programs where the learning results surpassed those observed 
for other more typical programs (Clifford 1987, 1995).  

Excellent language programs have been developed in different institutions and communities, in different 
languages, at different levels, and for different purposes.  Some, such as the DLI and FSI, are institutional 
programs that address clearly identified functional work‐related requirements, but others are often the 
product of the vision, knowledge, and extraordinary work of a single individual or group of individuals.  
Among such programs are those of the school districts of Glastonbury, Connecticut; Chartiers Valley in 
Pennsylvania; Fairfax County, Virginia; and Montgomery County, Maryland; and innovative statewide 
programs launched in such states as Ohio, Wyoming, and New Jersey. Dual‐language immersion 
programs in elementary schools serve students from heritage, native‐English and immigrant 
communities and support the development of language skills in both English and the heritage language. 
They have often emerged partly as the result of a passionate commitment from both parents and the 
community, and have provided important language learning opportunities in an increasing number of 
communities across the country, such as Key Elementary School in Arlington, Virginia. 

At the postsecondary level, among the many noteworthy programs are the 100%‐immersion programs 
of Middlebury College in Vermont; the intensive Summer Institutes for Southeast Asian and South Asian 
languages at the University of Wisconsin and the Institute for African Languages that is held at different 
universities; the university programs for Latin American Studies at New York University, German at 
Georgetown University and Chinese at the Ohio State University; the Lauder Institute of Management 
and International Studies at the University of Pennsylvania; the extended in‐country immersion program 
in Russian conducted for more than 30 years by the American Council of Teachers of Russian; and the 
ground‐breaking new programs of the National Security Education Program Flagship institutions. 
Hulstrand (2008) describes these as well as several other outstanding programs. 

The successes of these and other programs, together with the cited empirical research, inform the list of 
recognized ways to optimize language‐learning outcomes shown in Figure 2 on the following pages. 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Figure 2. Optimizing Language Program Effectiveness (1) 

1. Development of functional communicative ability in a foreign language requires extended 
uninterrupted study (Adair‐Hauck & Pierce, 1998; Carroll 1967; Clifford 1995; Donato et al, 2000; 
Donato & Terry 1995; Durocher, 2007; Fall, Adair‐Hauck, & Glisan, 2007; Jackson & Kaplan 2003; Rifkin 
2005). One, two, or even three years of part‐time language study in college does not yield a 
professional level of proficiency. At best, in such a short time, motivated learners can achieve basic 
functional ability corresponding to Intermediate‐Mid on the ACTFL proficiency scale, or ILR‐1+ (Rifkin 
2005). Carroll (1967) showed that the median foreign language major in a Western European 
language, with extended study abroad experience, could develop close to the minimum language 
proficiency needed for general professional work, and a recent report by Swender (2003) has shown 
comparable results. However, few students reach even this level, and non‐cognate languages require 
up to triple the study time of Western European languages (Malone, Rifkin, Christian, & Johnson 2005; 
Makin 1996; Omaggio 2001).  The following findings provide additional corroboration for the 
importance of extended study. 

• Adult learners at full‐time intensive government language schools require from 600 to 2200 hours of 
instruction plus self‐study, depending on the language, to achieve professional levels or close to such 
levels (Jackson and Kaplan 2003). By comparison, college majors who typically take ten courses in the 
language rarely exceed 450 hours of study. 

• English language learners in the United States and Australia typically require 5‐7 years of almost 
complete immersion to fully understand and communicate effectively in content classes in English 
(Goldenberg 2008; Makin 1996). Learning a foreign language when you are not in the country where it is 
spoken and with little access to native speakers takes longer.  

• Students in Europe and most of Asia study their second language for 8‐10 years or more before college 
(and their third language for 4‐5 years). (Pufahl, Rhodes, and Christian 2000.) 

2. Extended time learning in a complete immersion environment contributes greatly and may be 
essential for very high‐level language and culture learning (Davidson 2007; Engle & Engle, 2004; 
Freed, Segalowitz, & Dewey 2004; Rifkin 2005; Segalowitz et al. 2004). Several months in a complete 
immersion environment, especially where regular intensive language instruction is also provided, 
appear to be beneficial for reaching professional levels of proficiency. 

3. Languages (and cultures) that are very different from English take longer to learn for English 
speakers than do Western European languages. This is so regardless of the teaching method used.  
The Foreign Service Institute (FSI) and Defense Language Institute (DLI) have learned during fifty‐plus 
years of instruction that, for example, a native English speaker will require almost four times as long in 
intensive study to learn to speak and read Korean as she or he would in studying, for example, Spanish 
(Makin 1996; Malone, Rifkin, Christian, & Johnson 2005). The languages that take the longest to learn 
for English speakers are Arabic, Chinese, Korean, and Japanese (Jackson and Kaplan 2003). This means 
that expectations of program outcomes should account for the considerable time needed to attain a 
functional level of proficiency. 

4.  Effective language learning depends on a continuous, articulated program of study and must 
build upon previous language learning experiences (Curtain & Pesola Dahlberg, 2000; Gilzow & 
Branaman 2000; Norris and Pfieffer 2003; Tucker & Donato, 2001). Each part of the program must 
build upon and reinforce what the students have already learned to do in the language rather than 
start over from the beginning or begin in some arbitrary place.  In addition, learners new to a language 
who have previously studied another language may be able to build upon their established language 
learning strategies. 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Part IV. Summary and Conclusions 
The final section summarizes the conclusions drawn in the first three parts of the paper and then 
presents specific recommendations. These recommendations focus on necessary steps for the United 
States to establish a long‐term coherent national language education framework for all American 
children to learn basic functional language ability and for a significant proportion of them to achieve 
very advanced language proficiency and cultural understanding. The recommendations include both 
immediate actions and long‐term support for language teaching and learning. They describe steps that 

Figure 2. Optimizing Language Program Effectiveness (2) 

5. The single most important factor in whether language is learned or not is the competence and skill of the 
teacher. (Australian Language & Literacy Council 1996; Britzman 1991; Cooper 2004; Curtain & Pesola Dahlberg 
2000; Drew, Oostdam, and van Toorenburg 2007; Freeman 2002; Jessner 2008; Met 2006; Schulz, 2000; Wilbur, 
2007). Teacher competence crucially includes both proficiency in the language and culture and professional 
knowledge and ability as a language teacher. 

6. Small class size is an important factor in enabling efficient language learning (Blatchford et al., 2002; Clifford 
1995; Finn & Achilles, 1999; Haughey, Snart, & da Costa 2001; Jackson & Kaplan 2003; LoCastro 2001; Molnar et 
al., 1999; Blatchford et al. 2003). Students need to be able to participate in frequent, meaningful, interpersonal 
interactions in the language and receive and employ frequent targeted feedback on their use of the language for 
communication. Such interactions, feedback, and natural use are difficult to achieve in a class of 25 or more 
students, a frequent class size in public education. In addition, research has shown that teachers use a much 
larger repertoire of techniques in smaller classes and are far more flexible in responding to learner needs 
(Haughey, Snart & da Costa 2001; LoCastro 2001). 

7. Successful program articulation depends on systematic assessment and maintenance of comparable records 
(Jensen 2007; Norris 2006b, 2007; Ruther 2003). Such assessment provides learners, teachers, and program 
administrators with clear feedback on how they are doing and what needs to be improved.  This also provides 
critical information for placement into a new class, enabling students to enter and exit language programs 
appropriately at different points in time, depending on their needs.   

8. A competency‐oriented language curriculum needs to incorporate learning opportunities that focus on 
language and cultural content and functional ability at all levels, from beginning to the most advanced 
(Modern Language Association 2007; Byrnes and Maxim 2004; Byrnes et al. 2006; Leaver 2003). 

9. Heritage language learners have quite different needs and skills from learners who have not previously 
been exposed to the language and culture, and the curriculum and learning environment need to recognize this 
difference (Sohn & Shin 2007; Valdés 1995, 2005). 

10. Computer‐assisted language learning is very useful to learners as an adjunct to more traditional materials 
and as self‐study materials. Such materials can provide additional exposure and create a learning environment 
where language forms become more salient, allowing greater attention and practice by learners. Technology is 
especially important for the learning of less commonly taught languages.  (Blake 2007; Chapelle, 2007; Doughty 
and Long 2003; Payne & Whitney 2002; Sauro, 2007; Shekary & Tahririan 2006; Thorne and Black 2007; Van den 
Berk, Klein Gunnewiek, and De Graaff 2002; Yilmaz & Yuksel 2008; Van Gelderen, 2003). 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must be taken by the federal government to enable coordination of foreign language education from 
pK‐16 and resources necessary to implement these actions; they also state specific actions needed from 
the professional field of foreign language education. 

This paper has described the United States’ need to build and maintain foreign language capacity and 
has identified basic principles for a national foreign language framework. While the national need is 
particularly urgent with respect to security and diplomacy, it is also acute in commerce, law, trade, 
research and healthcare, as well as other sectors. All stakeholders must be prepared to respond to the 
challenges of globalization in a multicultural world and must position themselves to take advantage of 
its opportunities. 

American language educators know how to design effective curricula that reflect communicative goals, 
and they have developed effective state‐of‐the‐art language teaching methods (cf. Ellis 2008; Doughty 
and Long 2003). Not yet solved, however, are critical aspects of the overall system of foreign language 
education, including class size, intensity, years of study, and articulated continuity of study across 
educational levels. 

At present, reflecting over fifty years of largely piecemeal attempts to establish effective language 
programs, the United States has a foreign language education establishment that consists of a wide 
range of different and often competing constituencies.  Although there are examples of effective 
cooperation and collaboration in many places, such initiatives are sporadic, often ad hoc, and typically 
temporary. In this context, the general lack of progress in foreign language education is not surprising, 
but it is alarming in the light of the current critical situation. In chorus with other recent analyses, this 
paper has shown that policy makers and foreign language education experts must now challenge 
themselves to think broadly and outside the current foreign language education establishment and 
structure in order to help assure the capacity in foreign languages, cultures, and international 
knowledge that the United States requires for the 21st century  

As examples, the foreign language education field should commit to the following: 

 Base educational practice on research on language learning and teaching;  

 Identify clients and potential learners well beyond the traditional ones, including those studying a 
language for special vocational purposes and those requiring language ability at the highest level for 
such sophisticated work as translation, interpretation, public speaking or negotiation; 

 Include state departments of education and teacher education programs in planning, as well as 
university language departments, programs of applied linguistics and government language 
programs; 

 Envision the end‐goal as more than foreign language education, including cultural and international 
studies in order to assure the development of global competence; 

 Think more broadly than university and federal programs and explicitly include pre‐kindergarten 
through Grade 12 education; 

 Reform curricula to ensure continuity and articulation at all levels, from early childhood through 
adulthood 

 Develop intensive teacher education and expedited certification programs to develop skilled 
teachers who have advanced proficiency in the language and culture of instruction, including the 
less commonly taught languages; 

 Base policy practices and planning on reliable enrollment and programmatic information, 
assessment and educational research; and 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 Create a national framework and infrastructure for foreign language education and international 
studies that effectively integrates and coordinates the efforts of various stakeholder groups, is 
flexible, provides learning opportunity and continuity for all interested learners, and is sustainable  

As more Americans develop higher levels of language proficiency, efforts must expand to add 
professional education programs in such high‐level language and culture skill areas as translation and 
interpretation and cross‐cultural negotiation and conflict resolution. 

While national and local policy and coordination are necessary, they are not themselves sufficient to 
fully realize national goals. Individual educators must also scrutinize their own efforts and determine 
how their work contributes to and fits in with small and large national efforts. These tasks and 
challenges require that efforts must be leveraged at all levels of education, across agencies and within 
and throughout constituencies for comprehensive coordination and reliable funding and support.   

 

Recommendations for the Foundation of a National Language Learning Framework 

1. Reaffirm that Foreign Language is a “core” subject in K‐12 education and mandate systematic 
record‐collection of language program courses, levels and enrollments in U.S. educational 
institutions for grades K‐20, including community schools. 

The first recommendation is to re‐emphasize officially the critical role of foreign language education 
for the United States. Surveys of language enrollment data by the Modern Language Association, 
Center for Applied Linguistics, and American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages that are 
currently conducted every five or ten years and that have had to compete each time for Title VI 
grant funding should be put on a regular non‐competed schedule. The data are essential to national 
and local planning. At the same time, Congress should also require regular surveys of the number of 
foreign language teachers for every language. It is clear from the NRC Report (O’Connell and 
Norwood 2007) and the preliminary data from the CAL survey of K‐12 foreign language education 
(2008) that there is a significant and increasing shortage of qualified teachers, in some languages 
more than others. This data collection could, for example, be integrated into data collected by the 
National Center for Educational Statistics.  

Other critical actions related to this recommitment should include significantly expanded funding for 
Title VI of the Higher Education Act and the National Security Language Initiative, with particular 
focus on: 

• Foreign language Area Studies Grants. Expand undergraduate and graduate student 
Foreign Language Area Studies fellowships and Flagship fellowships to provide further 
incentives for advanced language study; 

• International Research and Studies Grants. Increase both the base funding for and number 
of grants funded for learning materials and course development and for research into 
second language learning and teaching; 

• National Resource Centers. Provide increased funding for existing National Resource 
Centers and require them to provide a minimum of four years of instruction for relevant 
less commonly taught languages; 

• National Language Resource Centers. Increase the amount of funding for current and new 
initiatives of the existing language resource centers, and provide additional funds to 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establish new centers that respond to critical regional and functional requirements not 
otherwise met6; 

• NSLI Programs. Continue to support the effective programs begun under the National 
Security Language Initiative, including the NSEP Flagship and pipeline programs, STARTALK 
programs for teachers and students of critical languages in grades 7‐12, Fulbright grants for 
overseas study and an expanded Foreign Language Assistance Program in support of 
innovative K‐12 language programs that reflect established principles of language 
education. 

2. Congress should pass House Resolution H.R. 5179. International Leadership Act of 2008 to 
establish an Assistant Secretary for Foreign Language and International Education so as to provide 
centralized national leadership and coordination. 

Appointed by the President with Senate confirmation, this national language coordinator would 
appoint an advisory council of leaders in the field of language education and knowledgeable 
representatives of U.S. agencies and business and other stakeholders, all tasked with focusing on 
national needs and on ensuring that all parties have public access to information necessary to design 
programs to meet those needs. 
As recommended in the report of the National Research Council (O’Connell and Norwood, 2007), 
the coordinator would oversee both K‐12 and Higher Education in close coordination with states and 
school districts. The coordinator would report publicly to Congress once a year on progress toward 
achieving national goals. 

3. Fund the establishment and maintenance of a national program of assessment of second language 
ability. 

The National Assessment of Educational Progress in Foreign Language, which was originally 
prepared for administration in 2004, should be administered as soon as possible to provide a 
baseline description of student attainment. Currently existing assessment tools should be used as 
appropriate, and suitable new ones developed as required for different purposes and requirements. 

4. Establish new teacher development programs and support existing ones. 

Such new programs should allow for fast‐tracking of teacher education and certification for 
recruited individuals with demonstrated high‐level language and culture capability (e.g., native 
speakers, heritage speakers, NSEP graduates, returned Peace Corps volunteers, retired language 
professionals). At the same time, teacher preparation programs have to foster understanding of and 
responsiveness to the very different needs of the different groups of learners, including children and 
adults, learners with a heritage background in the language and those with no prior experience with 
it. 

Such programs should enable language teachers to establish a minimum language competency of 
Advanced (ILR‐2) in the target language. Principled use of new primarily Internet‐delivered 
technology can extend the benefits of tax dollars by supporting language maintenance and 
strengthening, and in enabling online assessment of language ability.  

                                                             

 
6 At the time of this writing, for example, there is no regional language resource center for languages of Southeast 
Asia or Eastern Europe, and none of the existing centers supports the critical needs for translation and 
interpretation skills. 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In addition, teacher education programs should provide existing teachers with regular and 
frequent opportunities for continuing growth in their profession, through inservice teacher 
development, professional interaction both online and in‐person with teaching peers in 
different educational environments and participation in extended immersion experiences 
abroad. 

The path to a successful language framework is clear and well documented in the research and 
practitioner literature. It is now time to launch a new comprehensive national effort at building language 
capacity. The last serious national effort in that regard, the National Defense Education Act of 1958, 
responded to a world sharply divided by the Cold War. Focused on postsecondary students and the 
major European languages, the NDEA helped to create an entire generation of outstanding area 
specialists who have provided distinguished service to the country in government, commerce, and 
academia. Similarly, the present effort must respond to the dynamic challenges of a globalized world 
that can be both hostile and full of opportunities. It must include students at all levels of education, use 
to greatest advantage the country’s linguistic heritage, and assure competence in a range of global 
languages. As these learners join public life in the U.S. and eventually on the world stage, we will have 
enabled them to contribute to the country’s security, economic prosperity, and leadership in a dynamic 
world full of challenges. In line with the report’s recommendations it is time to act in the country’s best 
interests.



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  23 

REFERENCES 

________. (1959). U.S. Office of Education 
Policy Bulletins on the NDEA Language and 
Area Centers Program. 

________. (2006). Addressing the challenges 
facing American undergraduate education: 
A letter to our members: Next steps. Letter 
from ACE, AASCU, AAU, AACC, NAICU, 
NASULGC. 

________. (2008). Trends in world language 
teaching in the elementary school: Preview 
of findings from the national K‐12 foreign 
language survey. CALreporter, No. 22, pp. 1, 
3. Center for Applied Linguistics. 

Abbott, M.G. (1999). New visions in action: 
Curriculum, instruction, articulation and 
assessment issues paper. Unpublished ms. 

Abbott, M.G. (2008). Perspectives: A national 
voice for the language profession at the 
federal/national level.  Modern Language 
Journal, 92(4), 623‐24. 

ACE News Release: Colleges And Universities 
Make Uneven Progress In Internationalizing 
Their Campuses, ACE Analysis Finds.  

ACTFL. (2006‐08). ACTFL position statements. 
Retrieved from 
http://www.actfl.org/i4a/pages/index.cfm?
pageid=4743  

ACTFL. (n.d.) Characteristics of effective 
elementary school foreign language 
programs. Retrieved from 
http://www.actfl.org/i4a/pages/index.cfm?
pageid=3655  

Adair‐Hauck, B., & Pierce, M. (1998). 
Investigating the Simulated Oral Proficiency 
Interview (SOPI) as an assessment tool for 
second language oral proficiency. 
Pennsylvania Language Forum, 68(1), 6‐25.  

Alatis, J. A. (2001). History of U.S. policy and 
efforts for education in the less commonly 
taught languages. Paper presented at the 
National Council of Less Commonly Taught 
Languages annual conference, Arlington, 
VA.  

American Council on Education. (1984). What 
We Don’t Know Can Hurt Us: National Policy 
on International Education. 

American Council on Education. (1989). What 
We Can’t Say Can Hurt Us: A Call for Foreign 
Language Competence by the Year 2000.  

American Council on Education. (1994). 
Spreading the Word: Improving the Way We 
Teach Foreign Languages. 

American Council on Education. (1998). 
Educating for Global Competence: 
America’s Passport for the Future. 

American Council on Education. (2000). 
Strategic Initiatives in International 
Education: Responding to the Presidential 
Directive. 

American Council on Education. (2002). Beyond 
September 11: A Comprehensive National 
Policy on International Education. 

Association for Asian Studies. (2000). White 
Paper on the Study of Asian Languages in 
the U.S.: Present Programs, Future Needs 
and the National Interest. 

Association of American Universities. (2006). 
National Defense Education and Innovation 
Initiative: Meeting America’s Economic and 
Security Challenges in the 21st Century. 

Association of International Education 
Administrators. (2001). An Agenda for 
Internationalizing America’s Education 
System and Its Citizenry. 

Australian Language and Literacy Council. 
(1996). Language Teachers: The Pivot of 
Policy: The Supply and Quality of Teachers 
of Languages Other Than English. Australian 
National Board of Employment, Education 
and Training. 

Bachman, L. (1990). Fundamental 
considerations in language testing. New 
York: Oxford University Press. 

Bachman, L. F., & Clark, J. L. D. (1987). The 
measurement of foreign/second language 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  24 

proficiency. In R.D. Lambert (Ed.), Foreign 
language instruction: A national agenda. 
Special issue of the Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science, 
March, (pp.  20‐33). Newbury Park, CA: 
Sage Publications.  

Baker, J., Hamilton, L., Eagleburger, L., Jordan, 
V., Meese, E., O’Connor, S., et al. (2006). 
The Iraq study group report. New York: 
Vintage. 

Baker, M. (1992).  In Other Words: A 
Coursebook on Translation. Routledge. 

Bardovi‐Harlig, K. (2002). A new starting point? 
Investigating formulaic use and input in 
future expression. Studies in Second 
Language Acquisition, 24(2), 189‐198. 

Bärenfänger, O., & Tschirner, E. (2008). 
Language educational policy and language 
learning quality: The common European 
frame of reference. Foreign Language 
Annals, 41(1), 81‐101. 

Baum, D., Bischof, D., & Rabiteau, K. (2002). 
Before and beyond the AP foreign language 
classroom. Retrieved from 
http://www.collegeboard.com/prod_downl
oads/apc/ap04_beforeandbeyond.pdf 

Biber, D., & Reppen, R. (2002). What does 
frequency have to do with grammar 
teaching? Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition, 24(2), 199‐208. 

Birkbichler, D.W. (1994). Foreign language 
policy and teacher education. In R.D. 
Lambert (Ed.).Foreign  language policy: An 
agenda for change. Special Issue of the 
Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science. (pp. 177‐89). March. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Birkbichler, D. (2007). Lost in translation: A 
review of the federal government’s efforts 
to develop a foreign language strategy.  
Testimony before the Senate Subcommittee 
on Oversight of Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs, January 15. 

Blake, R. J. (2007). New trends in using 
technology in the language curriculum. 

Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 27, 76‐
97. 

Blake, R. J., & Kramsch, C. (2007). The issues: 
National language educational policy. 
Modern Language Journal, 91(2), 247‐249.  

Blatchford, P., Bassett, P., Goldstein, H., & 
Martin, C. (2003). Are class size differences 
related to pupils’ educational progress and 
classroom processes? Findings from the 
Institute of Education class size study of 
children aged 5‐7 years. British Educational 
Research Journal, 29(5), 709‐730.  

Blatchford, P., Goldstein, H., Martin, C., & 
Browne, W. (2002). A study of class size 
effects in English school reception classes. 
British Educational Research Journal, 28, 
169‐185. 

Bousquet, G. (2008). A Model for 
interdisciplinary collaboration. Modern 
Language Journal, 92(2), pp. 304‐06. 

Bousquet, M., Silva, D.  et al. 2002. New visions 
in action: Report of the teacher recruitment 
and retention task force. Unpublished ms. 

Brecht, R. D. (2007). National language 
educational policy in the nation’s Interest: 
Why? How? Who is responsible for what? 
Modern Language Journal, 91(2), 264‐265. 

Brecht, R. D., & Ingold, C. W. (2006). Tapping a 
national resource: Heritage languages in the 
United States. Washington, DC: Center for 
Applied Linguistics. 

Brecht, R. D., & Rivers, W. P. (2000). Language 
and national security in the 21st century: The 
role of title VI/F‐H in supporting national 
language capacity. Dubuque, IA: 
Kendall/Hunt Publishing Company. 

Brecht, R. D., & Rivers, W. P. (2001). The 
language crisis in the United States: 
Language, security and the federal role. 
[White Paper.] National Foreign Language 
Center. 

Brecht, R.D., & A.R. Walton. (1994). National 
strategic planning in the less commonly 
taught languages. In R.D. Lambert 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  25 

(Ed.).Foreign  language policy: An agenda 
for change. Special Issue of the Annals of 
the American Academy of Political and 
Social Science. (pp. 190‐212). March. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Brega, E., & Newell, J. M. (1967). High‐school 
performance of FLES and non‐FLES 
students. Modern Language Journal, 51, 
408‐411. 

Britzman, D. (1991). Practice makes practice: A 
critical study of learning to teach. Albany: 
State University of New York Press. 

Brown, C.L. (1994). Elementary school foreign 
language programs in the United States.  In 
R.D. Lambert (Ed.).Foreign  language policy: 
An agenda for change. Special Issue of the 
Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science. (pp. 164‐76). March. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Bullard, B. M. (1980). A promising agenda: 
International studies in elementary and 
secondary education. In R.D. Lambert (Ed.), 
New directions in international education: 
Special issue of the Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science, 
May,  (pp.  91‐101). Newbury Park, CA: Sage 
Publications.  

Bulletin on the National Defense Education Act: 
Public Law 85‐864. (1964). The South 
Central Bulletin, Vol. 24, No. 3 . Baltimore: 
Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Burn, D. B., & Perkins, J. A. (1980). International 
education in a troubled world. In R.D. 
Lambert (Ed.), New directions in 
international education: Special issue of the 
Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science, May,  (pp.  17‐30). 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Byrnes, H. (1998). Constructing curricula in 
collegiate foreign language departments. In 
H. Byrnes (Ed.), Learning foreign and second 
languages: Perspectives in research and 
scholarship (pp. 262‐295). New York: The 
Modern Language Association. 

Byrnes, H. (2008). Perspectives: The issue: From 
representation at the federal/national level 
to creating a foreign language education 
framework. Modern Language Journal, 
92(4), 614‐20. 

Byrnes, H., & Maxim, H. H. (2004). Advanced 
foreign language learning: A challenge to 
college programs. Boston: Heinle Thomson. 

Byrnes, H., Weger‐Guntharp, H., & Sprang, K. A. 
(Eds.). (2006). Educating for advanced 
foreign language capacities: Constructs, 
curriculum, instruction, assessment. 
Washington, DC: Georgetown University 
Press. 

Campbell, W. J. (1962). Some effects of teaching 
foreign language in the elementary schools. 
NY Hicksville Schools: Dec. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No. ED013022).  

Carroll, J. B. (1967). The foreign language 
attainments of language majors in the 
senior year: A survey conducted in U.S. 
colleges and universities. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University, Graduate School of 
Education. 

Carroll, J.B. (1975). The teaching of French in 
eight countries. New York: John Wiley & 
Sons. 

 Carvalho, A. M., & da Silva, A. J. B. (2006). 
Cross‐linguistic influence in third language 
acquisition: The case of Spanish‐English 
bilinguals’ acquisition of Portuguese. 
Foreign Language Annals, 39(2), 185‐202. 

Castagnaro, P. J. (2006). Audiolingual method 
and behaviorism: From misunderstanding 
to myth. Applied Linguistics, 27(2), 519‐526. 

Chapelle, C. A. (2007). Technology and second 
language acquisition. Annual Review of 
Applied Linguistics, 27, 98‐114. 

Chatterji, M. (2006). Reading achievement gaps, 
correlates, and moderators of early reading 
achievement: Evidence from the early 
childhood longitudinal study (ECLS) 
kindergarten to first grade sample. Journal 
of Educational Psychology, 98(3), 489‐507. 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  26 

Chaudron, C. (2004). Automaticity as a hallmark 
of high level language ability (HLLA). High‐
Level Language Ability Research Hub 
Focused Research Review. Center for 
Advanced Study of Language. 

Christian, D. (2007). Charting a path to 
bilingualism: Policy and practice support.  
Modern Language Journal, 91(2), 271‐273. 

Chu, D. C. (2006). Testimony on DOD Personnel 
Needs in Foreign Language and Regional 
Proficiency to the Senate Armed Services 
Personnel Subcommittee. March 1. 

Chu, D. S. C. (2006). Department of Defense 
Language Transformation Roadmap.  
Presented to CED. 

Clark, J. L. D. (1998). Validation of a tape‐
mediated ACTFL/ILR‐scale based test of 
Chinese speaking proficiency. Language 
Testing, 5(2), 197‐205. 

Clark, J. L. D., & Hooshmand, D. (1992). "Screen‐
to‐Screen" testing:  An exploratory study of 
Oral Proficiency Interviewing using video 
teleconferencing. System, 30(3), 293‐304. 

Clifford, R. T. (1987). Language teaching in the 
federal government: A personal 
perspective. In R.D. Lambert (Ed.), Foreign 
language instruction: A national agenda. 
Special issue of the Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science (pp.  
137‐46). Newbury Park, CA: Sage 
Publications. 

Clifford, R. T. (1995). Reinventing second 
language instruction. In R. Donato & R. M. 
Terry (Eds.), Foreign language learning: The 
journey of a lifetime. Lincolnwood, IL.: 
National Textbook Company. 

Clifford, R. T., & Fischer, D. C. Jr. (1990). Foreign 
language needs in the U.S. government. In 
R. D. Lambert & S. J. Moore (Eds.), Foreign 
language in the workplace: Special Issue of 
the Annals of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science (pp. 109‐21). 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.  

Coalition for International Education. (2006). 
Statement for the National Academy of 

Sciences on The Higher Education Act, Title 
VI and the Mutual and Cultural Exchange 
Act, Section 102(b)(6), International 
Education and Foreign Language Studies. 

Collentine, J. (2004). The effects of learning 
contexts on morphosyntactic and lexical 
development. Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition, 26(2), 227‐248. 

Collentine, J., & Freed, B. F. (2004). Learning 
context and its effects on second language 
acquisition. Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition, 26(2), 153‐171. 

Colombi, M. C. (2006). Grammatical metaphor: 
Academic language development in Latino 
students in Spanish. In H. Byrnes (Ed.), 
Advanced language learning (pp. 147‐163). 
UK: Continuum. 

Commission on the Abraham Lincoln Study 
Abroad Fellowship Program. (2005). Global 
competence and national needs. 
Washington, DC: NAFSA. 

Committee for Economic Development. (2006). 
Education for global leadership: The 
importance of international studies and 
foreign language education for U.S. 
economic and national security. 
Washington, DC: Committee for Economic 
Development 

Committee on Prospering in the Global 
Economy of the 21st Century. (2007). Rising 
above the gathering storm: Energizing and 
employing America for a brighter economic 
future. Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press. 

Conference on Global Challenges and U.S. 
Higher Education. 2003. 
http://www.jhfc.duke.edu/ducis/globalchall
enges/. 

Conklin, K., & Schmitt, N. (2008). Formulaic 
sequences: Are they processed more 
quickly than non‐formulaic language by 
native and non‐native speakers? Applied 
Linguistics, 29(1), 72‐89. 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  27 

Cooper, T. (1987). Foreign language study and 
SAT‐verbal scores. Modern Language 
Journal, 71(4), 381‐387. 

Cooper, T. (2004). How foreign language 
teachers in Georgia evaluate their 
professional preparation: A call for action. 
Foreign Language Annals, 37(1), 37‐48. 

Cooper, T. C., D. J. Yanosky, J. M. Wisenbaker, in 
collaboration with D. Jahner, E. Webb, E., 
and M. L. Wilbur, (2008). Foreign language 
learning and SAT verbal scores revisited. 
Foreign Language Annals, 41, 200‐217. 

Cornwell, S., Simon‐Maeda, A., & Churchill, E. 
(2007). Selected research on second‐
language teaching and acquisition published 
in Japan in the years 2000‐2006. Language 
Teaching, 40(2), 119‐134. 

Crump, T. (2000). Translating and interpreting 
in the federal government. Alexandria, VA: 
American Translators Association. 

Curtain, H. (1999). New visions teacher 
development issues paper. Unpublished ms. 

Curtain, H., & Pesola Dahlberg, C. A. (2000). 
Planning for success: Common pitfalls in the 
planning and curricular innovation. ERIC 
Digest (Report No. EDO‐FL‐01‐03). 
Retrieved from ERIC database from 
http://www.cal.org/resources/digest/digest
_pdfs/0011‐curtain‐planning.pdf 

Daschle, T. (2001). A New Century of American 
Leadership. Remarks given at the Woodrow 
Wilson International Center for Scholars, 
August 9. 

Davidson, D. E. (2004). Capabilities and outputs 
of the U.S. education system: Proficiency 
outputs. Retrieved from the National 
Language Conference: 
http://www.nlconference.org/docs/NLC_Co
mmentary_Davidson.doc. 

Davidson, D. E. (2007). Study abroad and 
outcomes measurements: The case of 
Russian. Modern Language Journal 91(2), 
276‐280. 

Davidson, D. E. (Forthcoming). The effects of 
initial levels of L‐2 proficiency in listening, 
reading, and speaking on language gain in 
the study abroad learning environment. 
Foreign Language Annals. Special Issue on 
Language Learning during Study Abroad, 
Spring 2010.  

Davidson, D. E., & Lekic, M. D. (Forthcoming). 
Acquisition at Level 3 (ACTFL Superior) and 
above: A examination of L‐2 outcomes of 
the overseas Russian language 
flagship. Russian Language Journal, 59, 
2009. 

Davidson, F., & Fulcher, G. (2007). The Common 
European Framework of Reference (CEFR) 
and the design of language tests: A matter 
of effect. Language Teaching, 40(3), 231‐
241. 

Davis, R. A. (2000). (Commencement address to 
graduating class of Middlebury College, 
August 11). 

De Bot, K. (2007). Language teaching in a 
changing world. Modern Language Journal 
91(2), 274‐276. 

De Ridder, I., Vangehuchten, L., & Sesena 
Gomez, M. (2007). Enhancing automaticity 
through task‐based language learning. 
Applied Linguistics, 28(2), 309‐315. 

DeKeyser, R. M. (2003). Implicit and explicit 
learning. In C. J. Doughty & M. H. Long 
(Eds.), The handbook of second language 
acquisition (pp. 313‐348). Malden, MA: 
Blackwell Publishing. 

DeKeyser, R. M. (2007a). Study abroad as 
foreign language practice.  In R. M. 
DeKeyser (Ed.), Practice in a second 
language: Perspectives from applied 
linguistics and cognitive psychology (pp. 
208‐226). New York: Cambridge University 
Press. 

DeKeyser, R. M. (2007b). Practice in a second 
language: Perspectives from applied 
linguistics and cognitive psychology. New 
York: Cambridge University Press. 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  28 

Department of Defense. (2005). Defense 
language transformation roadmap. 
Retrieved from 
http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/libr
ary/policy/dod/d20050330roadmap.pdf 

Department of State. (2004). Language 
Continuum. School of Language Studies, 
Foreign Service Institute. 

Dimitrova, B.E. (2005).  Expertise and 
Explicitation in the Translation Process. John 
Benjamins. 

Dodd, C. J. (2005). (Statement to Introduce the 
International and Foreign Language Studies 
Act of 2005.) 

Donato, R., & Terry, R. M. (Eds.). (1995). Foreign 
language learning: The journey of a lifetime. 
Lincolnwood, IL: National Textbook 
Company. 

Donato, R., Tucker, R., Wudthayagorn, J., & 
Igarashi, K. (2000). Converging evidence: 
Attitudes, achievements and instruction in 
the later years of FLES. Foreign Language 
Annals, 33(4), 377‐393. 

Doughty, C. (1998). Acquiring competence in a 
second language: Form and function. In H. 
Byrnes (Ed.), Learning foreign and second 
languages: Perspectives in research and 
scholarship (pp. 128‐156). New York: The 
Modern Language Association. 

Doughty, C. J. (2003). Instructed SLA: 
Constraints, compensation, and 
enhancement. In C. J. Doughty & M. H. Long 
(Eds.), The handbook of second language 
acquisition (pp. 256‐310). Malden, MA: 
Blackwell Publishing. 

Doughty, C.J., & M.H. Long. (2003). Optimal 
psycholinguistic environments for distance 
foreign language learning. Language 
Learning & Technology. Volume 7 No. 3. 
(pp. 50‐80.) Retrieved from 
http://llt.msu.edu/vol7num3/doughty/ 

Draper, J. B., & Hicks, J. H. (2002). Foreign 
language enrollments in public secondary 
schools. ACTFL. Retrieved from 

http://www.actfl.org/files/public/Enroll200
0.pdf 

Drew, I., Oostdam, R., & van Toorenburg, H. 
(2007). Teachers’ experiences and 
perceptions of primary EFL in Norway and 
the Netherlands: A comparative study. 
European Journal of Teacher Education, 
30(3), 319‐341. 

Durocher, D. O. (2007). Teaching sensitivity to 
cultural difference in the first year foreign 
language classroom. Foreign Language 
Annals, 40(1), 143‐160. 

Ecalle, J., Magnan, A., & Gibert, F. (2006). Class 
size effects on literacy skills and literacy 
interest in first grade: A large‐scale 
investigation. Journal of School Psychology, 
44(3), 191‐209. 

Edwards, J.D., A.L. Lenker & D. Kahn. (2008). 
National language policies: Pragmatism, 
process, and products.  Joint National 
Committee on Languages and National 
Council for Languages and International 
Studies. Retrieved from: 
http://www.languagepolicy.org/documents
/JNCL‐NCLIS_p2‐42_v1.pdf 

Ellis, N. (2002). Frequency effects in language 
processing. Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition, 24(2), 143‐188.  

Ellis, N. (2005). At the interface: Dynamic 
interactions of explicit and implicit language 
knowledge. Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition, 27(2), 305‐352. 

Ellis, N. (2006a). Language acquisition as 
rational contingency learning. Applied 
Linguistics, 27(1), 1‐24. 

Ellis, N. (2006b). Selective attention and 
transfer phenomena in L2 acquisition: 
Contingency, cue competition, salience, 
interference, overshadowing, blocking, and 
perceptual learning. Applied Linguistics, 
27(2), 164‐194. 

Ellis, N. (2006c). Cognitive perspectives on SLA. 
AILA Review, 19(1), 100‐121. 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  29 

Ellis, N. (2008). Usage‐based and form‐focused 
language acquisition: The associative 
learning of constructions, learned attention, 
and the limited L2 endstate. In P. Robinson 
& N. Ellis (Eds.), Handbook of cognitive 
linguistics and second language acquisition 
(pp. 489‐545). New York and London: 
Routledge. 

Ellis, N. C., & Larsen‐Freeman, D. (2006). 
Language emergence: Implications for 
applied linguistics. Applied Linguistics, 
27(4), 558‐589. 

Ellis, R. (2002). Does form‐focused instruction 
affect the acquisition of implicit knowledge? 
Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 
24(2), 223‐236. 

Ellis, R. (2006). Modeling learning difficulty and 
second language proficiency: The 
differential contributions of implicit and 
explicit knowledge. Applied Linguistics, 
27(3), 431‐463. 

Ellis, R. (2008). Principles of instructed second 
language acquisition.  CALDigest, December 
2008. Washington, DC: Center for Applied 
Linguistics. 

Ellis, R., Loewen, S., & Basturkmen, H. (2006). 
Disentangling focus on form: A response to 
Sheen and O’Neill (2005). Applied 
Linguistics, 27(1), 135‐141. 

Ellis, R., Loewen, S., & Erlam, R. (2006). Implicit 
and explicit corrective feedback and the 
acquisition of L2 grammar. Studies in 
Second Language Acquisition, 28(2), 339‐
368. 

Engle, L., & Engle, J. (2004). Assessing language 
acquisition and intercultural sensitivity 
development in relation to study abroad 
program design. Frontiers: The 
Interdisciplinary Journal of Study Abroad, 
10, 219‐236. 

European Commission. (2005). Europeans and 
languages. Eurobarometer, 64.3. 

Fall, T., Adair‐Hauck, B., & Glisan, E. (2007). 
Assessing students’ oral proficiency: A case 

for online testing. Foreign Language Annals, 
40(3), 377‐406.  

Feal, R.G. (2008). Perspectives: How can the 
educational community come together on 
language issues? Notes from the discussion 
group. Modern Language Jornal, 92(4), 630‐
31. 

Ferrell Tekmen, E. A., & Daloglu, A. (2006). An 
investigation of incidental vocabulary 
acquisition in relation to learner proficiency 
level and word frequency. Foreign 
Language Annals, 39(2), 220‐243. 

Finn, J. D., & Achilles, C. (1999). Tennessee’s 
class size study: Findings, implications, and 
misconceptions. Educational Evaluation and 
Policy Analysis, 21(2), 97‐109. 

Firth, A., & Wagner, J. (2007). On discourse, 
communication, and some fundamental 
concepts in SLA research. Modern Language 
Journal, 91(5), 757‐772. 

Fixman, C. S. (1990). The foreign language 
needs of U.S.‐based corporations. In R. D. 
Lambert & S. J. Moore (Eds.), Foreign 
language in the workplace: Special Issue of 
the Annals of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science (pp. 25‐46). 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.  

Foreign Language Teacher Standards Writing 
Team. (2002). Program standards for the 
preparation of foreign language teachers 
for K‐12 and secondary certification 
programs. 

Forum for Education and Democracy. (2008). 
Democracy at risk: The need for a new 
federal policy in education. 

Freed, B. F., Segalowitz, N., & Dewey, D. P. 
(2004). Context of learning and second 
language fluency in French. Studies in 
Second Language Acquisition, 26(2), 275‐
301. 

Freedman, S. G. (2004, June 16). After Sputnik it 
was Russian; After 9/11 should it be Arabic? 
The New York Times.  



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  30 

Freeman, D. (2002). The hidden side of the 
work: Teacher knowledge and learning to 
teach. Language Teaching 35(1), 1‐13. 

Freeman, D. (2007). Research “fitting” practice: 
Firth and Wagner, classroom language 
teaching, and language teacher education. 
Modern Language Journal, 91(5), 893‐906. 

Friedman, T. (2005). The world is flat: A brief 
history of the 21st century. New York: 
Farrar, Straus and Giroux. 

Furman, N., Goldberg, D., & Lusin, N. (2007). 
Enrollments in languages other than English 
in United States institutions of higher 
education, Fall 2006. MLA. 

Garcia Mayo, M. P. (2003). Age, length of 
exposure and grammaticality judgments in 
the acquisition of English as a foreign 
language. In M. P. Garcia Mato & M. L. 
Garcia Lecumberri (Eds.), Age and the 
acquisition of English as a foreign language 
(pp. 94‐114). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual 
Matters. 

Gascoigne, C. (2006). Explicit input 
enhancement: Effects on target and non‐
target aspects of second language 
acquisition. Foreign Language Annals, 39(4), 
551‐564. 

Gass, S., & Mackey, A. (2006). Input, interaction, 
and output: An overview. AILA Review, 
19(1), 3‐17. 

General Accounting Office. (2002). Foreign 
languages: Human capital approach needed 
to correct staffing and proficiency shortfalls.  

General Accounting Office. (2006). Department 
of State: Staffing and foreign language 
shortfalls persist despite initiatives to 
address gaps. GPO. 

Genesee, F. (1985). Second language learning 
through immersion: A review of US 
programs. Review of Educational Research, 
55(4), 541‐561. 

Genesee, F. (1986). Learning through two 
languages: Studies of immersion and 

bilingual education. Cambridge, MA: 
Newbury House. 

Gile, D. (1997). Basic Concepts and Models for 
Translator and Interpreter Training.  New 
York: John Benjamins. 

Gilzow, D. F., & Branaman, L. E. (2000). Lessons 
learned: Model early foreign language 
programs. Washington, DC: Center for 
Applied Linguistics.  

Glastonbury, Connecticut, Foreign Language 
Programs. (2008). Glastonbury foreign 
language. Retrieved from 
http://www.foreignlanguage.org/about/ind
ex.htm. 

Goldenberg, C. (2008). Teaching English 
language learners: What research does–and 
does not–say. American Educator, Summer, 
8‐44. 

Gosselin, C. (2004). National Study on 
Secondary to Postsecondary Foreign 
Language Articulation. IRS Grant Report. 
Storrs, CT: U. of Connecticut. 

Graham, S. (2006). A study of students’ 
metacognitive beliefs about foreign 
language study and their impact on 
learning. Foreign Language Annals, 39(2), 
296‐309. 

Haight, C., Herron, C., & Cole, S. P. (2007). The 
effects of deductive and guided inductive 
instructional approaches on the learning of 
grammar in the elementary foreign 
language college classroom. Foreign 
Language Annals, 40(2), 288‐310. 

Hammond, D. L. (1990). The translation 
profession in the United States today. In R. 
D. Lambert & S. J. Moore (Eds.), Foreign 
language in the workplace: Special Issue of 
the Annals of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science (pp. 132‐44). 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Hart, G., & Rudman, W. B. (Co‐chairs). (2001). 
Road Map for National Security: Imperative 
for Change. Phase III Report of the U.S. 
Commission on National Security in the 21st 
Century. 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  31 

Hart, G., & Rudman, W. B. (Co‐chairs). (2002). 
America still unprepared–America still in 
danger. Report of Independent Task Force 
sponsored by the Council on Foreign 
Relations. Retrieved from 
http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/at
tachments/Homeland_Security_TF.pdf 

Hartley, J. (2007). Reading, writing, speaking 
and listening: Perspectives in applied 
linguistics. Applied Linguistics, 28(2), 316‐
320. 

Hatim, B. (2001). Teaching and Researching 
Translation. Pearson ESL. 

Hatim. Basil. (1997). The Translator as 
Communicator. Routledge. 

Haughey, M., Snart, F., & da Costa, J. (2001). 
Literacy achievement in small grade 1 
classes in high‐poverty environments. 
Canadian Journal of Education, 26(3), 301‐
320. 

Hayden, S. L. (1980). Foreign languages, 
international studies, and business (a 
dubious savior).  In R.D. Lambert & A.W. 
Heston (Eds.). New directions in 
international education: Special issue of the 
Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science, (pp. 141‐150). Newbury 
Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Heining‐Boynton, A. (Ed.). (2006). 2005‐2015: 
Realizing our vision of languages for all. 
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

House Resolution H.R. 1469. 2007. Senator Paul 
Simon Study Abroad Foundation Act. 

House Resolution H.R. 1718. 2007. Foreign 
Language Education Expansion Act. 

House Resolution H.R. 2111. 2007. Foreign 
Language Education Partnership Act. 

House Resolution H.R. 3077.  2003. To amend 
Title VI of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
to enhance international education 
programs. 

House Resolution H.R. 4734. 2006. 21st Century 
National Defense Education Act. 

House Resolution H.R. 5179. 2008. International 
Leadership Act of 2008. 

House Resolution H.R. 678. 2008. National 
Security Language Act. 

House Resolution H.R. 747. 2007. National 
Foreign Language Coordination Act. 

Hulstijn, J. H. (2005). Theoretical and empirical 
issues in the study of implicit and explicit 
second‐language learning. Studies in Second 
Language Acquisition, 27(2), 129‐140. 

Hulstrand, J. (2008). Supply and demand: 
Building a fluent workforce. International 
Educator, Sept.‐Oct., 24‐31. 

International Education Programs Service. N.d. 
The History of Title VI and Fulbright‐Hays: 
An Impressive International Timeline. 
Retrieved from: 
http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ope/i
egps/history.html  

Iwashita, N., Brown, A., McNamara, T., & 
O’Hagan, S. (2008). Assessed levels of 
second language speaking proficiency: How 
distinct? Applied Linguistics, 29(1), 24‐49. 

Jackson, C.W., et al. (1996). Articulation & 
achievement: Connecting standards, 
performance, and assessment in foreign 
language. New York: College Board 
Publications. 

Jackson, F. H., & Kaplan, M. A. (2003). Theory 
and practice in government language 
teaching. Interagency Language 
Roundtable. Retrieved from 
www.govtilr.org/Publications/TESOL03Read
ingFull.htm 

Jansen, L. (2008). Acquisition of German word 
order in tutored learners: A cross‐sectional 
study in a wider theoretical context. 
Language Learning, 58(1), 185‐231. 

Jensen, J. (2007). National foreign language 
policy: A state language coordinator’s 
perspective. Modern Language Journal, 
91(2), 261‐264. 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  32 

Jessner, U. (2008). Teaching third languages: 
Findings, trends and challenges. Language 
Teaching, 41(1), 15‐56. 

Jiang, N., & Nekrasova, T. M. (2007). The 
processing of formulaic sequences by 
second language speakers. Modern 
Language Journal, 91(3), 433‐445. 

Jorden, E. H., & Walton, A. R. (1987). Truly 
foreign languages: Instructional challenges. 
In R.D. Lambert (Ed.), Foreign language 
instruction: A national agenda. Special issue 
of the Annals of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science (pp.  110‐124). 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Jumper, J.P. (2004). Cultural awareness for an 
expeditionary military. National Language 
Conference.  

Kallkvist, M. (2008). L1‐L2 translation versus no 
translation: A longitudinal study of focus‐
on‐formS within a meaning‐focused 
curriculum. In L. Ortega & H. Byrnes (Eds.), 
The longitudinal study of advanced L2 
capabilities (pp. 182‐202). New York: 
Routledge. 

Kasper, G. (1998). Interlanguage pragmatics. In 
H. Byrnes (Ed.), Learning foreign and second 
languages: Perspectives in research and 
scholarship (pp. 183‐208). New York: The 
Modern Language Association. 

Kedia, B. L., & Daniel, S. (2003). U.S. business 
needs for employees with international 
expertise. Paper presented at the Needs for 
Global Challenges Conference, Duke 
University. 

Kim, Y. (2008). The role of task‐induced 
involvement and learner proficiency in L2 
vocabulary acquisition. Language Learning, 
58(2), 285‐325. 

Kinginger, C. (2008). Language learning in study 
abroad: Case studies of Americans in 
France. Modern Language Journal, 92: 
Monograph. 

Kline, R. R. (1999). New visions: Architecture of 
the profession issues paper. Retrieved from 

http://nflrc.iastate.edu/NVA/newsite/docar
ch/arch/arch1999_paper.html. 

Kormos, J., & Csizer, K. (2008). Age‐related 
differences in the motivation of learning 
English as a foreign language: Attitudes, 
selves, and motivated learning behavior. 
Language Learning, 58(2), 327‐355. 

Kramsch, C., & Whiteside, A. (2007). Three 
fundamental concepts in second language 
acquisition and their relevance in 
multilingual contexts. Modern Language 
Journal, 91(5), 907‐922. 

Kuzmich, H. (2007). Lost in translation: A review 
of the federal government’s efforts to 
develop a foreign language strategy. 
Testimony before the Senate Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs.  

Lambert, R. D. (Ed.). (1980a). New directions in 
international education. Special issue of the 
Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science, 151‐164. Newbury Park, 
CA: Sage Publications. 

Lambert, R. D. (1980b). International studies: 
An overview and agenda. In R. D. Lambert 
(Ed.), New directions in international 
education. Special issue of the Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social 
Science, 151‐164. Newbury Park, CA: Sage 
Publications. 

Lambert, R. D. (Ed.). (1987a). Foreign language 
instruction: A national agenda. Special issue 
of the annals of the American academy of 
political and social science. Newbury Park, 
CA: Sage Publications. 

Lambert, R. D. (1987b). The improvement of 
foreign language competency in the United 
States.  In R. D. Lambert (Ed.), Foreign 
language instruction: A national agenda. 
Special issue of the Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science (pp. 
9‐19). Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Lambert, R. D. (1990a). International studies 
and education: The current state of affairs. 
International Education Forum, 10(1), 6‐7. 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  33 

Lambert, R.D. (1990b). Language policy: An 
international perspective. NFLC Occasional 
Papers. Washington, DC: The National 
Foreign Language Center. 

Lambert, R.D. (1992). Foreign language planning 
in the United States. NFLC Occasional 
Papers. Washington, DC: The National 
Foreign Language Center. 

Lambert, R.D. (Ed.). (1994a). Foreign language 
policy: An agenda for change. Special Issue 
of the Annals of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science. March. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Lambert, R.D. (1994b). Problems and processes 
in U.S. foreign language planning. In R.D. 
Lambert (Ed.).Foreign  language policy: An 
agenda for change. Special Issue of the 
Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science. (pp. 47‐58). March. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Lambert, R. D., & Moore, S. J. (Eds.). (1990). 
Foreign language in the workplace. Special 
Issue of the Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Langacker, R. W. (2008). Cognitive grammar as a 
basis for language instruction. In P. 
Robinson & N. Ellis (Eds.), Handbook of 
cognitive linguistics and second language 
acquisition (pp. 66‐88). New York: 
Routledge. 

Lange, D. (1987). The language teaching 
curriculum and a national agenda. In R. D. 
Lambert (Ed.), Foreign language instruction: 
A national agenda. Special issue of the 
Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science (pp. 70‐96). Newbury 
Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Lantolf, J. P. (2006). Redefining language 
proficiency in light of the concept of 
languaculture. In H. Byrnes (Ed.), Advanced 
language learning (pp. 72‐91). UK: 
Continuum. 

Lantolf, J. P., & Johnson, K. E. (2007). Extending 
Firth and Wagner’s (1997) ontological 

perspective to L2 classroom praxis and 
teacher education. Modern Language 
Journal, 91(5), 877‐892. 

Larsen‐Freeman, D. & D. Freeman. (2008).  
Language moves: The place of languages‐‐
foreign and otherwise‐‐in classroom 
teaching and learning. In J. Greene, G. Kelly, 
and A. Luke (Eds). Review of Research on 
Education. 

Larsen‐Freeman, D. (2002). Making sense of 
frequency. Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition, 24(2), 275‐285. 

Larsen‐Freeman, D. (2007). Reflecting on the 
cognitive‐social debate in second language 
acquisition. Modern Language Journal, 
91(5), 773‐787. 

Larson‐Hall, J. (2008). Weighing the benefits of 
studying a foreign language at younger 
starting age in a minimal input situation. 
Second Language Research, 24(1), 35‐63. 

Leaver, B. L. (2002). Developing professional‐
level language proficiency. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Leaver, B. L. (2003). Achieving native‐like second 
language proficiency: A catalogue of critical 
factors (Volume I: Speaking). MSI Press. 

Leaver, B. L., Ehrman, M. E., & Shekhtman, B. 
(2005). Achieving success in second 
language acquisition. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

LeLoup, J. W., & Ponterio, R. (2006). Technology 
and foreign language education: Where we 
have been, where we are now, where we 
are headed. In A. Heining‐Boynton (Ed.), 
2005‐2015: Realizing our vision of 
languages for all (pp. 153‐74 ). Upper 
Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Liamkina, O. (2008). Teaching grammatical 
meaning to advanced learners: A cognitive‐
semantic perspective. In L. Ortega & H. 
Byrnes (Eds.), The longitudinal study of 
advanced L2 capabilities (pp. 163‐181). New 
York: Routledge. 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  34 

Littlemore, J., & Low, G. (2006). Metaphoric 
competence, second language learning, and 
communicative language ability. Applied 
Linguistics, 27(2), 268‐294. 

Liyvinov, A. (2008). Finding our way with words: 
Adapting to the global age means having a 
voice in it. Can America’s schools break the 
language barrier? NEAToday, October. 
Retrieved from: 
http://www.accessmylibrary.com/coms2/su
mmary_0286‐35524011_ITM . 

Lo Bianco, J. (2002). Brief outline of the 
Australian language policy experience. 
Paper presented at meeting of the 
Interagency Language Roundtable, 
November, 2002. Retrieved from 
http://www.govtilr.org/Publications/ILR_pa
pers01.htm  

Lo Bianco, J. (2004). A site for debate, 
negotiation and contest of national identity: 
Language policy in Australia. Strasbourg: 
Council of Europe. 

LoCastro, V. (2001). Teaching English to large 
classes. TESOL Quarterly, 35(3), 493‐496. 

Long, M. H. (2007). Problems in SLA. Mahwah, 
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Macaro, E., & Erler, L. (2008). Raising the 
achievement of young‐beginner readers of 
French through strategy instruction. Applied 
Linguistics, 29(1), 90‐119. 

Mackey, A. (2006). Feedback, noticing and 
instructed second language learning. 
Applied Linguistics, 27(3), 405‐430. 

Mackey, A., & Philp, J. (1998). Conversational 
interaction and second language 
development: Recasts, responses, and red 
herrings? Modern Language Journal, 82(3), 
338‐356. 

Magnan, S. S. (1986). Assessing speaking 
proficiency in the undergraduate 
curriculum: Data from French. Foreign 
Language Annals, 19(5), 429‐38. 

Magnan, S.S. (2008). Perspectives: What is 
needed for global literacy to become an 

educational reality? Summary of a 
discussion group. Modern Language 
Journal, 92(4), 628‐30. 

Makin, L. (1996). Bilingualism in early childhood 
education. Learning Languages, 1(3), 24‐27. 

Malmgren, J., & Galvin, J. (2008). Effects of 
study abroad participation on student 
graduation rates: A study of three incoming 
freshman cohorts at the University of 
Minnesota, Twin Cities. NACADA Journal, 
28(1), 29‐42. 

Malone, M. E. (2007). The oral proficiency 
approaches to foreign language 
assessment. Paper commissioned by the 
National Research Council. Ms. 

Malone, M. E., Rifkin, B., Christian, D., & 
Johnson, D. E. (2005). Attaining high levels 
of proficiency: Challenges for foreign 
language education in the US. CAL Digest. 
Retrieved from 
http://www.cal.org/resources/digest/digest
_pdfs/attain.pdf 

Mason, I. (Ed.). (2001). Triadic Exchanges: 
Studies in Dialogue Interpreting. Saint 
Jerome Publications. 

McCaughey, R. A. (1980). In the land of the 
blind: American international studies in the 
1930s. In R.D. Lambert (Ed.). Special issue of 
the Annals of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science, May, (pp.  1‐16). 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

McGinn, G. H. (2008). Statement on Language 
and Cultural Awareness Capabilities in the 
Military, made to the Committee on House 
Armed Services Subcommittee on Oversight 
and Investigations, September 10, 2008. 
http://armedservices.house.gov/pdfs/O109
1008/McGinn_Testimony091008.pdf . 

Merkx, G. W. (2006). Four key programs in title 
VI and Fulbright‐Hays 102(b)(6): NRCs, FLAS 
fellowships, DDRA and FRA. Paper 
presented to the National Research Council. 
Ms. 

Met, M. (1994). Foreign language policy in U.S. 
secondary schools: Who decides? In R.D. 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  35 

Lambert (Ed.).Foreign  language policy: An 
agenda for change. Special Issue of the 
Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science. (pp. 149‐63). March. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Met, M. (1995). Foreign language instruction in 
the middle schools: A new view for the 
coming century. In R. Donato & R. M. Terry 
(Eds.), Foreign language learning: The 
journey of a lifetime. Lincolnwood, IL: 
National Textbook Company. 

Met, M. (2006). Realizing our vision: Teachers at 
the Core. In A. Heining‐Boynton (Ed.), 2005‐
2015: Realizing our vision of languages for 
all (pp.  55‐74). Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Prentice Hall. 

Mills, N., Pajares, F., & Herron, C. (2006). A 
reevaluation of the role of anxiety: Self‐
efficacy, anxiety, and their relation to 
reading and listening proficiency. Foreign 
Language Annals, 39(2), 276‐289. 

Modern Language Association. (2008). MLA 
language map. Retrieved from 
http://www.mla.org/map_dataanddcwindo
w=same . 

Modern Language Association: MLA Ad Hoc 
Committee on Foreign Languages. (2007). 
Foreign languages and higher education: 
New structures for a changed world. 
Modern Language Association: 
www.mla.org.  

Molnar, A., Smith, P., Zahorik, J., Palmer, A., 
Halbach, A., & Ehrie, K. (1999). Evaluating 
the SAGE program: A pilot program in 
targeted pupil‐teacher reduction in 
Wisconsin. Educational Evaluation and 
Policy Analysis, 21(2), 165‐177. 

Moore, S.J. (1994). Intervention strategies in 
foreign language planning. In R.D. Lambert 
(Ed.).Foreign  language policy: An agenda 
for change. Special Issue of the Annals of 
the American Academy of Political and 
Social Science. (pp. 74‐87). March. Newbury 
Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Morgan‐Short, K., & Bowden, H. W. (2006). 
Processing instruction and meaningful 
output‐based instruction: Effects on second 
language development. Studies in Second 
Language Acquisition, 28(1), 31‐65. 

Mori, J. (2007). Border crossings? Exploring the 
intersection of second language acquisition, 
conversation analysis, and foreign language 
pedagogy. Modern Language Journal, 91(5), 
849‐862. 

Moyer, A. (2006). Language contact and 
confidence in second language listening 
comprehension: A pilot study of advanced 
learners of German. Foreign Language 
Annals, 39(2), 255‐275. 

Müller, K. E. (2006). A blueprint for action on 
language education. In A. Heining‐Boynton 
(Ed.), 2005‐2015: Realizing our vision of 
languages for all (pp.  39‐54). Upper Saddle 
River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Muñoz, C. (2007). Age‐related differences and 
second language learning practice. In R. M. 
DeKeyser (Ed.), Practice in a second 
language (pp. 229‐255). New York: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Muñoz, C. (2008). Symmetries and asymmetries 
of age effects in naturalistic and instructed 
L2 learning. Applied Linguistics, 29(4), 578‐
96. 

Muranoi, H. (2000). Focus on form through 
interaction enhancement: integrating 
formal instruction into a communicative 
task in EFL classrooms. Language Learning, 
50(4), 617‐173. 

Muranoi, H. (2007). Output practice in the L2 
classroom. In R. M. DeKeyser (Ed.), Practice 
in a second language (pp. 51‐84). 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

NAFSA: Association of International Educators. 
(2007). An International Education Policy for 
U.S. Leadership, Competitiveness, and 
Security. NAFSA. 

National Association of State Boards of 
Education. (2008). Public Education 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  36 

Positions of the National Association of 
State Boards of Education.  

National Association of State Boards of 
Education. (2003). The complete 
curriculum: Introduction and summary 
recommendations: The importance of the 
arts and foreign languages. Retrieved from 
http://www.menc.org/documents/legislativ
e/CompleteCurriculumSummary.pdf.  

National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards. (2002). World languages other 
than English: Standards for teachers of 
students ages 3‐18+. National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards. 

National Commission on Excellence in 
Education. (1983). A Nation at Risk: The 
Imperative for Educational Reform. 

National Council for Languages and 
International Studies. (2005). Languages in 
the National Interest. Press release. 

National Language Conference. 2005. A call to 
action for national foreign language 
capabilities. Retrieved from 
http://www.nlconference.org/docs/White_
Paper.pdf. 

National Security Education Program. Ms. The 
Language Flagship: Changing the Paradigm 
of Language Education in the U.S. 

National Security Language Initiative. (2006).  
Reports, Press Releases and Press 
Conference. 
http://exchanges.state.gov/NSLI/; 
http://www.ed.gov/about/inits/ed/competi
tiveness/nsli/index.html 

National Standards in Foreign Language 
Education Project. (1996). Standards for 
foreign language learning: Preparing for the 
21st Century. Lawrence, KS: Allen Press, Inc. 

Norris, J. M. (2006a). Assessing advanced 
foreign language learning and learners: 
From measurement constructs to 
educational uses. In H. Byrnes, H.D. Weger‐
Guntharp, & K. Sprang (Eds.), Educating for 
advanced foreign language capacities (pp.  

167‐87). Washington, DC: Georgetown 
University Press. 

Norris, J. M. (2006b). The why (and how) of 
assessing student learning outcomes in 
college foreign language programs. Modern 
Language Journal, 90(4), 576‐583.  

Norris, J. M., & Ortega, L. (2000). Effectiveness 
of L2 instruction: A research synthesis and 
quantitative meta‐analysis. Language 
Learning, 50(3), 417‐528. 

Norris, J. M., & Pfeiffer, P. C. (2003). Exploring 
the use and usefulness of ACTFL oral 
proficiency ratings and standards in college 
foreign language departments. Foreign 
Language Annals, 36, 572‐581. 

O’Brien, I., Segalowitz, N., Freed, B., & 
Collentine, J. (2007). Phonological memory 
predicts second language oral fluency gains 
in adults. Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition, 29(4), 557‐582. 

O’Connell, M. E., & Norwood, J. (Eds.). (2007). 
International education and foreign 
languages: Keys to securing America’s 
future. Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press. 

Oleksak, R. (2007). Ensuring America’s place in 
the world by building language capacity in 
the schools. Testimony before the Senate 
Subcommittee on Oversight of Government 
Management.  

Omaggio Hadley, A. (2001). Teaching language 
in context (3rd ed.). Boston: Heinle and 
Heinle. 

Ortega, L., & Byrnes, H. (Eds.). (2008). The 
longitudinal study of advanced L2 
capabilities. New York: Routledge. 

Padilla, A. M., Fairchild, H. H., & Valadez, C. M. 
(Eds.). (1990). Foreign language education: 
Issues and strategies. Newbury Park, CA: 
Sage Publications. 

Panetta, L. E. (1999). Foreign language 
education: If ‘scandalous’ in the 20th 
century, what will it be in the 21st century? 
Retrieved from 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  37 

https://www.stanford.edu/dept/lc/languag
e/about/conferencepapers/panettapaper.p
df/  

Paribakht, T. S., & Wesche, M. (2006). Lexical 
inferencing in L1 and L2: Implications for 
vocabulary instruction and learning at 
advanced levels. In H. Byrnes, H.D. Weger‐
Guntharp, & K. Sprang (Eds.), Educating for 
advanced foreign language capacities (pp.  
118‐35). Washington, DC: Georgetown 
University Press.  

Parker, W. R. (1961). The national interest and 
foreign languages (3rd ed.). Washington, DC: 
National Commission for UNESCO (Dept. of 
State) 

Partnership for Public Service. (2007). Where 
the Jobs Are: Mission‐Critical Opportunities 
for America.  

Pavlenko, A. (2006). Narrative competence in a 
second language. In H. Byrnes, H.D. Weger‐
Guntharp, & K. Sprang (Eds.), Educating for 
advanced foreign language capacities (pp.  
105‐17). Washington, DC: Georgetown 
University Press. 

Payne, J. S., & Whitney, P. J. (2002). Developing 
L2 oral proficiency through synchronous 
CMC: Output, working memory and 
interlanguage development. CALICO 
Journal, 20(1), 7‐32. 

Perkins, J., et al. (1979). Strength through 
wisdom: A critique of U.S. capability. Report 
of the President’s Commission on Foreign 
Language and International Studies. 

Peters, K. M. (2002). Lost in translation. 
Government Executive Magazine. Retrieved 
from 
http://www.govexec.com/features/0502/0
502s4.htm 

Petro, M. (2007). Testimony on national 
language needs to the senate 
subcommittee on oversight o government 
management, the Federal Workforce and 
the District of Columbia. January 25. 

Peyton, J. K. (1998). Professional development 
for foreign language teachers. ERIC Review, 
6(1). Washington, DC: ERIC. 

Phillips, J.K. (1994). State and local policy on the 
study of world languages. In R.D. Lambert 
(Ed.).Foreign  language policy: An agenda 
for change. Special Issue of the Annals of 
the American Academy of Political and 
Social Science. (pp. 88‐98). March. Newbury 
Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Phillips, J.K. (2008). Foreign language standards 
and the contexts of communication. 
Language Teaching, 41.1: 93‐102. 

Pochhacker, F. (2003).  Introducing Interpreting 
Studies. Routledge. 

Pochhacker, F. (Ed.) (2001). Interpreting Studies 
Reader.  New York: Routledge. 

Pratt, M. L. (2004). Building a new public idea 
about language. Retrieved from 
http://www.govtilr.org/Publications/Prof_P
ratt.htm . 

Pratt, M. L., et al. (2008). The issue: 
Transforming college and university foreign 
language departments. Modern Language 
Journal, 92(2), 287‐292. 

Presidential Memorandum on International 
Education Policy. (2000). White House. 

Public Law No. 110‐315. 2008. Higher Education 
Opportunity Act: Expanding College Access, 
Strengthening Our Future. 

Public Law No. 110‐69. 2007. America Creating 
Opportunities to Meaningfully Promote 
Excellence in Technology, Education and 
Science Act. 

Public Law No. 110‐84. 2007. College Cost 
Reduction and Access Act of 2007. 

Pufahl, I., Rhodes, N. C., & Christian, D. (2000). 
Foreign language teaching: What the U.S. 
can learn from other countries. Washington: 
Center for Applied Linguistics. 

Ranta, L., & Lyster, R. (2007). A cognitive 
approach to improving immersion students’ 
oral language abilities: The awareness‐
practice feedback sequence. In R. M. 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  38 

DeKeyser (Ed.), Practice in a second 
language (pp.  141‐60). Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Rhodes, N., & Branaman, L. E. (1999). Foreign 
language instruction in the United States: A 
national survey of elementary and 
secondary schools. Washington, D.C.: 
Center for Applied Linguistics. 

Rhodes, N., & Christian, D. (2002). Foreign 
language education: An international 
perspective.  Modern Language Journal, 
86(2), 615‐616. 

Ricardo‐Osorio, J.G. (2008). A study of foreign 
language learning outcomes assessment in 
U.S. undergraduate education. Foreign 
Language Annals, 41(4), 590‐610. 

Richards, J.C. (2008). Second language teacher 
education today.  RELC Journal, 39(2), 158‐
77. 

Rifkin, B. (2005). A ceiling effect in traditional 
classroom foreign language instruction: 
Data from Russian. Modern Language 
Journal, 89(1), 3‐18. 

Rivera, G. M., & Matsuzawa, C. (2007). Multiple‐
language program assessment: Learners’ 
perspectives on first‐ and second‐year 
college foreign language programs and their 
implications for program improvement. 
Foreign Language Annals, 40(4), 569‐583. 

Robinson, D.H. (2003). Becoming a Translator: 
An introduction to the theory and practice 
of translation. Routledge. 

Robinson, J. P., Rivers, W. P., & Brecht, R. D. 
(2006). Speaking foreign languages in the 
United States: Correlates, trends and 
possible consequences. Modern Language 
Journal, 90(4), 457‐472. 

Robinson, P., & Ellis, N. (2008). Conclusion: 
Cognitive linguistics, second language 
acquisition and L2 instruction –issues for 
research. In P. Robinson & N.C. Ellis (Eds.), 
Handbook of cognitive linguistics and 
second language acquisition (pp. 489‐545). 
New York and London: Routledge. 

Robinson, P., & Ellis, N. (Eds.). (2008). Handbook 
of cognitive linguistics and second language 
acquisition. New York and London: 
Routledge. 

Robinson, R. (2005). Cognitive abilities, chunk‐
strength, and frequency effects in implicit 
artificial grammar and incidental L2 
learning: Replications of Reber, Walkenfeld, 
and Hernstadt 1991 and Knowlton and 
Squire 1996 and their relevance for SLA. 
Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 
27(2), 235‐268. 

Rott, S. (2007). The effect of frequency of input‐
enhancements on word learning and text 
comprehension. Language Learning, 57(2), 
165‐199. 

Ruther, N. L. (2003). The international and 
foreign language human capital challenge 
of the U.S. federal government.  Paper 
presented at Duke University Conference 
on Global Issues in International Education. 

Sato, C. (2007). Learning from weaknesses in 
teaching about culture: The case study of a 
Japanese school abroad. Intercultural 
Education, 18(5), 445‐453. 

Sauro, S. (2007). A comparative study of recasts 
and metalinguistic feedback through 
computer mediated communication on the 
development of L2 knowledge and 
production accuracy. Unpublished PhD 
dissertation. Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania. 

Sawyer, D. B.  (2004).  Fundamental aspects of 
interpreter education: Curriculum and 
assessment.  John Benjamins. 

Schon, D.A.  (1990). Educating the Reflective 
practitioner: Toward a new design for 
teaching and learning in the professions. 
Jossey‐Bass. 

Schmidt, R. (2008). Perspectives: National 
language education policy or a national 
language education framework?  Summary 
of a discussion group.  Modern Language 
Journal, 92(4), 621‐23 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  39 

Schoonen, R., Hulstijn, J., & Bossers, B. (1998). 
Metacognitive and language‐specific 
knowledge in native and foreign language 
reading comprehension: An empirical study 
among Dutch students in grades 6, 8 and 
10. Language Learning, 48, 71‐106. 

Schulz, R. A. (2000). Foreign language teacher 
development: MLJ perspectives 1916‐1999. 
Modern Language Journal, 84(4), 496‐522. 

Scott, R. A. (2003). Many calls, little action: 
Global illiteracy in the United States. Paper 
presented at National Language 
Conference, College Park, MD. Retrieved 
from 
http://www.nlconference.org/docs/For_Lan
g_Pres_Speech.pdf 

Segalowitz, N. (2003). Automaticity and second 
languages. In C. J. Doughty & M. H. Long 
(Eds.), The handbook of second language 
acquisition (pp. ). Malden, MA: Blackwell 
Publishing. 

Segalowitz, N., & Freed, B. F. (2004). Context, 
contact, and cognition in oral fluency 
acquisition: Learning Spanish in at home 
and study abroad contexts. Studies in 
Second Language Acquisition, 26(2), 173‐
199.  

Senate Bill S. 1089. 2005. National Language 
Coordination Act. 

Senate Bill S. 1105. 2005. To amend title VI of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965:  
International and Foreign Language Studies 
Act of 2005. 

Senate Bill S. 1294. 2007. Homeland Security 
Education Act. 

Senate Bill S. 451. 2007. National Foreign 
Language Coordination Act. 

Serra, C. (2007). Assessing CLIL at primary 
school: A longitudinal study. International 
Journal of Bilingual Education and 
Bilingualism, 10(5), 582‐602. 

Serrano, R., & Munoz, C. (2007). Same hours, 
different time distribution: Any difference 
in EFL? System, 35(3), 305‐321. 

Shekary, M., & Tahririan, M. H. (2006). 
Negotiation of meaning and noticing in text‐
based online chat. Modern Language 
Journal, 90(4), 557‐573. 

Siek‐Piskozub, T., Wach, A., & Raulinajtys, A. 
(2008). Research on foreign language 
teaching in Poland 2000‐2006. Language 
Teaching, 41(1), 57‐92. 

Simon, P. (1980a). The tongue‐tied American: 
Confronting the foreign language crisis. 
New York: Continuum. 

Simon, P. (1980b). The U.S. crisis in foreign 
language. In R.D. Lambert (Ed.). New 
directions in international education. Special 
issue of the Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science, (pp. 
31‐44). May. Newbury Park, CA: Sage 
Publications. 

Sohn, S. O., & Shin, S. K. (2007). True beginners, 
false beginners, and fake beginners: 
Placement strategies for Korean heritage 
speakers. Foreign Language Annals, 40(3), 
407‐417. 

Spenader, A. J. (2008). Acquiring oral language 
skills over the course of a high school year 
abroad. In L. Ortega & H. Byrnes (Eds.), The 
longitudinal study of advanced L2 
capabilities (pp. 247‐263). New York: 
Routledge. 

Standards for Foreign Language Learning: 
Preparing for the 21st Century. 1996. 
Yonkers, NY: The National Standards in 
Foreign Language Project. 

Stansfield, C. W., & Kenyon, D. (1992). The 
development and validation of a Simulated 
Oral Proficiency Interview. Modern 
Languages Journal, 76(2), 129‐141. 

Stevick, E. W. (1989). Success with foreign 
languages: Seven who achieved it and what 
worked for them. New York: Prentice‐Hall. 

Stoltman, J. P. (2002). The 2001 national 
assessment of educational progress in 
geography. (ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No. ED468593). Retrieved from 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  40 

http://www.ericdigests.org/2003‐
3/2001.htm  

Swain, M. (2006). Languaging, agency and 
collaboration in advanced second language 
proficiency. In H. Byrnes (Ed.), Advanced 
language learning (pp. 95‐108). UK: 
Continuum. 

Swain, M., & Deters, P. (2007). New mainstream 
SLA theory: Expanded and enriched. 
Modern Language Journal, 91(5), 820‐836. 

Swender, E. (2003). Oral proficiency testing in 
the real world: Answers to frequently asked 
questions. Foreign Language Annals, 36(4), 
520‐526.  

Taguchi, N. (2008a). Cognition, language 
contact, and the development of pragmatic 
comprehension in a study‐abroad context. 
Language Learning, 58(1), 33‐71. 

Taguchi, N. (2008b). Longitudinal gain of higher‐
order inferential abilities in L2 English. In L. 
Ortega & H. Byrnes (Eds.), The longitudinal 
study of advanced L2 capabilities (pp. 203‐
222). New York: Routledge. 

Thompson, R. T. (1980). New directions in 
foreign language study. In R.D. Lambert 
(Ed.). New directions in international 
education. Annals of the American Academy 
of Political and Social Science, (pp.  45‐55). 
May. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Thorne, S. L., & Black, R. (2007). Language and 
literacy development in computer‐
mediated contexts and communities. 
Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 27, 
133‐160. 

Thorne, S.L., & J. Reinhardt. (2007). 
Technologies for advanced foreign language 
proficiency. Position paper: Center for 
Advanced Language Proficiency Education 
and Research, the Pennsyvania State 
University. Ms. 

Tragant, E. (2006). Language learning 
motivation and age. In C. Munoz (Ed.), Age 
and the rate of foreign language learning 
(pp. 237‐276). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual 
Matters. 

Tucker, G. R., & Donato, R. (2001). 
Implementing a district‐wide foreign 
language program: A case study on 
acquisition planning and curricular 
innovation. ERIC Digest (Report No. EDO‐FL‐
01‐03). Retrieved from 
http://www.cal.org/resources/digest/digest
_pdfs/0103‐Tucker.pdf 

Tyler, A. (2008). Cognitive linguistics and second 
language instruction. In P. Robinson & N.C. 
Ellis (Eds.), Handbook of cognitive linguistics 
and second language acquisition (pp. 456‐
88). New York and London: Routledge. 

U.S. Dept. of Education. (2000). Discussion 
Paper: Strengthening the U.S. 
Government’s Leadership in Promoting 
International Education. Ms. 

U.S. Dept. of State Advisory Committee on 
Transformational Diplomacy. (n.d.). Final 
Report of the Workforce and Training 
Workgroup. Ms. 

U.S. House of Representatives Armed Services 
Committee: Subcommittee on Oversight 
and Investigations. (2008). Building 
language skills and cultural competencies in 
the military: DOD’s challenge in today’s 
educational environment. Committee Print 
110‐12 (45‐138). November. 

Valdés, G. (1995). The teaching of minority 
languages as academic subjects: 
Pedagogical and theoretical challenges. 
Modern Language Journal, 79(3), 299‐328. 

Valdés, G. (2005). Bilingualism, heritage 
language learners, and SLA research: 
Opportunities lost or seized? Modern 
Language Journal, 89(3), 410‐426. 

Van Den Berk, I., Klein Gunnewiek, L., & De 
Graaff, R. (2002). Samenwerkend schrijven 
in een virtuele werkplaats. Presented at 
SLOC, Universiteit Utrecht. 

Van den Branden, K. (2007). Practice in perfect 
learning conditions? In R. DeKeyser (Ed.), 
Practice in a second language (pp. 161‐79). 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  41 

Van Houten, J. (2006). Turning a new light on 
assessment with LinguaFolio. Learning 
Languages, 7(1), 7‐11. 

VanPatten, B. (1998). Cognitive characteristics 
of adult second language learners. In H. 
Byrnes (Ed.), Learning foreign and second 
languages: Perspectives in research and 
scholarship (pp. 105‐27). New York: The 
Modern Language Association. 

Verspoor, M., & Cremer, M.  (2008). Research 
on foreign‐language teaching and learning 
in the Netherlands (2002‐2006). Language 
Teaching, 41(2), 183‐211. 

Von Stutterheim, C., & Carroll, M. (2006). The 
impact of grammatical temporal categories 
on ultimate attainment in L2 learning. In H. 
Byrnes, H.D. Weger‐Guntharp, & K. Sprang 
(Eds.), Educating for advanced foreign 
language capacities (pp. 40‐53). 
Washington, DC: Georgetown University 
Press. 

Wadensjo, C., B.E. Dimitrova, & A.‐L. Nilsson. 
(2007). The Critical Link 4: 
Professionalization of interpreting in the 
community. John Benjamins.  

Wallraff, B. (2000). What global language? 
Atlantic Monthly, November. 52‐66.Webb, 
S.  (2007). The effects of repetition on 
vocabulary knowledge. Applied Linguistics, 
28(1), 46‐65. 

Webb, S. (2008). Receptive and productive 
vocabulary sizes of L2 learners. Studies in 
Second Language Acquisition, 30(1), 79‐95. 

Weber, W. K. (1990). Interpretation in the 
United States. . In R. D. Lambert & S. J. 
Moore (Eds.), Foreign language in the 
workplace: Special Issue of the Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social 
Science (pp. 145‐59). Newbury Park, CA: 
Sage Publications.   

Welles, E. B. (2003). Foreign Language 
Enrollments in United States Institutions of 
Higher Education, 2002. ADFL Bulletin. 

Welles, E. B. (n.d.). Supply and Demand for 
PhDs in Modern Languages in Higher 
Education: Present Circumstances and 
Future Directions. MLA. 

Weltens, B., K. DeBot & T. Van Els. (Eds.). 
(1986). Language attrition in progress. 
Dordrecht, Netherlands: Foris Publications. 

White, L. (1998). Getting the learners’ 
attention: A prototypical input 
enhancement study. In C. Doughty & J. 
Williams (Eds.), Focus on form in classroom 
second language acquisition (pp. 85‐113). 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Wilbur, M. L. (2007). How foreign language 
teachers get taught: Methods of teaching 
the methods course. Foreign Language 
Annals, 40(1), 79‐101. 

Xiu Jan, J., & Kolker Horwitz, E. (2008). Learners’ 
perceptions of how anxiety interacts with 
personal and instructional factors to 
influence their achievement in English: A 
qualitative analysis of EFL learners in China. 
Language Learning, 58(1), 151‐183. 

Yilmaz, Y., & Yuksel, D. (2008). Effects of 
modality and perceptual salience on 
recasts. Paper presented at AAAL, 
Washington, DC. 

Young, S. (2007). Effects of instructional hours 
and intensity of instruction on NRS level 
gain in listening and speaking. ERIC Digest 
(Report No. EDO‐FL‐01‐03). 

Zimmer‐Lowe, H. (2008). Perspectives: An 
audacious goal: Recruiting, preparing, and 
retaining high‐quality language teachers in 
the 21st century. Modern Language Journal, 
92(4), 625‐28. 

 



Toward a Comprehensive Strategy 
FHJackson and MEMalone 

 

4/5/09  42 

APPENDIX 

 

U.S. Government Interagency Language Roundtable (ILR) and ACTFL Language Proficiency Ratings 

 

ILR Rating  ACTFL Proficiency Levels  Description 

0‐0+  Novice‐Low  

Novice‐Mid 

Novice‐High 

No Functional Proficiency 

Memorized Proficiency 

1‐1+  Intermediate‐Low 

Intermediate‐Mid 

Intermediate‐High 

Elementary Proficiency:  Able to satisfy routine 
courtesy and travel needs and to read common 
signs and simple sentences and phrases. 

2‐2+  Advanced‐Low 

Advanced‐Mid 

Advanced‐High 

Limited Working Proficiency:  Able to satisfy 
routine social and limited office needs and to 
read short typewritten or printed 
straightforward texts. 

3‐3+  Superior  General Professional Proficiency:  Able to speak 
accurately and with enough vocabulary to handle 
social representation and professional 
discussions within special fields of knowledge; 
able to read most materials found in daily 
newspapers. 

4  Distinguished  Advanced Professional Proficiency:  Able to 
speak and read the language fluently and 
accurately on all levels pertinent to professional 
needs. 

S/R‐5  (N/A)  Functionally Equivalent to an Educated Native 
Speaker 

 

 

 


	synthesis and summaryfinal040509
	synthesis and summaryfinal040509.2
	synthesis and summaryfinal040509.3

