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Goals of this talk

▶ illustrate the commonalities and differences between ancient language textbooks devised for
secondary school and university-level learners

▶ highlight the inherent issues of university-level books, esp. for ‘smaller’ languages

▶ propose a constituency-driven approach to remedying these issues

▶ case study: Classical Armenian
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Structure

Ancient language textbooks: commonalities

Ancient language textbooks: differences

Issues: exoticity, constitutional diversity, offer limitations

Proposed solution: integrative constituency-based tailoring

Summary
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Ancient language textbooks: commonalities

▶ gradual introduction of new grammatical information and lexical items
(thus gradually expanding the learner’s ZPD; cf. Wass and Golding 2014, updating
VygotsKy)

▶ morphological, syntactical (, and stylistic) exercises
(always uni- [TL→L1], often bidirectional; other types of problem-based learning, cf.
McPaRland et al. 2004)

▶ reading exercises adapted to learner competence
(often adapted texts; sometimes adapted w/o apparatus and unadapted with apparatus)

▶ etc.

Goal gradually build TL lexicon, grammar, syntactic and stylistic awareness;
ideally introduce elements systematically for later reference
(e.g. by abstracting recurring endings from paradigmatic forms)
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Example I: Latin (FinK and MaieR 1997)
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Example II: Classical Armenian (Thomson 1989)
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Example III: Sanskrit (Ruppel 2017)
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Differences in commonalities

▶ order of elements
text-first induction or grammar-first deduction

▶ amount/length, directionality, and degree of exercises
▶ explicit and integral inclusion of grammar in the textbook

vs separation from grammar and texts + exercises
▶ degree of abstraction over (morpho-)phonological and syntactic rules
▶ etc.

▶ but wait, there’s more!
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Integral differences

▶ approaches to diachronic and synchronic variation
e.g. Lat. 2sg/3pl.pf endings (-isti vs -āsti, -ērunt vs -ēre)

▶ learning curve and intensity
cp. time available for learning (7/5/3 years at secondary school vs 3/2/1 years at university)

▶ degree of gamification
▶ integration of extragrammatical information

e.g. cultural background, historical notes, linguistic development
▶ etc.
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Emerging issues

▶ Exoticity
Learners (may) have a less developed understanding of the culture, history, general
background of ‘smaller’ ancient languages studied at university level owing to their
temporal and geographic distance to their background

▶ Constitutional diversity
Learners choose to learn such languages for different reasons and coming from different
backgrounds (e.g. linguistics, history, theology, area studies, etc.), and hence have different
background knowledge and interests

▶ Offer limitations
University-level courses covering these facets in ‘smaller’ ancient languages are often more
generalist or hyperspecific; language teaching may fall to colleagues from other sub-domains
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Example: Classical Armenian in D, GB, CH
Germany: MLU Halle a.d. Saale
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Example: Classical Armenian in D, GB, CH

Great Britain: Oxford
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Example: Classical Armenian in D, GB, CH

Switzerland: Geneva
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Key take-aways

▶ textbooks for ‘smaller’ ancient languages need to address the diversity of learners and must
not assume specific background knowledge
(cf. NoRthedge 2003; O’Neill and McMahon 2005 on student-centred learning)

▶ owing to vastly different teaching offers, they need to provide a basic introduction to
essential facets of the culture(s) associated with the language taught
(cf. MiddendoRf and Pace 2004 on discipline-specific learning)

▶ they need to do so in a fashion accessible to as many learner groups as possible and
reasonable
(one size does not fit all; cf. PRatt 2002)
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Integrative constituency-based tailoring

▶ Examine constituency
ex. Armenian: historians, theologians, linguists (in my personal experience)

▶ Tailor teaching goals to intersection
language competence is the core for all constituencies; include the necessary, divert the detail

▶ Expand the frame of reference
include essential historical and cultural information, both as commentary and through text
selection

▶ Create diversions
include clearly marked additional info section for key constituencies, incl. TL material

▶ Assume nothing
in both core and optional sections, do not assume constituency-based foreknowledge; target
interest groups; provide a glossary
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A nascent example

[see other file]
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Advantages

▶ help foster deep-learning and understanding of underlying and/or concomitant concepts by
connecting the necessary with the pleasurable

▶ encourage self-regulated learning through different angles/impetus on the same material
(cf. Cassidy 2011; WengeR 1998)

▶ allow for the integration of language learning and teaching and current research in various
domains, thus increasing student appeal and material retention
(cf. GRiffiths 2004; Leston-BandeiRa 2013; FinK 2013:45)
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Summary

▶ university-level textbooks for ‘smaller’ ancient languages can learn from their
secondary-level ‘mainstream’ counterparts

▶ teaching and learning differences in the different contexts, varying provisions, and
foreknowledge need to be compensated by targeted tailoring to each language’s core
constituencies

▶ still, no advanced knowledge of any other discipline must be assumed

▶ in doing this, the textbooks become more widely useable for independent and
diversely-interested learners
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