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Review of ‘Factors Affecting Language Learning’
 by Lightbown and Spada (2011)

Second language (L2) learning is a complex process, and not all L2 learners master a native-like or proficient level as the first (L1) learners. The article written by Lightbown, P.M. 6and Spada, N(2011) looks into earlier research about factors that may lead to more or less successful language learning, and analyzes whether and how the facts possibly affect the rate and ultimate success in L2 learning. 
I. Overview on the work by Lightbown and Spada
Lightbown and Spada (2011) discuss six categories of effects including intelligence, aptitude, personalities, motivation, learner preferences and beliefs, and age. 
1. Intelligence 
Lightbown and Spada (2011) point that though IQ scores were found to be a good means of predicting learner’s, these measures of intelligence proved to be much more related to certain kinds of L2 abilities such as reading, grammar, and vocabulary, rather than to others such as oral communications. Lightbown and Spada (2011)  suggest that intelligence, as measured by verbal IQ, may make effects in learning conditions that involves rules and language analysis, but plays less important role in communication and interaction. 
Further, Lightbown and Spada (2011) note that not all individuals’ abilities and strengths could be measured by traditional IQ tests. Many students succeed in L2 learning, though their academic performance seem to be weak. 


2. Aptitude 
Concerning aptitude, which is marked by the ability to ‘learning quickly’, Lightbown and Spada (2011) analyse two types of aptitude tests: Modern Language Aptitude Test (MLAT) and the Pimsleur Language Aptitude Battery (PLAB). Both tests view aptitude composed of the ability to (1) identify and memorize new sounds; (2) understand the function of particular words in sentences; (3) figure out grammatical rules from language samples; and (4) memorize new words.
Though earlier research had found a substantial relationship between performance on the MLAT / PLAB and performance in foreign language learning, these studies, Lightbown and Spada (2011) point out that the studies has their limitation because they were conducted when the Grammar-Translation and Audiolingual method were popular at that time. It may be different when it comes to more communicative approach which focuses more on meaning rather than on drills or metalinguistic explanations. Therefore, more studies are needed to see whether such abilities, such as the ability to ‘identify and memorize new sounds' play a role when classroom instructions are meaning oriented. 
Lightbown and Spada (2011) think that a good understanding on the components of aptitude may help teachers know about learners' profiles of strengths and weaknesses and use this information to match with compatible teaching programs, or arrange a variety of activities sufficiently to accommodate leaners with different aptitude repertoire if they have no such information.  

3. Personality 
Though a number of personality characteristics such as traits of extroverts, inhibition, self-esteem etc. had been studied and argued to affect L2 learning, Lightbown and Spada (2011) point out that some are not convincing and even contradictory. For example, researches do not always support the idea that an extroverted person shows apparent advantages in language learning and many successful learners get low scores on measures of extroversion.
Lightbown and Spada (2011) give explanations on the problems involved in research. The first problem is the identification and measurement of personal characteristics. It’s impossible to directly observe and meterage qualities such as extroversion, self-esteem, or intelligence. Another reason for the contradictory findings is that personality variables may play roles only in the acquisition of communicative ability, but not in the acquisition of literacy skills such as grammatical accuracy or metalinguistic knowledge. 

4. Motivation 
Lightbown and Spada (2011) conclude that the research fail to indicate precisely how language learning is correlated with motivation. And it’s hard to tell whether it is motivation that contributes to successful learning or successful learning enhances the degree to motivation, or both are influenced by other factors.
Lightbown and Spada (2011) suggest that motivation is a complex phenomenon that is correlated with the learners’ communicative needs and attitudes towards the language, and so there are two type of motivation-integrative and instrumental motivation, which is initially proposed by Robert Gardner and Wallace Lambert’s (1972). Both types of motivation have been shown to be of benefit to L2 learning. Another factor needs to consider is social dynamics and power relationships between the two languages, which also affect motivation. 
In a review of the work in pedagogy, Lightbown and Spada (2011) give some suggestions for L2 teachers to motivate students to learn in classroom. Included are 1) warming up the class; 2) Varying the types of activities, tasks, and materials, 3) creating more co-operative rather than competitive atmosphere.

5. Learner preferences and beliefs
Lightbown and Spada (2011) comments that investigation on the role of preferences or beliefs in L2 acquisition is not much, and there is a need for more research in this field. Teachers should use all methods available to suit the needs of all learners with different learning styles and preferences. 

6. Age  
Whether there is the critical period in L2 development has been a controversial question. Lightbown and Spada (2011) looks into earlier researches of the relationship between age of acquisition and L2 learning development. Some findings support CPH, such as Mark Patkowski’s study in 1980 on the spoken English of 67 immigrants who came to the United States at various ages, Johnson and Newport’s study in 1989 on intuitions of grammaticality of 46 Chinese and Korean speakers at an American university with various age of arrival in the United States. Some findings do not support the Critical Period Hypothesis. For example, Snow and Hoefnagel-Höhle’s (1978) one-year study of a group of English speakers (child, adolescent and adult) who were learning Dutch as L2 and comparing their rate and eventual attainment in language learning. 
Lightbown and Spada (2011) think the same results may be interpreted from different point of view. For the phenomenon of age-effect in L1 and L2 acquisition, it may due to other conditions or constraints besides the possible biological-difference proposed by the Critical Period Hypothesis. As for the best age for L2 acquisition to start, Lightbown and Spada (2011) think there is no simple answer and it depends on whether native-like mastery of the second language is the educational aims.
 
II. Discussion 
I do not completely agree with Lightbown and Spada (2011)’ s view in saying that ‘early intensive exposure to the second language may cause the loss or incomplete development of the child's first language’ (2011, p9).  
There has been a worry in that learning a second language may interfere with first language acquisition. This worry is based on an assumption that the two languages exist together in “balance” in the thinking quarters of a child, which is pictured as having two less filled or half less filled balloons in the bilingual child’s head (Baker 2001: p163) The ‘room’ for languages operating is restricted, so, as the second language balloon grows bigger, the first language balloon reduces in size. This is the model of “Separate Underlying Proficiency Model of Bilingualism”. (Cummins 1980a，cited in Baker 2001) . 
The “balloon” idea seeing the two language operating separately without transferring appears to be plausible but do not fit the facts. Mechelli (2004, cited in Baker 2014) compared a group of monolinguals, and bilinguals on their brain structure and found that learning a second language increases the density of the brain’s gray matter. This implies that rather than a second language develops at the cost of the first language, it is more likely to provide thinking advantages and has positive effects on language development, including on the first language.
An alternative idea is “Common Underlying Proficiency Model” (CUP) that is postulated by Cummins (1980a, 1981a, cited in Baker 2001. See below). According to this theory, languages do not operate separately in the cognitive system, but ‘transfer readily and are interactive’. 

[image: ]Fig 1 Separate Underlying Proficiency Model of Bilingualism (SUP) and Common Underlying Proficiency (CUP) (Cummins, 1980a, 1981a, (Baker 2001:164)
The ‘Common Underlying Proficiency Model’ is pictured as below (Baker 2001, 2014). A bilingual child’s two languages are separate in conversation, just like two separate iceberg above the water line. Underneath the surface, the two icebergs are fused. The two languages do not operate separately, but with easy transfer of concepts and knowledge through the same central processing system in the brain. 
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     Figure 2 Principal axes of bilingual/immersion education 
(Ofelica Garcia & Angel M. Y.Lin & Stepon May (2017, p89)
So it’s not the case that the brain has limited amount of room to store two languages. On the contrary, there is enough capacity of cerebral living quarters for two and more languages. 
Bilingual education has a long history with 5000 or more years (Mackey, 1978, Baker, 2001). Below (Table1, Baker, 2001) is a collection of major types Bilingual education that was initially classified by Mackey (1978, Baker, 2001). There is also a substantial number of research on bilingual Education effectiveness in literature, from which we may get some hints on the relationship between the two languages and see whether the results support the idea of ‘balance’ idea. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]A typical example of immersion bilingual education is Canadian educational experiments, which started in St Lambert in 1965 (Lambert& Tucker 1972; Rebuffot 1993, Baker 2001). A major aim of the program was for the learners to become bilingual and bicultural without loss of achievement. The St Lambert experiment showed success with the educational aims were smoothly met. The French was not hindered by the immersion experience. The outcomes was noted by Tucker and d’Anglejan (1972, p. 19, cited in Baker 2001) as follows:
‘the experimental students appear to be able to read, write, speak, understand, and use English as well as youngsters instructed in English in the conventional manner. In addition and at no cost they can also read, write, speak and understand French in a way that English students who follow a traditional program of French as a second language never do.’
The success of St Lambert experiment stimulates more similar bilingual education throughout the world, and with similar success. For example, In Catalonia, Spanish speaking children under the immersion program not only become competent in Catalan, but also in Spanish (Baker 2001). 
In addition to immersion program, other types such as maintenance and heritage language, two-way language, mainstream and transitional bilingual education, all of which indicate that the second language can be successfully learned alongside the first language, and the two languages can develop interdependently with no long-term cost to each other. 
  It needs to note that, not all the ten types of bilingual education program show satisfying results. Research show that subtractive program like Submission, and Submission With Withdrawal Classes find it difficult to produce much less satisfying bilingual children . For example, Thomas, and collier (2002, García,2017) made a longitude study on 210 thousands language minority students under various program in US public schools, including full immersion program in a minority language programm(Spanish only), two-way program( both Spanish and English were used), ESL(English as a second language), and mainstream submersion( English-only) program. Thomas, and collier (2002, García 2017) found that students in submission class fall behind their peers in strong bilingual programs. This is because ‘their low level of proficiency in English limit their ability to cope with curriculum materials’ (. In case that the first language is the minority language in individuals, the balance of language experience needs tilting in favor of the minority language especially in the early years.  


Table 1 Bilingual education program (Baker 2001) 
	Type of Program
	Typical Type of Child
	Language of The Classroom
	Social & Education Aim
	Aim in the Outcome

	Immersion
	Language Majority
	Bilingual With Initial Emphasis On L2 
	Pluralism And Enrichment 
	Bilingualism & Biliteracy  

	Maintenance/
Heritage Language 
	Language Minority 
	Bilingual With Initial Emphasis On L1 
	Maintenance Pluralism and Enrichment 
	Bilingualism & Biliteracy    

	Two-Way/Due Language
	Language Minority & Majority 
	Minority & Majority
	Maintenance Pluralism And Enrichment
	Bilingualism & Biliteracy  

	Mainstream Bilingual 
	Language Majority
	Two Majority Languages 
	Maintenance Pluralism And Enrichment
	Bilingualism & Biliteracy    

	Mainstream With FLT
	Language Majority  
	Majority Language With L2/FL 
	Limited Enrichment 
	Limited
Bilingualism  

	Separatist 
	Language Minority 
	Minority Language Out Of Choice
	Detached
/Autonomy
	Limited
Bilingualism    

	Transitional 
	Language Minority 
	Moves From Minority To Majority Language 
	Assimilation 
	Relative Monolingualism

	Submission
/Structured Immersion
	Language Minority 
	Majority Language 
	Assimilation 
	Monolingualism  

	Submission With 
Withdrawal Classes
	Language Minority 
	Majority Language With ‘Pull-Out’L2 Lessons
	Assimilation 
	Monolingualism  

	Segregationist 
	Language Minority
	Minority Language (Forced )
	Apartheid
	Monolingualism
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