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Abstract

This paper advances a notion of critical citizenship within the context of English as a Second Language (ESL) pedagogy.  We first draw on the research literature to define both passive and participatory orientations towards citizenship preparation.  The promotion of coherent national identities is then examined in light of globalization and the emergence of diasporic communities.  Such tensions are examined concretely through an examination of the “hidden curriculum” within the Canadian Language Benchmarks (CLB).  The extent to which CLB serves to normalize a passive engagement with citizenship is then detailed in light of alternative exemplary resources and classroom approaches. 
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The introduction of critical pedagogy or critical applied linguistics in the English Language Teaching profession (see e.g. Benesch, 2001; Crookes, 2010; Norton & Toohey, 2004; Pennycook, 2006; Vandrick, 2009) has come as a welcome corrective to the narrow pragmatism and ideological neutrality that has preoccupied field specialists.  We argue that the emerging strength of these critical perspectives has special relevance to citizenship education in the Canadian context.  Through an ideological lens—one that foregrounds the politics of knowledge, texts, and identity formation—a critical approach enhances and expands our awareness of the complex ways in which English as Second Language (ESL) programming contributes to the normalization of particular citizenship beliefs and outcomes for newcomers to the Canadian polity. 


This article first briefly examines the tensions that exist within the academic literature in terms of how citizenship is conceived along a continuum of passivity or participation with particular reference to second language learners.  Drawing on poststructural theories of identity/subjectivity we then explore how preferred notions of both the “model citizen” and the idealized nation-state are cultivated and advanced through policy and pedagogy.  We then turn more concretely to an extended examination of Canadian national English as a second language (ESL) policy development and a central document in this context: The Canadian Language Benchmarks (CLB) (Pawlikowska-Smith, 2000) in terms of the goals associated with citizenship education, pedagogical tasks, hidden curricula and hierarchical forms of citizenship.  This is followed by an examination of an exemplary classroom study.  We conclude this article with remarks on how these practices shed light on the CLB, Canadian language policy and second language citizenship education. 
Conceptualizing Citizenship

Citizenship has been a deeply problematic notion within academic discourse since its inception as a separate field of study.  Marshall (1950) noted that even though national citizenship formally confers equal status to all members of particular societies, inequalities of class prevent poorer members of society from participating as fully as those who are richer.  In effect, "modern citizenship conferred the legal capacity to strive for the things one would like to possess but did not guarantee the possession of any of them" (Isin & Wood, 1999, p. 28).  As Crick (2007) makes clear, debates about how to define what citizenship is are still central to concerns evident in the academic literature.  This concern is marked by increasingly nuanced discussions as to how being a citizen can be actively taken up as a participatory role, rather than as a passive status simply conferred by a nation state (Kennedy, 2007; Print, 2007; Westheimer & Kahne, 2004). 

Although concerns surrounding citizenship have been central to much of the research pertaining to Canadian ESL provision (Derwing, 1992; Thomson & Derwing, 2005; Joshee & Derwing, 2005), the academic literature has rarely examined how identity/subjectivity is constructed in ways that are explicitly specific to the immigrant experience and how the uniqueness of this experience, in turn, might be reflected in immigrants’ perceptions of their newfound civic rights and responsibilities. 

As we have argued previously on the basis of empirical research (Fleming, 2008; Morgan, 2002), immigrants undergo a radical shift in self-perception through the immigrant and second language learning experience.  In this context, poststructuralist notions related to identity are more useful models in explaining how immigrants reconstruct the multiplicity of elements that make up the individual in the context of adopting a new citizenship.  In the empirical studies that the authors conducted, newcomers to Canada often described how they reevaluated their own subjectivities in order to reconstruct new ones.  This is often described as new beginnings in which old attitudes and expectations are cast off in favor of a new identity shaped in unpredictable ways through interaction with their new environment.  In our estimation, this demonstrates the close relationship between the construction of immigrant and nation-state based identities (Fleming, 2003).

Notions of becoming a citizen of any nation-state thus require consideration of how identities or, more specifically, political subjectivities are formed and prepared for civic life and continuity.  Building on Deleuze and Guattari (1987) and Norton’s (2000) feminist poststructural model, we argue that the citizen-subject is not the autonomous, free-reasoning individual commonly depicted in liberal discourses but a form of subjectivity shaped by the dominant discourses of nationhood.  At the same time, we recognize the limitations of the nation-state in winning consent and determining the ultimate forms and practices through which citizenship is manifest.  Through powerful instruments such as schooling and mass media, dominant messages regarding the “public good” are vigorously advanced, yet not always received in ways anticipated by their creators (see e.g. Gulliver, 2010; Rutherford, 2000).  Theorized in this way, the conditioning of citizen-subjects is always incomplete or partial, always subject to localized agency and “disruptive” meaning-making generated by socio-political or ethno-linguistic minorities.  Thus, it is our contention that citizenship practices in ESL have a transformative potential beyond the parameters of time and place—and of school and programme. As Morgan and Vandrick (2009) have argued, 

There is a tendency in schools and society to misjudge immigrants and refugees as partially formed citizens based on their surface “errors” in English. Yet, the newcomer’s or outsider’s eyes and ears are alert to power in ways no longer available to habituated, domesticated insiders, who see but no longer perceive the beauty, horror and complacency around them. (p. 515)

For those of us familiar with ESL classrooms and citizenship curricula, it is often the case that we find ourselves reflecting critically on our assumptions following the “uncommon sense” with which our students assess and challenge values presented to them as emblematic of Canadian life.  We are, hopefully, changed for the better through these interactions, and as a consequence act in ways that further the collective ideals upon which the imagined nation is constructed and sustained.  The newcomer, the so-called “learner,” in this sense is also the “teacher”—a potential source of counter-discursive readings that over time serve to transform and/or hybridize the socio-political spaces into which he or she is ostensibly integrated.  Through collaboration in classrooms and communities, individual, collective and even nation-state identities should be viewed as sites of conflict, contradiction, and change, particularly in light of the threats and opportunities posed by globalization (see Block & Cameron, 2002; Kumaravadivelu, 2008; Stasiulis & Bakan, 2005). 
Citizenship Practices and Adult ESL in Canada

As Benesch (1994) notes, citizenship preparation is an integral aspect of second language education where large numbers of immigrants are being integrated into modern nation states.  Within the Canadian context, federal policy documents (Citizenship and Immigration Canada, 2006) make it plain that ESL programming is for the dual purposes of teaching the second language and integrating newcomers.  The crucial importance of adult ESL programming for the integration of newcomers has also been acknowledged in a plethora of teaching materials and curriculum guidelines (Ilieva, 2000), and in the academic literature (Wong, Duff & Early, 2001). 

For nation-states such as Canada, the integration of newcomers is a pressing need in light of globalization and the unprecedented number of migrants on the move world-wide.  Western countries are increasingly competing with one another to attract skilled immigrants and take advantage of these vast diasporas in ways that preserve and strengthen democratic institutions, social cohesion and economic vitality (Citizenship and Immigration Canada, 2006).

The series of events that led to the creation of the current adult ESL program structure in Canada started in 1990, when the federal government initiated a major policy shift in response to changing demographic and economic forces.  In response to the perception that higher levels of immigration were vital to Canada’s long-term economic and political interests, priority was given to second language education on a centralized and consistent basis for the first time. ESL programming was seen as central to the removal of barriers to newcomer integration and the ability of the nation state to reap the full financial benefits of immigration.

As Fleming (2007) has written, the principal response to this perceived need was the creation of Language Instruction to Newcomers to Canada (LINC), which with its various provincial counterparts has become the dominant adult ESL programming in Canada.  It has gradually replaced most other English training programs in the country and has been instrumental in the development of a myriad of national assessment and curriculum projects. In general, LINC provides only limited amounts of guidance in terms of methodology and delivery. At the programming level, ESL provision has thus become decentralized as part of the trend for federal agencies to relinquish responsibilities for direct service. 

LINC learners are not usually eligible for living allowances or significant subsidies except for limited support for transportation and childminding.  Learners generally participate in the program for roughly 900 hours of instruction and are assessed prior to entering the program by independent agencies.  Some variation in program delivery models exists, but in most cases LINC, and the provincial programs associated with it, feature continuous enrolment, unilingual instruction, limited access to computer assisted learning, and frequent changes of instructors. 

At the same time as LINC was being developed, the federal government funded the creation of the CLB.  A long process of consultations led to the creation of a working document in 1996 and a finalized version in 2000.  The CLB covers the full range of English proficiency (from beginning to full fluency), incorporates literacy and numeracy, emphasizes tasks, features stand-alone descriptors per level, encourages local curriculum development, and includes proficiencies related to learning strategies, socio-cultural and strategic competencies.

            Associated with the CLB are implementation documents, curriculum guidelines, instructional resources pertaining to literacy and numeracy, sets of assessment materials and a representative national centre in Ottawa that coordinates a wide-range of language training curriculum initiatives.  Publishers have also used the CLB as a basis for a wide variety of instructional materials.  

CLB development is overseen by the Centre for Canadian Language Benchmarks (CCLB), a non-profit organisation founded in 1998 and funded by the federal government.  As is often the case with national language policy implementation (Shohamy, 2007), the absence of a federally mandated curriculum has meant that the assessment and placement instrument, in this case the CLB, has become the de facto guideline for instructional content in most jurisdictions and not a set of randomly chosen assessment criteria.  It is no wonder, under these circumstances, that some scholars and curriculum resources centers have referred to it unambiguously as a curriculum document (Fox & Courchêne, 2005; Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2006).


As the document recommends, teachers and assessment officers might feel free to extract the language embedded within the sample tasks and to add other content as they see fit.  However, the content already found within the document is, as we shall demonstrate below, the starting point for those educators who use it. Thus, the content is privileged, in the sense that its importance is stressed by its inclusion.  Absent content is not privileged and, as we detail below, reveals serious shortcomings within CLB.  Because of the CLB’s nature as a national curriculum document, the content found within it (and excluded from it) takes on an official character.


Contradictory views on whether the document is an instrument for assessment or task/curriculum development are found within the CLB itself.  Even though the author states in its introduction that the CLB is “not a curriculum guide” (Pawlikowska-Smith, 2000, viii), she states, in the very next paragraph, that the CLB describes, “what adult ESL instruction should prepare adult ESL learners to do.” Thus, the CLB clearly sets up tasks which learners are meant to perform in order to advance to the next level of instruction.  Teachers, the document states, are expected to organize learning opportunities for the successful completion of these tasks.  The claim that the CLB is not meant to inform curriculum development is rather dubious. As Fox and Courchene (2005) point out, 
although the CLB is neither a curriculum nor test according to its developers, providing details regarding text length and sample tasks leads anyone using the document to use these as guidelines for task development. (p. 13)
This point is reinforced by a study of LINC teachers conducted by Haque and Cray (2007), in which their respondents confirmed that the CLB was something they could not ignore as a set of reference points for curriculum development.  Making pedagogical decisions in reference to curriculum guidelines requires a fair degree of professional autonomy (Fleming, 1998). 

Unfortunately, the insecurity inflicted on ESL programming within Canada through various funding strategies and conditions has served to deprofessionalize the field (Burnaby, 2008; Haque & Cray, 2007).  In comparison to other educational sectors, adult ESL teachers are often paid far less (e.g. salaries based solely on contact hours with students) and have limited access to paid professional development in workplaces that are often transitory and poorly supported in terms of resources.  For adult ESL teachers, such constraints may serve as powerful disincentives for the development of context-sensitive pedagogies related to critical citizenship.  Moreover, constraints of time and resources also lend themselves to an over-reliance on commercially published materials with content that, in some cases, is superficially and/or stereotypically Canadian (e.g. Thomson & Derwing, 2004).

Our contention is that there is no simple solution to the problem of the de-professionalization of the ESL teachers.  Measures such as occasional workshops, tailor-made commercial texts or on-line banks of exemplar lesson plans (as is sponsored by the CCLB) do mitigate the issue somewhat.  However, teachers should be regarded as implementers of policy rather than simple instruments of policy.  As Morgan (2009) has argued, teachers must be provided with sufficient training and professional development to mitigate, complement or resist these official documents so that their pedagogy reflects the realities and local experiences of their learners.  The central, agentive role of teachers as interpreters and enactors of policy should be honored and utilized (Ramanathan & Morgan, 2007).

In sum, the CLB performs the function of institutionalizing ESL instructors by providing them with a template for their classroom practices and framing their assessment procedures.  Under these circumstances, privileged content, in the sense we have talked about above, is difficult to augment or resist.  It is an examination of this privileged content that we now turn to, through a detailed examination of the CLB. 
Detailed Description and Analysis of CLB
The Canadian Language Benchmarks 2000: ESL for Adults (Pawlikowska-Smith, 2000) is made up of over 200 compact pages.  The bulk of the document consists of the actual benchmarks, arranged in 12 levels, from basic English language proficiency to full fluency. It is on these pages that our attention is focused.
  The preface and introductory articles provide an interesting segue into the rest of the text.  In an obvious reference to the original policy initiatives that gave rise to the CLB.   The Board of Directors for the CCLB make use of the preface to tell the fictional story of a 25-year old immigrant from Indonesia who is confused about how his English level had been assessed by his previous school when he changes institutions.  According to the preface, this situation is occurring less and less frequently.  In addition, so the preface emphasizes, immigrants are now able to refer to the CLB in such high stakes situations as demonstrating their English language ability to employers and to gain entrance to educational institutions.  This shift is described by the authors of the preface as no less than a “revolution.”


Even more tellingly, the preface also states that, as a result of the CLB, learners will be able to “plot out for themselves, in advance, their own paths of language learning to attain their goals” (p. v).  This is an important point.  If learners can predict how their learning will progress upon entrance into the “CLB movement” (as the preface characterizes programs that have adopted the Benchmarks), this document appears to be more than a simple description of English language ability at particular levels of proficiency.  Leaving aside the problem of whether “one size fits all,” this document now seems to become a set of learning objectives meant to inform curriculum development.

This ambiguity continues into the text’s introduction, which states that the Benchmarks are “a national standard for planning second language curricula for a variety of contexts” (p. viii), while stating categorically that it is “not a curriculum guide: they do not dictate local curricula and syllabuses” (p. viii).  The document even attempts to “have its cake and eat it too,” in terms of methodology.  Even though the author states that the CLB is “not tied to any specific instructional method” (p. viii), the introduction emphasizes the need for instructors to adhere to common hallmarks of the communicative approach (Brown, 2001): learner-centered instruction, task-based proficiency, and communicative competency. 

The document seems to view English language learners as having rights and responsibilities that pertain almost exclusively to being good consumers.  The content includes the need for learners to understand their rights and responsibilities as a “client, customer, patient and student” (p. 95), but not as workers, family members, participants in community activities, or advocates.  In the entire document, there are only three references that could be considered to be associated with citizenship. These are: "understand rights and responsibilities of client, customer, patient and student" (p. 95); "indicate knowledge of laws, rights, etc." (p. 116); and "write a letter to express an opinion as a citizen" (p. 176).  It is disappointing to see such small and vague references to citizenship in such an important document and is revealing to note that the word "vote" does not appear anywhere in the document.  Further, these references to citizenship occur at the very highest levels of proficiency (at the point at which one is writing research papers at universities).  The document, by implication, links the exercise of citizenship rights to English language proficiency. 

Issues related to trade unions and collective agreements are only mentioned twice (again, at the stage at which one is able to write research papers).  Labor rights, such as filing grievances, recognizing and reporting dangerous working conditions, and the enforcement of legislated standards of employment are nonexistent.  At the same time, however, space in the document is devoted to participating in job performance reviews, giving polite and respectful feedback to one's employer, and participating in meetings about lunchroom cleanliness.  The document thus tends to trivialize the exercise of citizenship. 
Discussion

The content found within the CLB was in great contrast to the conceptions of citizenship described by immigrants in a recent study Fleming (2010) conducted of learners enrolled in a LINC program.  In a series of 25 in-depth interviews, a group of Punjabi-speaking learners made it clear that they predominantly thought of being Canadian in legalistic terms.  Their conceptions centered on rights, adherence to law, and respect for national multicultural policy. These learners, many of whom worked as agricultural laborers or semi-skilled construction workers, provided concrete examples of their struggles to obtain safe working conditions and access to basic standards of employment such as overtime or statutory holiday pay.  Consumer rights, such as the few cited in the CLB, did form a part of their concerns.  However, an over-riding aspect of their conceptualizations of citizenship was in reference to employment rights and voting, both of which, as we noted above, were virtually non-existent in the CLB.


Needs assessment has always been an integral component of second language curricula and syllabus design (e.g. Nation & Macalister, 2010).  In our examination of citizenship education needs in the Canadian ESL context, a fundamental question is how (or by whom) such needs are defined.  The CLB, tended to approach “Canadian-ness” in terms of normative standards, including various forms of social behavior, which could be taken to imply the existence of a dominant and singular culture to which second language learners have to conform.  To reiterate: citizenship rights at the basic level of English language proficiency found no place in the document.  Rights related to voting, employment or group membership were virtually non-existent.  The participants in the above-cited study, however, spoke of being Canadian predominantly in terms of citizenship rights, multicultural policy and the obligations of being citizens.  As we discuss below, any curriculum based on the concerns of the learners themselves would look very different from one based on the official assessment/ curriculum document.   


 A parallel here can be made with the way in which needs analyses have been problemitized in workplace settings.  As Jasso-Aguliar (1999) points out, unbalanced distributions of power have rarely been questioned by researchers examining how goals and objectives are determined in vocational training contexts.  All too often, the opinions of employers and other powerful outsiders are privileged over those expressed by workers and less powerful insiders.  As a result, second language programming goals in the workplace are skewed towards the needs of managers and not those workers actually taking the training. 


As a stand-alone text, content analyses of the CLB—of tasks and themes stated, implied and concealed—provide numerous examples to support its depiction as a hidden curriculum (Jackson, 1968), one that promotes a dutiful, obedient and passive engagement with the politics of the nation-state.  Analyses on these terms alone, however, might not provide a complete understanding of the full range of coercive processes involved, or the whole array of techniques through which institutional power is exercised in liberal democratic societies.  That is, while it is important to critique the propositional content of a document such as CLB, such critiques are easily allayed through the strategic expansion and inclusion of items identified as necessary for participatory citizenship practices.  Indeed, evidence of this occurrence can be found in subsequent LINC curriculum documents (e.g. Toronto Catholic District School Board, 2000) that include explicit themes and related tasks that are critical-analytic and participatory in relation to Canadian society. 


As to whether such themes are merely ornamental—window-dressing to placate academics and community activists concerned with immigrant settlement—is a complex question worth considering.  For example, Pinet’s (2006) study of the production, interpretation and implementation of a LINC document arising from the CLB describes how one teacher created her own transformative syllabus, exploring issues of racism and sexism in Canadian society based on the presence of “human rights” and “workers’ rights” as thematic inclusions in the LINC 4-6 guidelines.  Though this utilization of the guidelines was perceived as too ideological and/or marginal to students’ needs by some colleagues, the fact that she was able to correlate her syllabus to explicit themes in the guidelines served to legitimize her more critical approach.  Still, as Pinet shows, she is only one of six informants to interpret the document in a transformative way.  The other five used relatively more passive, transmission-based approaches in implementing ESL citizenship material.  Choices present do not necessarily translate into choices taken. 

Clearly, there exists a whole array of identity-forming discourses that condition the range of meanings practitioners generate in their interactions with curricula.  Nation-state power, in this respect, is deployed and negotiated not only in the content on display in an official document but also in the local strategies that manage the document’s reception, the inter-textual and contextual conditions through which preferred meanings are validated and particular social practices legitimized.  Through this articulation—whereby curricular documents, funding policies, and prevailing attitudes around language education work in concert—the passivity of a hidden curriculum may persist in spite of cosmetic changes made to its appearance.  In this sense, Canadian ESL policy structures can be seen as mitigating against critical practices that address social inequalities, hence reinforcing a hierarchical structure to Canadian citizenship that exists both within the nation state (Bannerji, 2000) and within a globalized frame (Stansiulis & Bakan, 2003).  These tendencies are discussed in more detail by Morgan (2002). 
In the Classroom: Exploring Critical Citizenship

We conclude this article with a discussion of how alternative curriculum designs and exemplary classroom practice can address the concerns we have outlined above.  First, we will briefly describe a case study below which looks at critical citizenship instruction in a Chinese settlement agency in Toronto that co-sponsors several LINC and provincially funded adult ESL classes.  Notably, many of the students in Morgan’s class
 had recently immigrated to Canada from Hong Kong in advance of China’s 1997 re-acquisition.  The political stability they sought, however, was undermined by an imminent referendum on the province of Quebec’s separation from the Canadian federation, a development frequently raised and questioned in the mixed-level (intermediate to advanced) ESL class Morgan taught: “Would Canadians go to war to prevent Quebec’s separation?  What would happen to the Canadian dollar?”  Like most Canadians, students were unsure of what the actual referendum question meant.  Similarly, the meaning and implications of words such as sovereign and sovereignty in comparison to independence or separation were particularly confusing, as witnessed by the number of students searching in their bilingual Chinese-English dictionaries for explanations.


Morgan made this the focus of a lesson, drawing on students’ L1 literacy strategy of “bottom-up” or “lexis-centred” reading (Parry, 1996; Bell; 1995).  Through their use of bilingual dictionaries and the application of decompositional strategies based on L1 word formation (see e.g. Zhou & Marslen-Wilson, 1994), several students discovered and debated intrinsic word properties that they saw as contributing to the political controversy surrounding the referendum question.  The class discussion soon shifted towards broader concerns—debates over how Canada should respond to the outcome of a ‘yes’ vote, and to comparisons with Hong Kong post-1997.  These discussions were remarkable for their unprecedented level of engagement with social issues and the complex and often contradictory negotiations of transnational identities taking place (i.e. to what extent are we now Chinese and Canadian?).  Much of the dictionary work and small group conversations took place in L1, but as a foundation for whole class, L2 discussions, in which stronger English-speakers helped out weaker ones in expressing their views in the target language.  


In sum, this example of participatory citizenship in a L2 was enabled by L1 use and traditional L1 literacy strategies, a classroom approach notably absent in the CLB document.  What might be observed—indeed stigmatized—as methodologically and acquisitionally remedial (i.e. bilingual dictionary translation), or indicative of a lower-order cognitive task (i.e. decoding) through a CLB framework, was re-contextualized in ways that enhanced critical engagement and an understanding of language and power around the Quebec referendum that could exceed the ideological awareness of native speakers and longstanding citizens.  Such outcomes were not unexpected in that the lesson itself reflected a teaching approach that Morgan (2002) describes as a community-based pedagogy for adult ESL.  A key aspect of this approach is that social needs/issues should be conceptualized as equal to, and sometimes prior to linguistic concerns, narrowly defined.  Towards this end, greater allowance for L1 use, bilingual or translanguaging practices (Creese & Blackledge, 2010) is encouraged in order to enhance the participatory voice of newcomers, which may subsequently add further incentive to acquire the rhetorical and structure components of the target/dominant language. 


Our focus on the exemplary classroom practice above draws attention to current challenges and gaps in the field.  For one, it seems paradoxical to be promoting participatory citizenship in ESL within societies notable for their declining participation in conventional public practices of democracy (i.e. voting, membership in formal political parties).  While such educational resources might first appear as exclusively serving the integration needs of newcomers, they should also be seen as reminding the native born of the privilege of being Canadian or American.  In this respect, “participatory” practices in ESL—and the lavish public display of flag-waving citizenship ceremonies—serve the additional function of countering political cynicism and indifference in the general populace by suggesting the intrinsic value of citizenship conferred (Honig, 2001).


At the same time, we have argued that policy and curricula should not be evaluated in textual isolation.  Policy-makers may appear to respond constructively to stakeholder criticism and address existing gaps through the inclusion of more participatory content yet deny the material resources necessary for the development and realization of such content in classroom settings.  The Canadian research cited in this article strongly corroborates this type of situation and its pedagogical effects (Burnaby, 2008; Haque & Cray, 2007).  Professional insecurity and poor working conditions are the norm for non-credit adult ESL programming.  As noted, scarcity of Canadian-specific resources (Thomson & Derwing, 2004) and the lack of paid professional development opportunities also mean that critical citizenship materials and locally relevant lesson plans are less likely to be generated.  In the Canadian context, as well, existing funding models in which minimum attendance numbers must be maintained serve to prioritize lower level ESL and LINC programs, where survival English skills and the most basic and passive forms of task-based citizenship instruction in L2 are likely to occur.  More advanced ESL students—those most capable of critical inquiry and active citizenship in a L2—are also the most likely to leave a LINC class on short notice when job opportunities arise. For those who remain in lower level classes, an additional obstacle may arise through interactions with teachers whose ESL preparation has been informed by dominant monolingual ideologies, English-only approaches, and subtractive bilingual models in the TESOL field, all of which may serve to devalue the students’ knowledge, political experiences and insights as might be expressed through their L1. 

These are the concerns that are explicitly raised in the Ontario LINC 4 & 5 Curriculum Guidelines, and inform a set of cautions that the authors raise in its introduction: 
using the Canadian Language Benchmarks to develop these curriculum guidelines imposes certain limitations.  Competencies that may be more suitable to particular topics could not be used because they do not correspond to the Benchmarks assigned to LINC 4 and 5.  For example, International Human Rights, Native Peoples and National Unity do not easily lend themselves to the pragmatic, functional competencies described in the CLB at these levels and are more suited to competencies such as critical analysis (Reading, Benchmark 9) or expressing and analyzing opinions (Listening/Speaking, Benchmark 8).  Consequently, these topics may not have been addressed as profoundly as the issues warrant but were included anyway because learners expressed an interest in them. (Hajer, et al., 1999)

In this passage, the authors noted the subordination of socially relevant content (i.e. citizenship) to particular language ideologies, such as monolingual instruction and maximum L2 exposure within the CLB and consciously chose to ignore these limitations.  As they argue, meaningful citizenship content would not have found a place within the Ontario LINC 4 & 5 Curriculum Guidelines (or any other document informed by the CLB) without their conscious decision to ignore the implied connection found within the CLB between citizenship rights and English language fluency.  This demonstrates that the promotion of critical citizenship in ESL programs and classrooms is dependent on an awareness of larger social contexts and how textual and extra-textual factors can impact upon second language pedagogy in both productive and restrictive ways. 


Another crucial issue for the ESL classroom involves our response to students’ own expressions of indifference or resistance when presented with critical citizenship resources that we have created or endorsed.  Not all L2 students value time spent on civic or public concerns.  The notion of politics can invoke painful memories for some or a sense of inadequacy in others based on prior identity experiences (e.g. gender, race) and/or ascribed roles in which public participation is discouraged or prohibited.  Still, the student who at one moment claims, “I am not interested in politics” can show a remarkable propensity to debate so-called domestic affairs at the next.  Lankshear and Knobel (1997) address this issue by recommending a more “holistic” approach, in which the personal and the political are more closely and deliberately aligned in the promotion of critical literacies and active citizenship: 
Struggles within the private sphere to win a more equitable distribution of domestic work and decision-making power inside the family, and struggle by migrants to negotiate a viable and satisfying identity within their new life situation, become facets of actively constructing and practicing citizenship. (Lankshear & Knobel, 1997,  p. 101)

This conflation of the personal and political is an area of particular strength within critical ESL pedagogies, especially through illustrated in the work of feminist scholars whose perspectives on critical narrative and L2 autobiography have illuminated social inequities in unique ways unmet through conventional modes of inquiry (see e.g. Steinman, 2005; Vandrick, 2009).  The challenge for teachers, as this research indicates, is to find ways of building upon the private, everyday concerns of students and connecting them to issues of equity and social justice in the broader community.  It is a challenge that emphasizes the local agency of teachers and the need for teacher educators to enhance this capacity in TESOL pre-service and in-service programming (Morgan, 2010).  It is a challenge and an opportunity that both of us look forward to exploring further in our research and teaching. 
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