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Abstract
This paper explores the role different sociolinguistic contexts of English (as L2) learning play in English examination achievement in Ghana. It examines English achievement in national examinations of secondary schools across different sociolinguistic contexts of English learning over a ten-year period. National examination results of Senior High Schools from different sociolinguistic contexts of English learning across the 16 administrative regions of Ghana from 2007 to 2017 were sampled for analysis. The analysis revealed that schools in different sociolinguistic contexts produce different English achievements/performance - learners in urban and/or highly multilingual school contexts achieve better English grades (and overall performance) than learners in rural and/or less multilingual urban context schools. The paper argues that schools in different sociolinguistic contexts produce different English achievements/performance because different sociolinguistic contexts in Ghana produce different practiced language policies which are different from what the language-in-education policy stipulates. These findings are interpreted to suggest that multilingualism appears to enhance English learning and achievement in Ghana. The study thus concludes that sociolinguistic context may be a form of motivation that influences L2 (English) learning and achievement in highly multilingual communities.
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 1. Introduction
Socio-psychological models of L2 learning link affective-based motivation to L2 achievement and success. Socio-psychological models/theories, e.g., Lambert (1972); Gardner and Lambert (1972); Schumann (1978); (Shun 1988); Gardner (1985, 2010), are among the most long-lasting theories of L2 learning in the Second Language Acquisition (SLA) literature. According to Taie & Afshari (2015), the most central assumption to socio-psychological theories is that the acquisition of a second language (L2) is a social psychological phenomenon which involves not only cognitive skills that reflect language learning abilities but also affective measures, e.g., feelings of self-identity and reactions toward other cultural groups. 
According to Taie & Afshari (2015), the most central assumption to socio-psychological theories is that the acquisition of a second language (L2) is a social psychological phenomenon which involves not only cognitive skills that reflect language learning abilities but also affective measures, e.g., feelings of self-identity and reactions toward other cultural groups. Even though the initial model was developed by Lambert in 1967, several versions have been proposed over the years. In the initial version, Lambert (1967) suggested that aptitude, attitudes, orientation and motivation boost language proficiency and affect self-identity among L2 learners. In Lambert’s model, the ultimate success or failure in L2 learning depends on the learner’s motivation to learn the language, which motivation is regulated or controlled by the learner’s ethnocentric tendencies, attitude and orientation. 	Comment by Author: Year?
Nevertheless, other versions of this theory have emphasized other factors. For instance, Schumann’s (1978) acculturation theory/model emphasizes acculturation, the social and psychological integration of the learner with the (culture of the) Target Language (TL) group, as a key factor in the successful in L2 learning (within the context of learning without instruction, usually in immigration contexts). However, Gardner’s (1985) socio-educational model which appears to be the most dominant and influential socio-psychological model of SLA by far (Williams and Burden 1997, McIntrye 2007), focuses on L2 learning in formal (school) contexts but argues that L2 learning is a social-psychological phenomenon rather than an educational one. 	Comment by Author: It would help the reader to list these factors.
Even though cognitive factors, e.g., motivation, remain key concepts in L2 acquisition theory, Firth and Wagner (1997) have called for a balance between the cognitive and the social in modeling L2 learning, making the emergence of socio-linguistic approaches to modeling L2 learning very important (Tarone 2007). 
Sociolinguistic approaches to L2 learning emphasize the impact of sociocultural and social contextual factors on L2 learning and link L2 learning outcomes to sociolinguistic/contextual factors. They attribute the variation in L2 learning achievement to variation in sociolinguistic motivation, a motivation that is stimulated by the sociolinguistic context within which L2 is learned - that L2 achievement depends on social variables that determine the L2 learners’ need for use and actual use of the L2 (Clement 1980:147-154). In other words, sociolinguistics approaches assume that L2 learning is socially mediated, i.e., the social and linguistic contexts of L2 learning influence language choice and use which in turn impact L2 learning (Preston 2000, 2002:141-159; Fasold and Preston 2007:45-69) as cited in Tarone (2007:837-848). 
In other words, these approaches also assume that achievement levels in L2 learning depends largely on the communicative contexts in which the L2 is learned and used, and that the extent of L2 use can greatly influence the success level of L2 learning. Additionally, interaction (input and output) is assumed to be a major factor that mediates L2 learning and L2 achievement in these theories, implying that the more/less L2 use is needed, the more/less motivated to learn and achieve success the learner becomes, and the higher/lower the levels of success that are achieved. 
	Thus, the assumptions of sociolinguistic approaches to L2 learning as sketched above may be argued to provide the balance Firth and Wagner (1997:285-300) called for. This is because sociolinguistic approaches to L2 learning allow us to focus on the impact social factors have on cognitive processes as they result in the acquisition of a new linguistic system (Tarone 2007:837-848).  
	This paper describes three major sociolinguistic contexts within which English as L2 learning occurs in Ghana and argues that schools in different sociolinguistic contexts produce different English achievements/performance in national examinations because different sociolinguistic contexts in Ghana produce different practiced language policies which are different from what the language-in-education policy stipulates. These findings are interpreted to suggest that multilingualism appear to enhance English learning and achievement in Ghana. The study thus concludes that sociolinguistic context may be a form of motivation that influences L2 (English) learning and achievement in highly multilingual communities.	Comment by Author: This is a good introduction that is detailed and puts into perspective issues under discussion. 


2. Background
Ghana is a highly multiethnic and multilingual country.  According to Eberhard et al (2019), there are 81 living languages spoken by a population of approximately 27 million people. They identify 73 of these languages as indigenous and 8, including English, as non-indigenous. In spite of the co-existence of multiple languages in the country, Ghana has no National Language Policy. However, the country has had several language-in-education policies since pre-colonial days (Agbedor 1994, XXXX 2014, Owu-Ewie 2006). It is interesting to note that English has been given a central place in all these apparent bilingual[footnoteRef:1] language-in-education policies. For instance, the current (since 2007) language-in-education policy in Ghana states thus: [1:  Ahadzie et al (2015) has argued that Ghana’s language -in-education policies may be better described as successive monolingual policies rather than bilingual ones.] 

	the medium of instruction in Kindergarten and Lower Primary will be 
	a Ghanaian Language and English, where necessary (Ghana Education Reform
 2007: 1); English is the medium of instruction from Primary 4 in the 
school system. This Means 	that success in education at all levels depends, 
to a very large extent, on the individual’s proficiency in the language. 
	(MOESS, Teaching Syllabus for English Language, September 2007).

Consequently, English has become a very important language in Ghana, widely learned as a second language (L2) in the formal school system even though some children in urban areas now acquire it as a first language (Anderson et al 2008:122-129; Afrifa et al 2019:418-434). Additionally, because there is no National Language policy in this highly ethnolinguistically diverse space, English, which is considered ethnically neutral, often serves as a lingua franca in several communicative domains of national character, e.g., radio/TV broadcast, social media and corporate communication (XXXX 2014; Dako and Quarcoo 2017:20-30). Indeed, English has become the de facto official language in Ghana even though there is no official policy backing it (XXXX 2014). It is the main (and very often, the only) language used in official business of all three arms of government - Executive, Parliamentary and Judiciary. For instance, every President of Ghana is mandated by law (since Ghana’s fourth republic) to deliver the State of the Nation’s Address to the people. This is always done solely (through national broadcasting) in English. In a particular instance, a member of parliament for my former constituency was denied a second chance in parliament by his constituents for being inactive on the floor of parliament due to his perceived lack of competence in English to effectively participate in parliamentary debates. Thus, English has not only a high social status but also huge economic and political power in Ghana. 
Nevertheless, English learning achievement in the country, as shown in National School Examination results, has been largely poor. For example, according to a West African Examinations Council (WAEC) report, English performance in West African Secondary School Certificate Examination (WASSCE) in Ghana declined from 52% in 2017 to 46% in 2018 and slightly picked up to 48.96% in 2019 (Graphic online 2019, Ghanaweb 2018). In their report for 2015 Basic Education Certificate Examination (BECE), the chief examiner for WAEC summarized the weaknesses in students’ performance in English thus: 
i. The majority of candidates wrote very poor English. There were instances where you could not tell whether the candidate was writing English or some other language;
ii.  Most candidates simply lacked the ability to construct simple readable sentences;
iii. Most of the candidates showed that they did not have a good grasp of basic grammar such as tenses, concord, complementation, etc. which made most of the scripts quite unreadable;
iv. Tense usage was particularly chaotic as well as punctuation and spelling;
v. Most of the candidates did not have an adequate vocabulary repertoire and therefore used words indiscriminately, unmindful of their contextual implications; 
vi. Some candidates copied long stretches of irrelevant material from the comprehension   passages as answers.
XXXX (2014) has opined that Ghana’s language-in-education policies have not yielded the desired results (including high levels of achievement in English learning) because the policies appear to have overlooked the sociolinguistic realities within which the policies are to be implemented. This paper, therefore, explores the role different sociolinguistic contexts of English (as L2) learning in Ghana plays in English achievement as shown in National examinations at the senior high level of education. It examines English achievement in national examinations in secondary schools from different sociolinguistic contexts of English learning in Ghana over a ten-year period (2007-2017) in order explore a possible relationship between the sociolinguistic context of English learning and English performance/achievement in national examinations.
 

3. English learning in Ghana: Policy and sociolinguistic realities

3.1. Language-in-education policy in Ghana 
The issue of which language should be used for instruction in schools and universities across Africa in particular has been a subject of debate for several years. In spite of the high levels of multilingualism across their communities, many African governments have ignored advice from experts and UNESCO and persisted in turning their multilingual classrooms into monolingual ones by selecting one European language or another as the sole medium of instruction in formal education. Several attempts at addressing this situation have been made. For instance, in 2006 at the sixth summit of the heads of states and governments of the African Union in Sudan, African heads of states adopted the “Khartoum Declaration” which enjoins governments to address the link between culture and education. Again, in 2010, ministers of education from 18 African countries met at a conference in Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso, and adopted a policy guide on the integration of African languages and cultures into education systems. Then in 2012, the British Council organised an international conference in Juba, South Sudan, to discuss multilingual education in Africa. The Juba conference committed to promoting multilingual education in Africa based on the following conclusion:
	(i) linguistic equity - that all languages must be respected, protected and developed;
	(ii) multilingualism (in African societies) is a resource to be celebrated and used;
	(iii) African languages should be used alongside international ones in education.
Even before this agreement, Ghana, like other African countries, e.g., Nigeria, had had a number of language-in-education policies dating to pre-colonial times, which have either espoused monolingual ideologies (English only policy, 1957, and 2001) or bilingual ideologies (L1 at lower primary and English there after (Agbedor 1994, Owu-Ewie 2006, XXXX 2014). 
Quarcoo (2014) has examined how the various language-in-education policies have fared over the years and concluded that the policies have not worked. In Ahadzie et al’s (2015) view, Ghana’s bilingual education policies are not bilingual at all; they are successive monolingual policies - the use of one language at a time. XXXX (2014) has enumerated many tensions and paradoxes that arise from formulating bilingual educational policies for highly multilingual communities. Her conclusion is that the policies have not worked because they fail to take into consideration the sociolinguistic realities the policies are meant to address.
The current language-in-education policy (since 2007) stipulates that the medium of instruction in education at early grade (KG-P3) shall be L1 (defined as the dominant language in the region of the school) and English be taught as a subject at the same level. However, from upper primary (P4) onwards, the medium of instruction shall be English and the L1 be taught as a subject. While the policy appears to treat the English learning environment in Ghana as a homogeneous entity, formal English learning environments (school contexts) may be categorized into three main sociolinguistic contexts: (i) rural context schools, (ii) urban localised context schools and (iii) urban non-localised context schools. 

3.2 Rural Context Schools
Rural context schools in Ghana are situated in rural settings of small communities. The Ghana Statistical Service (2013) defines a rural community in Ghana to be any community with a population of up to 5000. All other communities are regarded as urban. Even though Ghana is a highly multilingual country, multilingualism tends to be lower among rural populations than among urban populations. This is because majority of the population in rural communities in Ghana are indigenous to their communities with a few migrant families, who typically settle in the outskirts (Zongo) of the communities. Very often, the language of the indigenous majority becomes the lingua franca for the entire community with migrants learning and accommodating to the local lingua franca. Consequently, even though rural populations may be as ethnically heterogeneous as urban populations, to a large extent, rural communities in Ghana appear linguistically more homogeneous than urban populations. 
	In these rural communities, the domains of language use within which learners of English may be motivated to use English tend to be restricted to formal and official contexts, e.g.  English lesson classroom or with a new teacher who either does not speak or has not yet accommodated to the lingua franca of the community. Again, for English learners in these communities, not only is there very little (if any) motivation to use English with parents, neighbours, strangers, and even the teacher at home, in the market, in the streets, at church etc., but there is equally very little motivation (if any) for such learners to use English with their school peers at home, during break at school or even in class when the teacher is not watching (See XXXX 2014). 
	Thus, we may describe the English learning contexts in rural Ghana as less linguistically heterogeneous, and as providing very little or no opportunity for learners to interact (hear, speak or use) in English outside the classroom/formal contexts. In other words, learners of English as a second language in rural schools in Ghana have very limited access to input and opportunity for output, factors which are considered as important for successful L2 learning among sociolinguistic theorists of SLA. It is important to note that I use rural schools here not to refer to schools that are not only necessarily located in rural settings but also schools that are largely populated by students from rural communities with a common Ghanaian language. This is because some boarding schools that are physically located in rural settings are largely populated by linguistically very heterogenous populations from urban communities. 



3.3 Urban (localised/non-localised) Context Schools
Unlike the rural communities, urban communities in Ghana tend to be both culturally and sociolinguistically very heterogeneous (XXXX 2014; Anderson & XXXX 2015:74-85; XXXX et al 2017:49-74).  As has been defined by the Ghana Statistical Service (2013), all communities with a population of more than 5000 are considered urban in Ghana. Urban communities are typically constituted by heterogeneous populations because they tend to be the destination of many migrants, both local and international. In these communities, learners of English tend to have more pressing need/higher motivation to use English because in the face of high levels of multiculturalism/multilingualism without a National Language policy, English, which is considered acultural, has assumed a lingua franca status and is used in much wider contexts outside official and formal domains in urban Ghana. 
For instance, while Anderson et al. (2008) report that English is the predominant language in many contexts (including religion and everyday life) in urban/peri-urban Ghana, Afrifa et al (2019:418-434) report that it has become the home language of many families in Accra, the capital and the most urbanized city in Ghana. Nevertheless, there are instances where large numbers of people from a particular ethnolinguistic background settle in one area of urban space, creating linguistic islands (XXXX et al 2017). Such communities mimic the rural situation where the language of the dominant/majority group becomes the lingua franca, in addition to English sometimes. Such communities are a hybrid of the urban and rural and exhibit characteristics of both. 
Consequently, I make a distinction between two sub-contexts of urban schools: urban localized and urban non-localized schools. Whereas urban non-localized schools refer to schools that are populated by students from more ethnolinguistically diverse groups of people with no dominant L1, urban localized schools refer to community-based urban schools that are populated largely by people from a particular locality in the urban area, and who tend to share and use a common (dominant) L1.
As said before, Ghana’s language-in-education policies, including the current one, is a one size fit all policy. How do teachers in these contexts adapt the language-in-education policy as described above, and what effects do these adaptations have on English achievement among learners in these sociolinguistic contexts? That is the main stay of this paper.




4. Methods
This study used purposive sampling to collect sample national examinations (WASSCE)[footnoteRef:2]  results of 298,778 students from 74 schools representing the three contexts of English learning across the 16 administrative regions in Ghana for a period of ten years (2007-2017). It is important to note that there was no WASSCE in 2010 because of a transition from the existing 3-year secondary education to a 4-year one. The names of the selected schools were submitted to the research unit of the West African Examinations Council, WAEC, for the release of results and permission to use the data.  The results were completely anonymised (no individual names or index numbers) by WAEC before they were released to me. Candidates’ performance in English was compared across schools from the different sociolinguistic contexts to determine whether there was any relationship between school contexts and English achievement.  The data were quantitatively analysed for discussion using statistical tools. [2:  West African Secondary School Certificate Examination] 

	



5. Results 
In tThis section, I presents samples of national examination results from representative sociolinguistic contexts in order to show a possible link between the sociolinguistic context of English learning and English achievement/performance in Ghana 

5.1 General characteristics of schools and students 
In all, there were 298,778 students whose results were examined over the period 2007-2017, excluding 2010 when there was no national examinations at the senior high level because of a transition from a 3-year secondary education to a 4-year one.  While eighteen percent (18%) of the students came from rural context schools, thirty-nine and half percent (39.5%) of them came from urban schools and about forty-two percent (41.8%) were from urban-localised schools. The results were selected from 74 schools across the 16 regions of Ghana consisting of 22 (29.7%) rural schools, 23 (31.1%) urban schools and 29 (39.2%) urban-localised schools. Table 1 below summarises the general characteristics of the schools and students.
Table 1: characteristics of schools 
	Variable
	Number 
	Percentage
	Number of students
	% of students

	School category
	
	
	
	

	Rural
	22
	29.7%
	                      55,644 
	18.6%

	Urban
	23
	31.1%
	                    118,105 
	39.5%

	Urban localisedlocalised
	29
	39.2%
	                    125,039 
	41.8%

	Region of school
	
	
	
	

	Ahafo
	5
	6.8%
	                      12,883 
	4.3%

	Ashanti
	4
	5.4%
	                      22,804 
	7.6%

	Bono
	5
	6.8%
	                      24,472 
	8.2%

	Bono 
	1
	1.4%
	                        4,998 
	1.7%

	Bono East
	5
	6.8%
	                      19,166 
	6.4%

	Central
	4
	5.4%
	                      21,123 
	7.1%

	Eastern
	6
	8.1%
	                      21,138 
	7.1%

	Greater Accra
	5
	6.8%
	                      23,327 
	7.8%

	North Eastern
	4
	5.4%
	                      15,991 
	5.4%

	Northern
	4
	5.4%
	                      21,144 
	7.1%

	Oti
	3
	4.1%
	                        7,585 
	2.5%

	Savannah
	3
	4.1%
	                      13,434 
	4.5%

	Upper East
	3
	4.1%
	                      13,866 
	4.6%

	Upper West
	6
	8.1%
	                      17,395 
	5.8%

	Volta
	6
	8.1%
	                      19,743 
	6.6%

	Western
	6
	8.1%
	                      29,296 
	9.8%

	Western North
	4
	5.4%
	                      10,423 
	3.5%



5.2 School/student Performance in National Examinations
The grading scale for WAEC is explained as follows: A1= excellent, B2 = very good, B3 = good, C4 = quite good, C5 = above average, C6 = average, D7 = pass, E8 = weak pass and F9 = fail. Even though D7 and E8 are technically non-failed grades, tertiary institutions in Ghana, per directives from the National Accreditation Board, do not admit students with D7 and E8, especially, if the grades are for Mathematics, English or Integrated Science. Thus, only grades A1-C6 in these subjects are accepted for admission in tertiary institutions. In this presentation, however, I have recategorised the grades as follows: 
· Good: A1 to B3
· Average: C4 – C6
· Poor: D7 – F9 
In examining students’ general performance over the ten-year period, the analysis revealed that while 40.5% of all students had poor grades in English, another 40.4% had average grades with only 19.1% getting good grades. However, a close look at the English grades across school categories revealed noteworthy similarities and differences in patterns of grades. On the one hand, while only 1.9% of rural context schools had good grades, 42.5% of urban non-localised context school students had good grades while 5.2% of students from urban localized schools had good grades. On the other hand, while only 16.8% of urban non-localoised students had poor grades, 68.2% of rural students and 56.0% of urban-localised students had poor grades. Finally, the distribution for average grades were as follows: rural schools 29.9%, urban schools 40%, and urban localized schools 38.8%. Tables 2&3 below summarise the general performance and grades distribution of students across school categories. 

Table 2: general performance of students 
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Grade
	Number of students
	%

	Good
	 57,056 
	19.1%

	Average
	120,792 
	40.4%

	Poor
	120,940 
	40.5%


Table 3: distribution of grades across school categories
	Variable
	Good
	Average
	Poor

	number of students
	
	
	

	Rural
	1,230
	18,732
	35,682

	Urban
	48,513
	48,931
	20,661

	Urban localised
	7,313
	53,129
	64,597

	student grades (%)
	
	
	

	Rural
	1.9%
	29.9%
	68.2%

	Urban
	42.5%
	40.7%
	16.8%

	Urban localised
	5.2%
	38.8%
	56.0%



However, in looking at the results on yearly basis, it was realized that generally, the proportion of good grades have increased across school categories. Nevertheless, the rate of increase in grades for urban schools is higher than that of urban localised and rural schools. While the proportion of good grades in rural areas increased from 0% in 2007 to 6% in 2017, they increased from 0% to 12% in urban localised schools, and from 18%-50% in urban schools in 2007 and 2017 respectively. Figure 1 below represents the yearly distribution of grades across school categories. In addition, whereas a higher proportion of urban students fell into either good or average grades (about 83.6%) with a few poor grades, a higher rate of rural students (68.2) made poor grades with only 31.8% making good to average grades. For urban localized students, about 44% made good-average grades with 56% making poor grades.

Figure 1: Distribution of grades (%) between 2007 and 2017


Another interesting finding was that while the proportion of good grades was higher than that of average grades for urban non-localised schools, there was a huge gap between good and average grades for both urban localised and rural schools. In other words, apart from recording more pass grades in urban schools than both rural and urban localised schools, the pass grades in urban non-localised schools were stronger (more ‘good’- 42.5%) than, average 40.7%) than those in rural and urban localised (less ‘good’ - 1.9% & 5.2% respectively, more average 29.9% &56.0% respectively). In order to determine a possible relationship/association between school category and grade, a Chi square test was run. The results show substantial relationships (chi square statistic = 77,436; p value = 0.00)

Finally, the data revealed that on the one hand, schools in Ashanti, Central, Eastern and Greater Accra regions had relatively greater proportions of good grades. Indeed, these four regions had higher proportion of good grades than all the remaining 12 regions. 
On the other hand, schools in Bono East, North Eastern, Northern, Oti, Savannah, Upper West and Western North regions had higher values failure grades than all the other 10 regions. Again, in order to determine whether or not the regional location of schools potentially accounted for the differences in English examination results in Ghana, the results of a chi square test (using the actual count data rather the percentages) showed some levels of association between regional location of school and examination results (chi square statistic = 76,636; p value = 0.00). Table 4 below shows the actual distribution of examination grades across regions. These findings are discussed in the next section.


Table 4: actual distribution of grades across regions 
	Region
	Good
	Average
	Poor

	Ahafo
	13%
	45%
	42%

	Ashanti
	41%
	38%
	21%

	Bono
	18%
	59%
	24%

	Bono East
	3%
	35%
	62%

	Central
	44%
	41%
	15%

	Eastern
	33%
	43%
	24%

	Greater Accra
	47%
	31%
	22%

	North Eastern
	1%
	20%
	79%

	Northern
	5%
	37%
	58%

	Oti
	5%
	42%
	53%

	Savannah
	0%
	18%
	82%

	Upper East
	6%
	51%
	42%

	Upper West
	6%
	39%
	55%

	Volta
	21%
	46%
	33%

	Western
	17%
	48%
	34%

	Western North
	3%
	36%
	61%



6. Discussion of results
From the findings above, it is obvious that English achievement in Ghana is generally weak or poor. Whereas only 19.1% of all students who sat the WASSCE examination between 2007 and 2017 had good grades (A1-B3) in English, 40.4% had average grades (C4-C6) and the majority (40.5%) had poor grades (D7-F9). Nevertheless, some schools produce very good English examination results.   The findings of this study suggest that English performance in Ghana appears to depend on the sociolinguistic context where the school is situated. As the findings show, students in urban context schools perform better in English than their counterparts in rural and urban localised contexts. Thus, whereas over 80%  of students  from urban non-localised schools had  pass grades (A1-C6) in English, only  44% and 31.8% had A1-C6 from urban localised and rural context schools respectively. 

Thus, from the face value, we may conclude that whereas students from urban non-localised context schools perform better than their counterparts in urban localised school contexts, the latter in turn perform better than their counterparts in rural contexts. However, a critical examination of the findings reveals a clear difference and similarity in patterns of English passes between urban non-localised and urban localised schools on one hand and urban-localised and rural schools on the other hand. First of all, urban non-localised students have far more good grades than both rural urban localised context schools. In this regard, we may say urban localised schools are similar to rural schools. Secondly, rural schools have more poor grades than both urban schools and urban localised schools, and they both have more good-average grades than poor grades. In this regard, we may say urban localised schools are similar to urban non-localised schools. However, in terms of the strength of the passes separates the two urban context school groups. Whereas majority of the pass grades for urban non-localised schools are good (A1-B3), majority of the urban localised school pass grades are average, (C4-C6), same as rural context schools. Thus, from this perspective, urban localised schools are similar to rural schools with regard to English achievement in Ghana. 

From the findings, it appears that the sociolinguistic contexts in rural Ghana where linguistic diversity is relatively less dense with a dominant L1 as lingua franca has negative impact on learning English as a second language. This is because this sociolinguistic context does not promote much opportunity for input and output, which are deemed essential for successful language learning. Again, while sociolinguistic factors in urban localized context schools where linguistic diversity is dense may promote the use of multiple languages, including English in both formal and informal domains of language use, and provide adequate amounts of opportunity for both input and output, the presence of a dominant L1 in these contexts appear to be counter-productive to English learning - it is similar in some ways to rural contexts. This probably explains the similarities in performance between urban localised and rural schools. Finally, the sociolinguistic factors in urban non-localized context schools where linguistic diversity is dense with no dominate L1 appear to promote a more frequent use of English in both formal and informal domains. Here, there is plenty of English access (input) and opportunity for its use (output). These findings point to the potential role the sociolinguistic context of English learning plays in English achievement in Ghana. 

6. Conclusion 
While many socio-psychological models of L2 learning, particularly Gardner’s socio-educational model, make a case for a strong connection between affective-based motivation and achievement in L2 learning, the results of this study potentially point to a stronger connection/relationship between the sociolinguistic context within which an L2 is learned and L2 achievement. The level of English achievement in Ghana’s school system appears to depend more on sociolinguistic motivation, induced by the sociolinguistic context within which English learning occurs, more than affective/attitude-induced motivation, e.g. positive attitude, affinity. Sociolinguistic motivation may be stimulated by what Gass (2003:27) describes as ‘communicative pressure’ which results from access to input and the need for output. 
On the one hand, rural contexts are less sociolinguistically heterogeneous and tend to have an indigenous lingua franca, a situation which creates very little communicative pressure where English is concerned. In these contexts, practiced language policies in the classroom may affirm the community lingua franca rather than the dictates of national language-in-education policy. Thus, English learners in rural contexts appear to receive less input and have little sociolinguistic motivation for output (to speak/ use English). On the other hand, learners of English in urban (more sociolinguistically heterogeneous) settings tend to have more communicative pressure (depending on whether or not there is an indigenous lingua franca in addition to English) which may be reflected in the practiced language policies of teachers, e.g., using English only or combining it with an L1. Thus, learners in highly linguistically heterogenous contexts in Ghana tend to receive more input with more sociolinguistic motivation to use English (output). In other words, the variation in English as L2 learning achievement in Ghana may be explained as depending on the level of communicative pressure the sociolinguistic context of English learning imposes on the learner. 
While the sociolinguistic characteristics of rural contexts of English learning in Ghana appear to provide limited exposure and access to adequate and quality input, learners in urban contexts tend to receive adequate exposure. Thus, English achievement in Ghana may be explained in terms of input/output hypothesis as explained by Gass and Mackey (2007). On the one hand, Gass and Mackey (2007:177) argue that “input is an essential component of language learning which is crucial evidence from which learners can form linguistic hypothesis”. On the other hand, they, like Swain (1985:165-179, 1993:158-164, 1995:371-391,2005:495-508), opine that output is necessary not only to increase fluency and raise consciousness but also to test the linguistic hypothesis learners have formed from the input received. In this regard, we may link the high levels of English achievement among urban learners in Ghana to sociolinguistic motivation- access to input and opportunity (pressure) for output while low achievement in rural context may be linked to little/no access to input and opportunity/pressure for output, both of which emanate from the sociolinguistic context of learning. Based on the results reported above, we may conclude that the sociolinguistic context within which English is learned appears to have a huge impact on learning achievement and success.
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