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Abstract
Approaches to Second Language teaching have been changing over time. The pivotal force behind the changes globally has been the quest for the best approach. New methods have emerged as old ones are discarded, with less prospects to achieve the best. This paper revisits the chronology of events characterizing the war of methods globally, and highlights key current issues underlining English language teaching in Tanzanian secondary schools. Central to the battle on methods is the need for proper preparation of English language teachers amid claims that their linguistic and methodological standards have been on the decline over decades. Indeed, the switch to competence-based curriculum (CBC) in the current English language curriculum in Tanzanian system of education invariably calls for an assessment of the Second Language teaching profession in the ‘post-method’ era.
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1. Introduction
This paper addresses one of the major topics in the current state of Second Language (L2) teaching in secondary schools: the shifting paradigms, across the world. The need for a broader context derives from the fact that the practice of language teaching—specifically modern language teaching globally—has experienced significant changes over time. Richards and Rodgers (2001) put into record that the different teaching approaches and methods that have emerged in the last sixty or so years have in common the belief that if language learning is to be improved, it will come about through changes and improvements in teaching methodology. Looking at the series of changes in the global Second Language teaching pedagogy and practices, one sees an interesting sketch of what Albert Marckwardt (Brown, 2007:17) refers to as “changing winds and shifting sands” of language teaching over years in which language teachers have been at loggerheads in search of the lasting solution to Second Language[footnoteRef:2] learning. [2: In the contemporary language teaching profession, ‘Second Language’ (L2) refers to any language learned after one has acquired the First Language (L1). Second Language is normally acquired through formal schooling different from the First Language which is acquired at home and without formal schooling. Thus, English is referred to as the Second Language when used in the context of Tanzania secondary education where it is also the Language of Instruction (LOI). In multilingual communities, it is common to have people with two Second Languages. It is traditional not to talk about ‘Third Language’ although people can talk about ‘Foreign Language’ (FL) to refer to Second Language. ] 


In Tanzania, the Ministry of Education and Vocational Training (MoEVT) has as well made attempts to shift English language instructional designs in line with changes in the general educational curriculum orientations (MoEVT, 2013). The recent change to competence-based curriculum (CBC) beginning in 2005 (MoEVT, 2013) reflects, in part, the global shifts taking place in the country, or more so at the local level. The current emphasis in English language teaching is building communicative competences in students. In the international arena, contemporary language teaching professionals have equally been working on shifting paradigms in the Second Language teaching to encompass competence-based approaches in order to achieve communicative competences in language learners (Richards & Rodgers, 2008; Richards & Renandya, 2002; Cook, 2008; Brown, 2002, 2007). Indeed, to Second Language teachers, adapting and innovating better modern language teaching approaches such as the communicative language teaching have been a crucial factor. 

Right from the humble beginning with grammar translation approach, language teaching has witnessed new methods coming into use while, at the same time, old methods being abandoned. This paper revisits the genesis and the evolution of what can be dubbed as the ‘war’ of methods: the process which has characterized the language teaching practice to the present era; popularly known as the ‘post-method’ era. The reason has been reiterated, that is, the search for more involving context-specific and method prescription-free approaches that would free teachers from strict prescriptions imposed by methods and; at the same time, provide the best Second Language teaching output. 

The concern with the output of language teaching has always been the focus in the process of protracted changes and shifts in Second Language (L2) teaching methods. The main argument put forward to justify the changes is to improve both linguistic and communicative competences of the learners. The educational curriculum in Tanzania clearly stipulates that recent change to CBC in the educational curriculum and the subsequent English language syllabus has been to build in school leavers requisite communicative competences that the labour market needs (MoEVT, 2013, 2010, 2009a, 2009b, 2007a, 2007b, 2007c, 2005). 

However, as Second Language teachers attempt to do away with methods and the assumptions therein, literature shows that informed Second Language teaching would hardly survive devoid of principled accounts and application of some past methods. Richards and Renandya (2002:11) point out that “... it is the cumulative body of knowledge and principles that enable teachers as ‘technicians’ in the classroom to diagnose the needs of students, to treat the students with successful pedagogical techniques, and to assess the outcome of those treatments.” It can then be observed that some aspects of the previous methods eras would always haunt the proceedings in Second Language teaching for years to come. And what is seen as detaching from methods would actually be seen as attempts to translate past methodical paradigms into modern global needs.

This paper is organized into six main sections with the first section introducing the subject. The second section provides the background to the historiography of Second Language teaching—methodical development. The third section treats the common assumptions of Second Language teaching. The fourth section analyzes the communicative language teaching (CLT), which forms a transition from the methods era to post-method era. The fifth section looks into the post-method era. The sixth section surveys different scenarios in the current teaching experiences in terms of actual language teaching; and the last section is the conclusion. 
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The historiography of Second Language (L2) teaching profession indicates that the time-line of Second Language teaching has undergone constant changes beginning in the mid-1880s to the present time. The trace of the major developments in language teaching, according to Richards and Rodgers (2008), can be divided into three main epochs—the pre-methods era, the methods era, and the post-method era—each with definable theoretical and pedagogical assumptions. The pre-method era refers to the period before 1940s, tracing early attempts to teach classical languages like Latin from 1820s with the grammar translation, reform movements and the direct method as key approaches to languages teaching. 

The methods era spans roughly between 1950s and 1980s. Richards and Rodgers (2008) describe this era as the most active period in the history of approaches and methods in Second Language teaching.  During this period the audio-lingual method and the situational method emerged. In the 1980s the two methods were superseded by the communicative approach, also called the communicative language teaching (CLT), whose influence in language teaching has stood the test of time to the present. During the same period, other methods such as the silent way, the natural approach, and total physical response, emerged. The third era is what has been called the ‘post-method’ era, spanning from 1990s to the present (Littlewood, 2011; Cook, 2008; Brown, 2002, 2007; Richards & Rodgers, 2008). 

Brown (2000, 2002), Richards and Rodgers (2008), and Littlewood (2011) suggest that the changing faces of the Second Language teaching approaches have been the result of the ‘search’ for a one-size-fits-all method. Brown (2000, 2002) points out that the changing faces of language teaching was triggered by the search for a single, ideal method generalizable across widely varying audiences that would successfully teach students a foreign language in the classroom. In this search, Second Langauge professionals wanted to come up with one method or approach that would ensure that learners acquired the required linguistic proficiency levels within the shortest time possible. In other words, Second Language teachers were dissatisfied with having to make decisions on one method or the other before classroom teaching. What teachers wanted was one method that would permanently inform efficient Second Language teaching.

This search for a one-size-fits-all method sparked reactions and disagreements on several issues related to the methodology of, and the assumptions about, language and language teaching. The reactions resulted into what has been called ‘war of methods’, with each method with its theoretical and pedagogical assumptions competing and battling the previous one. Brown (2007:18) quotes Albert Marckwardt who compared these competing forces as “changing winds and shifting sands,” viewing the battles of methods as a cyclical pattern in which a new or ‘hybrid’ method of teaching Second Language emerged about every quarter of a century. In this process, each new method broke from the old but took with it some of the positive aspects of the previous practices. 

There is need to revisit a couple of important milestones of the changing winds so as to appreciate the cyclical nature of the shifting paradigms. Brown (2007), for instance, points out that the audio-lingual method, which was a reaction against the direct method, borrowed tenets from the same direct method, while breaking away entirely from the grammar-translation paradigm that existed before the direct method. Surprisingly, he says, within a short time the audio-lingual method critics were advocating more attention to rules and to cognitive code of language, which, to some, smacked a return to grammar translation; thus completing the cycle of the shifting sands of the time.  The final blow in the same chain of competing forces came in 1990s against the most celebrated communicative language teaching (CLT) approaches, leading to the emergence of an epoch dubbed ‘post-method’ era of language teaching, which seemed to embrace a number of ‘good’ practices from almost every predecessor.

Despite competing methods, there has equally been longstanding account of wars on defining what the method is—the battle of terminology. Albeit reactions, the definition by Anthony (1963) remains widely quoted in language teaching curricula. Anthony (1963) defines a method in relation to two other educational terms—approach and technique. In his definition, he sees a method as an overall plan for systematic presentation of language in the classroom based on a selected approach. He proceeds to define an approach as a set of assumptions dealing with the nature of language, learning and teaching. He finally points out that a method is mapped in to classroom activities under the name of techniques, which are, again, consistent with both the method and the approach. 

Richards and Rodgers (2008:19), argue that Anthony’s arrangement—approach, method, and technique—is hierarchical in that “an approach is axiomatic, a method is procedural,” and that “within one approach, there can be many methods.” This assumes that within one approach to language and language teaching there can be several procedures. In a view which suggests concurring with Anthony, they observe that a technique “is implementational since it defines that which actually takes place in a classroom.” According to Anthony (1963), a technique is a collection of particular tricks, stratagems, or contrivances used to accomplish an immediate objective. By immediate objective Anthony means the actual teaching in the classroom. Translating these notions into teaching practice, therefore, a technique would define a set of individual activities through which teachers guide learners to accomplish some language tasks. 

In translating Anthony’s three terms, Richards and Rodgers (2008) reformulated the former concept of method, approach, and technique. In their reformulation, the three terms were respectively renamed approach, design, and procedure (Brown, 2007; Richards & Rodgers, 2008), with method being used as an umbrella term; or—using Brown’s terminology—a superordinate term. In their definition, method was an umbrella term for the specification and interrelation of theory and practice. An approach came to define assumptions, beliefs, and theories about the nature of language and language learning. Designs came to define specification of those theories to classroom materials and activities. Finally, procedures came to refer to the techniques and practices that are derived from one’s approach and design. Thus, the term method came to illustrate the three-step nature of language teaching that begins with identifying approach, selecting designs, and finally undertaking procedures necessary for classroom realization. The three step nature of method is summarized from Richards and Rodgers (2002:33) below. 
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Different from the method illustration of Richards and Rodgers, Prabhu (1990) considers method a combination of both classroom activities and the theory that informs them. Whe commenting on classroom procedures, Marton (1988) refers to them as teaching strategies. He points out that there are four teaching strategies: the receptive strategy, which relies primarily on listening; the communicative strategy, in which students learn by attempting to communicate; the reconstructive strategy, in which the student participates in reconstructive activities based on a text; and the eclectic strategy, which combines two or more of the others. Allen, Swain, Harley, and Cummins (1990) distinguish experiential activities, which rely on language use within a situation, from analytic activities, which use language study and practice. Although there is some disagreement on what to consider method there is some agreement on what constitute procedures or classroom activities which surface under different labels such as strategies, techniques, or simply activities. 

Brown (2002) notes that despite these and a handful of other attempted definitions, language teaching professionals still commonly refer to methods in terms of Anthony’s (1963) earlier understanding, and this is the position of this paper. The paper considers audio-lingual method, the direct method, the silent way or suggestopedia, among others of these types as different methods and products of language teaching history. 

[bookmark: _Toc375116231][bookmark: _Toc400006867][bookmark: _Toc400102856][bookmark: _Toc400532515][bookmark: _Toc401926658][bookmark: _Toc401927800]3. Common Assumptions of Language Teaching
Paradigm shift in language teaching pedagogy has a lot of bearing on assumptions of teaching language. When professionals engaged in a war of methods competing and conspiring against each other, behind every reaction were a set of assumptions that fuelled opposition and led to total rejection of an older method. Cook (2008) points out that the revolt in the last quarter of the nineteenth century against the stultifying methods of grammatical explanation and translation of texts, which were then popular, affected language teaching in the twentieth century. The assumptions behind the rejection of grammatical explanation and translation of classical literary works were that language is primarily spoken; hence paying much attention to grammatical explanation and translation was seen as missing the target. Contrary to translation practices, pioneers of the revolution then emphasized the spoken language and the naturalness of language learning. They also insisted on the importance of using Second Language in the classroom rather than the first. Cook (2008) points out that these beliefs are largely with us today, either explicitly instilled into teachers, or just taken for granted. Some of the common assumptions are discussed in this section.

First assumption: the basis for language teaching is the spoken, not the written language. One of the major characteristics of the 19th century revolution in teaching was the emphasis on the spoken with the argument that language is basically spoken. Linguists are well aware of the fact that that the written code is a contemporary innovation when compared to the spoken which has existed since man stated speaking. Cook (2008) says one of the reasons for the shift of emphasis from written code to spoken code of language was that the advocates of spoken language were phoneticians. These people, according to Cook (2008), introduced speech-predominant audio-lingual and audio-visual methods, which emphasized presenting spoken language from tape before learners encountered the written form. Methods that followed audio-lingual and audio-visual methods had different assumptions, but the spoken aspect of language learning has remained unchanged to the present. An instance of the post audio-lingual and audio-visual methods is the communicative method which despite the goal to make learners writing communicators it puts more emphasis on speech communication. Other methods that insist on spoken language are the total physical response and the recent task-based learning. It has been observed that in using these methods, the amount of teaching time that teachers pay to pronunciation far outweighs that which is given to spelling.

Second assumption: teachers and students should use the Second Language (L2) rather than the First Language (L1) in the classroom. This assumption also came as a reaction to the late 19th century classical grammar translation techniques, which insisted on translation work as the vantage point of language teaching. The advocates of using target language (TL) in teaching introduced the direct method and Berlitz method, which presuppose learners to be encouraged to communicate in TL during learning. The assumption behind using the target language is that Second Language is learned best through using the language itself to express thoughts. This suggests that the grammar translation method with its insistence on translating scholarly texts to or from one mother tongue to the target language lost credibility when this assumption was advocated. The shift of this paradigm – from learning language using the mother tongue (as in the grammar translation method) to using the target language, made the direct method and Berlitz methods more popular among language teaching professionals of the time. 

Today, the emphasis on the direct method or the Bertliz method is not motivated by the rejection of translating classic literary or academic works alone but mitigating the so called adverse impact of the mother tongue onto the target language. Applied linguists have coined the word mother tongue interference to express a phenomenon whereby mother tongue is claimed to be responsible for ineffective learning of the target language. Indeed, there is much emphasis on using English (TL) in Tanzanian secondary schools because of the assumption that the use of First Language (L1) like Swahili forms formidable interference.  Currently, several secondary schools implement English language policy to institutionalize the use of English in school compounds. The major reason behind this approach is to provide room for students to practice English language while in school campuses. 

In countries like Tanzania where English is not the language that is used to buy things in markets places, talk to daladala (commuter buses) conductors, or write statements in police stations (Lwaitama and Rugemalira, 1990), institutionalizing the use of English in schools is seen as justifiable solution. The realm of English Language Teaching Support Project – ELTSP (1987-1996) witnessed a lot of activities to revamp ailing English standards among teachers and learners (Malekela, 2003; Rubagumya, 1990). This period saw secondary schools adopting language policies like kipande ‘English block’ (Rubagumya, 2003), and ‘Speak English Rule’ (Malekela, 2003) in order to discourage use of languages other than English, and to revitalize such language related activities as debates and debate competitions within schools and among several neighbouring schools.  Despite several other reasons to discourage First Language (L1) in Second Language classrooms, many Second Language classes justifiably avoid L1 for practical reasons, whether because of the mixed languages of the students, or because of the teachers’ ignorance of the students’ first languages.

Third assumption: teachers should avoid explicit discussion of grammar. Littlewood (Hinkel, 2011) observes that in almost every country, there is a tradition of language teaching that aims to transmit “bits of language just because they exist” without relating them to their meaning or how they are used for communication, adding that the tendency have as well seen teachers embarking on mini-lectures about language as an object with little or no relevance to communication or students’ interest. It is the overreliance of the approach that is deeply concerned with imparting grammatical knowledge of the Second Language rather than ensuring learners use the Second Language for self-expression that has led to recent shifts in both curriculum and syllabus designs in many countries. It suffices to argue that the current shifts are geared towards inclusion of more strategies that would improve students’ ability to communicate than strategies that would improve students’ knowledge about the target language. 

Similar shifts are observed in Tanzania following the recent introduction of CBC (MoEVT, 2013) and syllabuses for both secondary school education and teacher education (MoEVT, 2013, 2010, 2009a, 2009b, 2007a, 2007b, 2007c, 2005). The assumption behind adopting CBC in English language teaching is to impart skills for using the language as a communicative tool rather than knowing the language as a historic artefact. One of the objectives of the English language syllabus for secondary schools (2010, 2005) is to enable the learner to communicate effectively with other speakers of English both inside and outside the country, and to use one’s knowledge of the language to demonstrate awareness and consciousness of the basics of the society and the part an individual can play in its development. These statements of general objectives presuppose the task of using English language to build communicative abilities in students. 

According to these syllabuses, teachers are expected to teach English language using such statements like ‘expressing opinions and feelings’, ‘talking about events’, ‘interpreting literary works’, ‘listening for information from different sources’ and ‘writing appropriate language content and style’ (MoEVT, 2010, 2005). These labels refer to competences to be achieved by learners instead of mastering structural aspects of the target language. With this regard, teachers are advised to avoid mention of explicit topics like simple present tense or future tenses in classrooms. Conversely, teachers have to teach grammar topics inductively through tasks, situations, and simulations with the aim of building abilities for students to confidently express themselves. The present syllabus is designed around competences that student should acquire in the course of studying English language. One of the weaknesses associated with explicit explanation of grammatical rules is that students know about the language but not the language itself.

Cook (2008) points out that the ban on explicit teaching of grammar to students also formed part of the rejection of the old-style methods. As noted above, grammar can be practiced through drills or incorporated within communicative exercises, but should not be explained to students. Proponents of this assumption are of the idea that rules of grammar could be demonstrated through substitution tables or situational cues; but actual rules should not be mentioned. The ordinary level English language syllabus for secondary schools in Tanzania incorporates a list of techniques such as demonstration, dramatization, dialogue, written drills, songs and role plays through which English competences could be built devoid of explicit explanation of grammatical rules (MoEVT, 2010, 2005). One of the arguments against grammar explanation is that conscious knowledge of the rules of grammar does not guarantee actual use of the target language (Second Language) in speech.

Fourth assumption: the aim of language teaching is to make students like native speakers. Stern (1983:341) points out that “... the native speaker’s ‘competence’ or ‘proficiency’ or ‘knowledge’ of the language is a necessary point of reference for the Second Language proficiency concept used in language teaching.” In some circles, the need to get into contact with native speakers becomes a driving force for emphasizing speaking ‘native speaker style’. However, the insistence on teaching proper English in Tanzanian schools has met with difficulties because of inadequate English competences among teachers (Malekela, 2003; Rubagumya, 1990; Criper & Dodd, 1984). The claimed decline of standards of language teachers linguistically and methodologically in secondary schools in Tanzania is, in part, a shortcoming in the norms of native speakers on the linguistic side on the one hand, and pedagogical deficiency on the other (Rubagumya, 1990). 

During the implementation of the English Language Teaching Support Project (ELTSP) in Tanzania, a large bulk of textbooks came from the United Kingdom (Malekela, 2003; Lwaitama & Rugemalira, 1990). These were believed to be more ‘authentic’ since they were written by English native speakers; and the success of language teaching was gauged against the native speaker’s competence reflected in the imported textbooks. Commenting on the content of books imported for ELTSP, Lwaitama and Rugemalira (1990) remarked that cultural appropriateness of some books could be questioned from the ideological view point. Another area where the ‘native speaker’ syndrome is advocated strongly is in nearly all globally recognized English language tests, such as International English Language Testing System (IELTS) and Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL). Both IELTS and TOEFL are based on native speaker’s competence; it does not matter where the testee is from, the testee must be tested based on native speaker’s understanding of the language and native speaker’s proficiency levels. But the question is whether or not foreign learners can achieve the native speaker’s competence. Those who hold this view have to ask themselves if this is a workable goal, and what the benefits would be. 

The scenarios cited above show how the background assumptions on Second Language teaching influence the understanding the entire gamut of Second Language teaching industry in any country or educational institution. The role of Second Language teachers is to work out what they think can work for them to ensure that learners have the ability to communicate, far from considering the native speaker’s competence; they should aim at achieving mutual intelligibility. 

It was noted earlier that CLT coincided with the so-called ‘post-method’ era, thereby forming a transition to the post-method era. It is important to briefly highlight the central tenets of the communicative method before analyzing what comprises the post-method era.
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Beginning the 1980s Second Language teaching methodology was characterized by an emphasis on communicative competence. According to Richards and Rodgers (2008: 151) the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) marked “... the beginning of the major paradigm shift in the 20th century, one whose ramifications continue to be felt today.” The two point out that the move to more communicative approaches to teaching Second Language began in mid-1970s with American and British proponents working toward designing language curriculum[footnoteRef:3] that would aim to make communicative competence the goal of language teaching, and develop procedures for the teaching of language skills—speaking, listening, reading, and writing—that acknowledge the interdependence of language and communication. Littlewood (1981:1) states “... one of the most characteristic features of Communicative Language Teaching is that it pays systematic attention to functional as well as structural aspects of language.” By functional it means situational contexts of language use in which students’ overt linguistic behaviour has to be observed.  [3: Richards and Rodgers (2001), Brown (2007), Cook (2008), and Littlewood (2011) use the terms curriculum and syllabus interchangeably as specifications or ‘designs’ for carrying out a particular language programme. But in Tanzania education system, curriculum (MoEVT, 2013) is expressed in terms of broader national educational aspirations from which syllabuses derive content for carrying out subject-specific programmes. Thus, the curriculum for ordinary level secondary education in Tanzania (2007c) or the curriculum for advanced secondary education in Tanzania (2007a) and the English language syllabus for secondary schools, form I-IV (2010) or the English syllabus for advanced secondary education (2009a) are separate documents.  ] 


The teaching of Second Language, in this sense, does not derive from reading and translating classic literary and religious genre of classical Latin of the olden times. Language teaching does not derive from building cognitive understanding of what the language is about. The CLT is a drive miles away from creating bodies of knowledge to be shelved in university libraries as was witnessed in the grammar translation method. Indeed, this is a drive far from learning everyday sentences by rote and teaching language by modelling and practice as was the case with the direct method. Communicative language learning is a drive far from presenting material in dialogue form, mimicry, and memorization of phrases out of context like parrots as was the case in the audio-lingual method. 

The communicative approach is pegged onto a belief that the primary function of language is communication. As such CLT is seen as an eclectic assortment of traditional and novel approaches based on the tenet of the development in pupils of an ability to communicate in the target language (TL) rather than as a prescriptive method of how to teach Second Languages (Littlewood, 2011). Traditional about CLT is the adherence to the model of Presentation> Practice>Production (PPP) (Pachler & Field, 2001). Pachler and Field (2001) note also that this common, but not universally accepted, framework for Second Language teaching presupposes the need to provide pupils with essential language forms, followed by work on exercises, activities and tasks to enable them to develop effective language habits. The process PPP can be said to be complete when the learners are able to use and manipulate these language forms to satisfy perceived novel needs; that is the production. The PPP model and related teaching and learning activities are illustrated below.
  

	Presentation>>
	Practice>> 
	Production>>

	Teacher presents Target Language (TL) forms in contexts. Pedagogical skills are significant.
	Learners do exercises to simulate & apply forms of language learned. Learning skills are significant.
	Learners manipulate language forms learned in novel situations. Adoptive & adaptive skills are significant.



The PPP model is based on the view of learning as a linear process of understanding, internalizing and activating knowledge; and that the three stages (PPP) are characterized by a gradual movement from high- to relatively low- structure interactions. At different stages of the model, so it is argued, the teacher and the learners assume different roles—model, facilitator, monitor, listener, performer, interactor. At different stages the teacher and the learners feature different activity types—exposition, information gap, role play; and interaction modes—whole class, pair, or small group. 

Different roles, of instance, are observed when the teacher takes the following four roles – first; the group member in discussion, second; the listener when students perform, third; role model when the students observe, and fourth; interactor in dialogue—, these roles define harmonious relations with learners. Pachler and Field (2001) argue that the PPP model, whilst simple, is effective and useful for meeting discrete language objectives. 

The communicative approach represents a redefinition of, and broadening what is deemed to constitute proficiency in Second Language learning. This is the shift from the ability to translate, read and write texts to building the ability to respond, often by way of the spoken word, to aural and oral stimuli. In CLT, ‘authenticity’ of texts and tasks has become increasingly important, as has using TL in ‘real’ contexts for communicative purposes. The focus is on the ability to use the Second Language to communicate personal meaning rather than on knowledge about the language, and there is an emphasis on active participation of learners and language use outside the classroom (Mitchell, 1994). 

In a bid to increase the ability of learners to communicate in the TL, emphasis has increasingly been placed on the use of the language for instruction and interaction. As contact with target language for secondary school pupils invariably comes through language learning, the structured and limited exposure to the target language in classroom environment (rather than acquisition), subconscious development of language skills devoid of formal explanation, the emphasis on target language use and the focus on ‘authentic’ material, can all be seen as an attempt to counterbalance the ‘context-reduced’ (Roberts, 1992:21) nature of the Second Language learning process.
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From 1990s to the present it has been extremely hard to understand in clear terms what specific method characterizes the Second Language teaching industry. The era is called ‘post-method’, being a reaction of its kind against prescriptions imposed by the methodical era, and flaws in the contemporary communicative language teaching method. This understanding is captured by Brown (2007:41) who points out that at this juncture language teachers “... recognize that the diversity of language learners in multiple worldwide contexts demands an eclectic blend of tasks, each tailored for a specified group of learners studying for particular purposes in geographic, social, and political contexts.” Basically, this is the learner-centred approach that demands language teachers to pay attention to individual needs of language learners by incorporating an assortment of activities to make language teaching work. 

Criper and Dodd’s study (1984) on the state of English language teaching and its use in Tanzanian secondary schools found out that declining standards—linguistically and methodologically—of the language teachers contributed to low English proficiency levels among many students. The finding that only about 10 per cent of Form IV students were at a level at which one might expect English medium education to begin was not only shocking but a point of refection on the need for shifting the methodology of English language teaching for the language to remain a viable medium of instructions in Tanzanian schools. Based on the report, a 10 year project—English Language Teaching Support Project (ELTSP)—was implemented jointly by the then Ministry of Education and Culture and the British Council between 1987 and 1996 to improve methodological and linguistic profiles of English language teachers. One fundamental aspect of language teaching strategy undertaken was to detach teachers from methodical prescriptions by emphasizing freedom of language teaching approaches. During the project life, teachers were exposed to more interactive techniques they could adapt to teach English language more effectively. The guiding spirit of the time is provided by Nunan (1991) who observes: 
It has been realized that there never was and probably never will be a method for all, and the focus in recent years has been on the development of classroom tasks and activities which are consonant with what we know about Second Language acquisition and which are also in keeping with the dynamics of the classroom itself (Nunan, 1991:228). 

In general, the post-method era does not ascribe to any past methodical orientation. Harmer (2003) argues that what triggered this new advancement was the failure to categorically define CLT, as he points out that the problem with communicative language teaching is that the term has always meant a multitude of different things to different people. Spada (2007) notes a similar concern when she writes “... what is communicative language teaching? The answer to this question seems to depend on whom you ask.” As a result of this, different scholars came out with different terms or labels, and a set of activities to relate to the communicative language teaching. For example, Byrne (1986) does not use the label communicative to describe his approach, although he describes most of the activities using terms associated with the communicative approach. 

Consequently, language teaching today is not easily categorized into methods and trends. Brown (2002) observes that ironically the whole concept of separate methods is no longer a central issue in language teaching practice and that the century-old obsession and prolonged pre-occupation for better methods has increasingly proved unproductive and misguided. Instead, each teacher is called on to develop a sound overall approach to various language classrooms (Brown, 2000). This approach is a principled basis upon which the teacher can choose particular designs and techniques for teaching a foreign language in a particular context. With this notion in mind, then, such a prospect may seem formidable. There are no instant recipes. No quick and easy method is guaranteed to provide success. Every learner is unique, every teacher is unique, and every context is unique. Brown (2007, 2000) points out that the task of a teacher is to understand the properties of those relationships. Using a cautious, enlightened, eclectic approach, the teacher can build a theory based on principles of Second Language learning and teaching. 

According to Brown (Richard & Renandya, 2002), there are at least four main reasons for abandoning the methods dependence syndrome. One of the reasons is that methods are too prescriptive. A consequence of this understanding is explained by Richards and Rodgers (2002) who state that from the prescriptive point of view, a ‘good’ teaching is regarded as the correct use of the method and its prescribed principles and techniques. It is pathetic to note that the roles of the teachers and the learners, as well as the type of classroom activities and the teaching techniques to be used in the classroom, are generally prescribed without concern on the local context of use. In so doing, methods assume too much about a context before the context has even been identified. They are, therefore, overgeneralized in their potential application to practical situations. To many teachers, the methods do not give them the liberty they need because their role seems to be to understand the method and apply its principles correctly.  

Another argument for abandoning methods is that after prolonged period of teaching, teachers do not observe the methods. Brown (Richard & Renandya, 2002) says that observing the practice of many teachers, we will see that methods are quite distinctive at the early, beginning stages of language course and rather indistinguishable from each other at later stages. For example, Brown (ibid: 10) says that in the first few days of a community language learning class, “... the students witness a unique set of experiences in their small circles of translated language whispered in their ears. But, within a matter of weeks, such classroom can look like any other learner-centred curriculum.” 

Another reason for discarding methods is the fact that it was once thought that methods could be empirically tested by scientific quantification to determine which one is the ‘best’. Unfortunately, it has now been discovered that something as artful and intuitive as language pedagogy cannot be so clearly verified by empirical validation. Richards and Rodgers (2001) show that samples of classroom pedagogy on language teaching are full of claims and assertions about how individuals learn languages, but few of these are based on Second Language acquisition research, or are empirically tested. Commenting on flaws in some of the developed models of language teaching such as the CLT model of PPP, Richards and Rodgers (2001) argues that such models are not so useful since they do not reflect principles of Second Language acquisition.

Finally, Brown (Richard & Renandya, 2002) points out that methods are laden with what Pennycook (1989) refers to as ‘interested knowledge’—the quasi-political or mercenary agendas of their proponents. They accuse methods of becoming political vehicles of linguistic imperialism which targets the disempowered periphery adding that the methods result in to the creations of the powerful centre who dictate how and what the periphery should teach and learn. The creation of the centre-periphery relations in language teaching methodology have led to the rejection of some approaches transferred from the west in some countries. Hiep (2007) has noted that while teachers in many parts of the world may reject the CLT techniques transferred from the west, it is doubtful that they reject CLT spirit. 

Nunan (1991) sums up the debate on rejection of methods saying that it has been realized that there never was—and probably never will be—a method for all, and the focus in recent years has to be on the development of English language teaching in the ‘post-method’ era. Littlewood (2011:543), points out that the demise of CLT should be accompanied by efforts to “... develop a global post-method pedagogical framework within which teachers can design methods appropriate to their own contexts but based on a principled reflection.” This activity, according to Littlewood (2011), should focus broadly on a framework of means and ends that few would call into doubt. This should be a framework that also encourages teachers to seek a context-sensitive post-method pedagogy that encompasses locating specific teaching strategies and instructional materials. 

Critical to the debate on the post-method era is the issue of diversity of methodology in teaching Second Languages away from strict restrictions posed by previous prescriptions. This is an epoch in language teaching that permits freedom of teachers to devise educative-worth teaching plans that would benefit learners without compromising the integrity of Second Language teaching. 
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To account for the current Second Language teaching experiences, Cook (2008) avoids terms that might conjure the various associations and prejudices of the past methodical eras. Instead of using suggested Second Language teaching terms like methods, approaches, or techniques in the sense that brought discomfort and disagreement, Cook (2008:235) adapts what she calls more neutral terms like ‘technique’ and ‘teaching style’ to comment on what is going on in the practice Second Language teaching. 

Cook (2008) defines ‘technique’ as the actual teacher-learner point of contact—and that is the classroom. Technique, according to her, defines the behaviour of the teacher and learner in the actual teaching and learning process. This is the point when the teacher engages different activities to teach a target aspect of language. She sums up noting that a technique is a “label for what we do as teachers” (Cook, 2008:235). Thus, a structure drill in which students intensively practice a structure is one technique, dictation is another, information gap exercises is another technique. 

The term ‘teaching style’, according to Cook (2008), is a loosely connected set of teaching techniques believed to share the same goals of language teaching and the same views of language and of Second Language learning. An instance of teaching style, according to Cook (ibid.), is when a teacher combines a structure drill with a repetition dialogue and a role play to get the audio-lingual style. Cook (ibid.) calls this an audio-lingual style because it assumes that language learning is a matter of habit formation built through repetitive drills of patterns and structures of language. Another example she gives is when a teacher puts together a functional drill with an information gap exercise and a role play to get a communicative style. This style would be termed communicative because it is based on functions that the Second Language has and the meanings the learner would like to express. 

This avoidance approach is symptomatic of critical concerns within the Second Language teaching profession. Amidst various suggestions on how best to use methodical terms, Cook’s approach, if taken to be the right path, then, what is now being experienced is an accelerated move away from the ‘methods’ era – but a drive towards the ‘post-method’ era. This is the era dominated by flexibility in teaching activities within one student-teacher contact. This has the advantage of relieving burdens from teachers who might feel guilty switching from one method to another, or mixing methods within one lesson. With the post-method era, it is a norm not to stick to one method from the beginning to the end of a single classroom contact: indeed, this is one of the assurance teachers would like to have. Another advantage is that of removing emotional commitment to a ‘style’ since it not only allows but also encourages teachers to bring on board several techniques in one lesson encounter. 

In this era, instead of talking about ‘methods’, teachers are talking about an eclectic assortment of activities that they can device to accomplish Second Language teaching as they wish. However, just as there has been no one and only one-method-fits-all, there would hardly be one and only one-teaching-style-fits-all. Teachers need to combine several teaching styles since, in principle, each of them is guided by assumptions about language, learning and teaching. Unfortunately, in observing principles there is danger of falling on the same old trap: ‘changing winds’ but moving same sands. In the final analysis, so it seems, moving away from the term method does not guarantee that is the death of methods since as teachers diverge for more liberal teaching paradigms, they always do so against the backdrop of the past methods. Bell (2003) notes that ‘post-method’ need not imply the end of methods, but rather an understanding of the limitations of the notion of method and a desire to transcend those limitations.

The Second Language teaching in a country like Tanzania is yet to benefit from these shifts that have shaken the world language teaching profession over years. The ELTSP provided a positive move towards that goal. Unfortunately, the demise of the project and the failure to sustain informed decisions in language teaching discussions have led to a situation that language teaching has received inadequate impetus. The recent changes in the educational curriculum in the system of education in Tanzania provide a hope to ameliorate English language teaching. The competence-based orientation embedded in the current curriculum (MoEVT, 2013)—both for secondary schools (MoEVT, 2010, 2009a, 2007a, 2007c, 2005) and teacher education (MoEVT, 2009b, 2007b)—call for a revival in the approaches language teachers use in teaching English. Teaching by including an assortment of activities to make learners communicable requires upgrading of teaching skills. The present status of English language teachers, and hence teaching, has to change; and the change should begin with teacher preparation. The post-method era and its assumptions have ushered in an era of teaching freedom that only the informed teaching professionals can take learners to where they are supposed to be in terms of communicative competence.  
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This paper has discussed concerns of endless discussion on the practice of Second Language teaching globally. Views of different people have been incorporated to build the argument for and against changing views in Second Language teaching. The cyclic nature of changing methods reflects the noble search for the best working approach across time and space; the chase that has witnessed shifting paradigms and styles of teaching modern languages. In countries like Tanzania where language teaching is yet to meet expected demands, this methodological treatment calls for an in-depth reflection on the approaches used to teach English language in schools. The declining standards of English language among secondary school students need not be ignored, but reciprocated with integrated decisive measures for redress. The poor English proficiency also informs of English language teacher preparation and mentorship in educational colleges and universities. As teachers attempt to wave a hand of good-bye to ‘methods’ and usher in a golden hand-shake to a ‘method-free’ era—the post-method era—they have to realize that they still need principled accounts of techniques and teaching styles they adapt. A closer look at literature on modern trends in Second Language teaching reveals that there is no absolute move from ‘methods’ but the direction toward ‘re-defining the methods’ in a new dimension that would match with ever-changing global needs of language learners. 
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