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A. INTRODUCTION






1.

THE BACKGROUND TO THE SYMPOSIUM

GENERAL ORIENTATION NOTE

Organisers

The Federal Swiss authorities in collaboration with the Swiss Conference
of Cantonal Directors of Education (EDK), the Eurocentres Foundation,
the Migros Club Schools and the Interuniversity Commission for Applied
Linguistics (CILA).

Date
10-16 November 1991.
Place

Gottlieb Duttweiler Institute, Riischlikon, and Hotel Panorama,
Feusisberg (Zurich), Switzerland.

Background

Following the Intergovernmental Symposium "Linguistic content, means of
evaluation and their interaction in the teaching and learning of modern
languages in adult education" held at Rischlikon, Switzerland in 1971,
the Committee of Out-of-School Education and Cultural Development set up
a small Working Group to investigate the feasibility of a European unit-
credit scheme for adult language learning. By 1973 the group was able
to present to a Symposium at St. Wolfgang (Austria) the theoretical
framework on which subsequent work in the Council of Europe has been
based. By 1977, the Report on "Possible lines of development of an
overall structure for a European unit/credit scheme for foreign language
learning by adults" was able to present a range of options for a
unit/credit system and to discuss the theoretical and practical issues
in some depth from the linguistic, educational and administrative points
of view. The Report concluded that: "as a result of the work of the
Expert Group to date (i.e. 1977), it appears that there are no
insuperable problems of an academic or pedagogic nature in the way of
the introduction of a unit/credit scheme. It is rather a question,
then, of choice, will and organisation".

The Report was considered by an intergovernmental symposium "A European
unit/credit system for modern language learning by adults" held at
Ludwigshafen (Germany, 7-14 September 1977). The aims of the Symposium
were:

to present to representatives of governments and of the adult education
teaching community in Europe the theoretical and practical work
undertaken up to 1977;

to sound out opinion as to how the unit/credit system could be further
developed, used and introduced at the European level.



The deliberations of the Symposium were intended to aim at establishing
the actual framework for a new phase of development for the Modern
Languages Project involving:

a. generalisation of pilot experimentation and consolidation of
feedback;

b. coordination with developments in the various educational sectors;

c. negotiations with the various national and international interests
concerned, in order to arrive at acceptable and workable proposals
for forms of organisations and gradual implementation of the
proposed system.

Having examined the proposal in working groups, the participants in the
Symposium considered that the conditions were satisfied "for the setting
up of a European structure of information, consultation and action with
a view to promoting the study and implementation of a systematic
approach to language learning by adults and, eventually, a European
unit/credit system in this field". They then set out detailed proposals
for a many-sided research and development programme, and recommended the
establishment of an appropriate organisational and administrative
structure. Accordingly Project No. 4 "Modern Languages" was instituted.
The recommendation for an appropriate organisational structure was not,
however, accepted by the Council of Europe. The newly formed Project
Group concluded that further work on a unit/credit scheme should be
deferred until such time as the political and administrative conditions
were more propitious. Meanwhile, action moved to a series of pilot
projects in which the principles upon which the proposed unit/credit
scheme had been founded were applied to a wide range of educational
situations. These were reported in "Modern Languages 1971-81".

Upon this successful completion, a further Modern Languages Project was
carried out in 1982-1988 (Project No. 12), to support the general
application of the approach in member countries. The learning and
teaching of languages for communication was promoted through the
operation of a Schools Interaction Network and by holding a series of 37
international workshops for teacher trainers. During these years many
member countries undertook the revision of curricular guidelines and
examination syllabi as well as course construction and textbook
production in accordance with Recommendation R (82) 18 of the Committee
of Ministers.

At the same time, the specification of objectives was carried forward in
two main ways:

- "threshold level" specifications were produced for an increasing
range of languages. In almost all cases, valuable innovations were
produced, which fed into the apparatus available to those concerned
with syllabus development;

- a series of studies was undertaken with a view to an enriched model
for objective specification. This work was followed up in Project
No. 12 by Dr. J. van Ek’s work "Objectives for foreign language
learning" (Van Ek J. 1986 & 87) The model presented there provided
the basis for a revised and extended version of the Threshold Level
and Waystage specifications (Van Ek J.& Trim J.L.M. 1991la & 1991b).



The work of Project No. 12 was presented in a Final Report, which was
considered by an intergovernmental conference in Strasbourg in 1988.
Following its recommendations, the CDCC, noting the progress made, but
also the need to continue the process of reform, decided to pursue its
work in the field of modern language teaching and learning in a new
medium term project "Language learning for European citizenship", in
which the methods successfully employed in previous projects would be
applied mutatis mutandis to a number of new educational sectors to which
priority was assigned. These were:

- early language learning (before the start of secondary education
about the age of 11);

- upper secondary education (from 15/16 - 17/19 : in most cases after
the completion of compulsory schooling);

- advanced adult education (i.e. going beyond the objectives of
compulsory school education);

- vocationally oriented education and training (combining preparation
for work with a continuing general education).

In each of these priority sectors, a number of priority themes were
identified. These were:

- the specification of appropriate (i.e. relevant and feasible)
objectives for different learners and groups of learners;

- the use of mass media and new technologies;

- bilingual education (i.e. the use of more than one language as the
medium of instruction in the curriculum);

- the integration of visits and exchanges (including distance
exchanges) into the curriculum ("pédagogie des échanges");

- "learning to learn", the preparation of pupils and students for
independent learning (attitudes, awareness, study skills);

- appropriate and effective methods of assessing and evaluating both
the proficiency of learners and the effectiveness of the
teaching/learning process.

It was agreed that the dimension of teacher training (initial and in-
service) should be regarded as central to innovation in respect of all
priority themes in all sectors.

The principal working method in the new Project, following the
recommendations of an intergovernmental Symposium held in Sintra
(Portugal, 7-11 November 1989), is a series of action programmes of
research and development. Each programme, of some two years' duration,
is planned and initiated at a workshop hosted by a member government.
Its results will then be received and evaluated by a second workshop,
normally hosted by another government, which will also consider ways of
disseminating products and findings as well as making recommendations
for further work. A series of action programmes has been established
and has already begun to operate. Workshop 1A (October 1990) hosted by
the Benelux countries, concerns curriculum development for modern
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languages in upper secondary education (15/16-18/19, general, technical
and vocational), with special reference to criteria and descriptors for
the formulation of diversified objectives, parameters for a curricular
framework and the forms and functions of evaluation.

Among the expected results and products of the new Project are
"developments in the field of evaluation, testing and certification".
Evaluation and assessment (including self-assessment) have always had an
important role in the approach adopted by the Council of Europe'’s Modern
Languages Projects, and work in Projects 4 and 12 has dealt with
principles, methods and procedures. Following the decision in 1977 to
defer indefinitely the introduction of a European unit/credit scheme, no
attempt has been made to construct a unified overall common framework
within which the certificates and qualifications in modern languages
offered by different authorities and institutions in member countries
could be situated. The situation has now matured in a number of ways:

- European mobility has increased, and is set to increase further at
an accelerated rate, leading to a need for educational authorities,
employers and others to be able to assess the value of
qualifications gained in other systems by applicants for jobs,
admission to courses of study, etc.

- employees and indeed all learners need to know the value of
qualifications they acquire, not only in the country in which they
were required, but also in other countries in which they may wish to
study or work;

- syllabi have undergone a considerable convergent development, to a
large extent as a result of the progressive application of the
principles and models produced in Council of Europe Modern Languages
Projects. They have become more explicit and a much richer
apparatus of descriptors of content and performance levels is now
available;

- experience has been gained in certain countries [e. g. the ESU
(Engllsh Speaking Union) scheme in the United Kingdom] of setting up
a descriptive framework for the comparison of qualifications.

The time therefore now seems ripe to reexamine the issues left in
abeyance in 1977. Accordingly, the newly-established Project Group
accepted with pleasure and enthusiasm the offer of the Swiss government
to host an intergovernmental Symposium to be held (appropriately) at
Ruschlikon, at which the desirability and feasibility of a common
European frame of reference for the certification of proficiency in
modern languages could be assessed.

Aims and Objectives of the Symposium

The aim of the Symposium is to support European mobility, co-operation
and mutual understanding by providing a more satisfactory framework for
continuing language learning by young people and adults in all member
countries. This does not imply a single examination or series of
examinations, but rather a coherent and transparent system which will
enable learners to find their place and assess their progress in
relation to certain well-defined reference points. For this to be



possible, it is necessary for the same (or at least compatible)
principles to be followed in:

- the definition of objectives;
- procedures for the assessment of language proficiency;
- systems of certification and qualification.

The Symposium will therefore attempt to reach a consensus on the
principles to be followed and to assess the feasibility of establishing
such a framework. If the answer is positive, proposals will be made as
to the steps to be taken for producing one. Within the framework of the
CDCC Project, but taking into account the many specifications and
certificates which already exist, the Symposium will study the adequacy
of the models employed in the ’'threshold level'’ specifications so far
(incorporating the additional features introduced in Threshold Level
1990) when applied to more advanced levels. It may then consider what
modifications or alternatives may be necessary or desirable.

The Symposium will also examine the possibility of issuing a "language
pass" or "language portfolio", i.e. a document in which an individual
learner can have his language learning achievements attested within the
common framework adumbrated above. Such a document might be issued in a
distinctive format under the auspices of the Council of Europe. Its
function would be:

- to enhance and sustain motivation through longer term continuing
education;

- to enhance the recognition of the language learning achievement of
learners by employers and others by a single record with European
currency;

- to enhance coherence in educational systems and efficient interfaces
between educational sectors.

Working Methods
The Symposium will have four successive phases of work:

Phase One: establishment of general principles underlying the
construction of a common descriptive framework, and the consideration in
the light of those principles of examples of recent innovations in the
field of:

- the definition of objectives;
- assessment;
- certification.

Phase Two: the application of those principles to the definition of a
modular instrument which will serve as a common point of reference with
regard to the range of levels above ’'threshold level’, in particular
concerning upper secondary general and vocational qualifications, and
their adult education equivalents. (Here the experience of Workshop 1
[Benelux] should be drawn on).



Phase Three: investigation of the proposed "language pass/portfolio"
including the issues which would be raised by such a reporting
instrument from the point of view of different approaches to
certification; consideration of ways in which such issues raised could
be addressed.

Phase Four: the establishment of interaction networks to facilitate
developments in the definition of levels and objectives, in assessment
procedures and in profiling and certification; the formulation of
proposals and recommendations concerning cooperation between
institutions at national and European levels.

Some issues to be addressed:

- What are the parameters constituting an adequate descriptive
framework? Is the "four skills" analysis an adequate basis for the
definition of general and "partial" qualifications? Should sub-
skills and multi- skill activities be made explicit?

- How many levels should be distinguished? How can lower levels be
defined so as to represent positive achievement rather than degrees
of incompetence (what the learner cannot do)?

- How closely can, and should, achievement be described in the
interest of "transparency"?

- To what extent is "coherence" necessary or desirable? What is
implied by the term "coherence"?

- Is there a danger that a well-defined system may prejudice learner-
centred diversification and decentralised decision-making and
constrain flexibility and innovation unduly? If so, how is that
danger to be overcome?

- What roles may be appropriately ascribed to a) external assessment
b) teacher assessment c) self-assessment d) mutual assessment in
relation to diagnostic, formative and summative assessment?

- Can the modular principle implied by the unit/credit system be
utilised? How should this be implemented?

- How can the credibility of a "language pass/portfolio" be assured?
What dangers are there of misuse and how are they to be avoided?

- What contribution can the "language pass/portfolio" make to
educational and vocational mobility in Europe? By what practical
steps is this to be achieved?

- How is a consensus to be reached among authorities and institutions
with different ideas, practices and interests?

- What (if any) form of recognition should be given to the overall
framework and to certificates, etc., situated within it? What is
implied by recognition? If desirable, how is such recognition to be
administered?



- What further research and development is required to produce
concrete proposals? How is it to be organised? How long will it
take?

7. Working Languages

The working languages of the Symposium will be English and French, the
two official languages of the Council of Europe. Simultaneous
interpretation between these two languages will be provided for plenary
sessions and in some working groups.

REFERENCES
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AN OUTLINE OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE SYMPOSIUM

The Symposium, which was chaired by Mr Pierre LUISONI, Chairman of the
Education Committee of the Council of Europe, was attended by 108
participants from 26 countries, including representatives of examining
bodies and cultural institutions. A full list of participants is given as
Appendix 1. [A list of current developments, projects and reforms relevant
to the work of the Symposium is included as Appendix 4.)

The Symposium was opened on the evening of Sunday 10th November by

Jean CAVADINI, President, Swiss Conference of Cantonal Directors of
Education (CDIP/EDK) and Maitland STOBART, Deputy Director of Education,
Culture and Sport, Council of Europe. Mr Cavadini stressed the relevance of
the work of the Symposium to Switzerland, with it's multicultural,
multilingual composition, while Mr Stobart concentrated on the wider
context of the Symposium, the opening up of Central and Eastern Europe, and
the relevance of education, and particularly language learning, to
encourage young Europeans to see themselves "not only as citizens of their
own regions and countries, but also as citizens of Europe and of the wider
world." The process of orientation was continued by the General Rapporteur
and Project Adviser, Dr TRIM, at the beginning of the day on Monday 1llth,
when he placed the Symposium within the context of the work of the Modern
Languages Projects of the Council of Europe. Dr Trim traced the development
of the Projects from the first Raschlikon Symposium exactly 20 years
earlier, and outlined why the climate was now more propitious for
investigating the feasibility of a European framework of reference than it
had been at the time of the Ludwigshafen Symposium in 1977. He outlined
some of the steps institutions were currently taking under the pressure of
circumstances towards frameworks of reference, concluding that it seemed
less a question of whether a common framework was desirable, but rather of
what it should be like and how it should be brought about.

The full texts of these three addresses setting the context for the
Symposium are presented hereafter (pages 13-24).

The work of the Symposium was divided into four main phases:

- Phase 1 giving a "state of the art" overview;

- Phase 2 on objectives and evaluation beyond Threshold Level;
- Phase 3 on the reporting of achievement:

- Phases 4 & 5 on ways forward.

Each phase had a balance of plenary sessions and group discussion, and both
Phases 2 and 3 had presentations from panels approaching the topic of
discussion from different perspectives. The Symposium programme is given as
Appendix 2, and the speakers’ papers plus the texts of the contributions
from the panels are provided in Section D.

Phase 1: "Transparency and Coherence in the Design of Objectives,
Assessment and Certification Procedures" was a theoretical and practical
survey aiming to establish what the principles of transparency and
coherence meant both in theory and in practice, and what they might imply
for features of a possible common European Language Framework. An overview
from René RICHTERICH and Gunther SCHNEIDER was followed by two pairs of
examples of significant innovations in this field: Annie MONNERIE
(DELF/DALF) and Brendan CARROLL (ESU Framework); Beat VONARBURG
(Treffpunkte) & Brian PAGE (Graded Objectives).
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Tuesday morning brought theoretical inputs on the learning side (Vil jo
KOHONEN) and on assessment (Brendan CARROLL). There were opportunities for
group discussion after the overview, after each pair of examples, and again
at the end of the phase.

Phase 2: "Beyond Threshold Level: Specifying Objectives for Diverse Needs:
Continuity or Change?", lead by Daniel COSTE, investigated what
characterises learning and the context of learning beyond Threshold Level,
and what the implications of these characteristics might be for the
principles used in defining objectives and the design of modules. A panel
presenting examples of different kinds of project concerned with the
definition of objectives beyond Threshold was followed by group
discussion.

Phase 3: "Towards a Learner-centred European Framework for Reporting
Achievement in Language Learning" focused on the calibration aspects of a
framework, and the form a reporting instrument might take. Brian PAGE
defined some criteria a framework would have to meet and Rolf SCHARER then
outlined a possible learner- oriented approach under the title "European
Language Portfolio" (or Passport). The presentations were followed by a
round table debate chaired by Louis PORCHER, who in his introduction raised
some of the issues at stake in evaluation, calibration and certification.
One of the main decisions about a framework is whether to have a scale of
proficiency, and if so, what type. Brian NORTH presented a preliminary
investigation of options for scales.

"Show and Tell" sessions on innovations in the definition of objectives,
and in examination and certification were offered by participants on the
evening of Monday 11th, and an information fair on examinations and
certification systems took place on the evening of Wednesday 13th. A list
of participants and organisations taking part is given as Appendix 3.

Despite all this work, the social side was not entirely neglected. There
was a Gala Dinner on the Tuesday evening, with a memorable performance by
the clown "Bello", and on Thursday afternoon there was an excursion to the
Solothurn Festival of Languages, where participants were able to join in a
celebration of language diversity with Swiss secondary school children.

Phase 4 on Friday 15th, in the Hotel Panorama at Feusisberg, provided an
opportunity for intensive and informal discussion in small groups. After
formulating conclusions and recommendations for Phase 5, participants
defined their own areas of interest, with the suggestions for action
programmes and networks which arose being presented at a "network fair" at
the end of the afternoon. The list of projects suggested is given as
Appendix 5.

After the presentation, discussion and adoption of the conclusions and
recommendations of theSymposium on Saturday 16th, there were closing addresses

by Pierre Luisoni, the Symposium Chairman, by Maitland Stobart, by Denis Girard,
the Chairman of the Modern Languages Project Group, and by Tony Shaw of the LINGUA
Bureau. Summaries of these addresses are given Section E.
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OPENING ADDRESSES

Jean Cavadini, President, Swiss Conference of Cantonal Directors of
Education (CDIP/EDK)

Mr Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, it is with a particular pleasure that we
welcome you in the name of the Swiss authorities as participants in this
intergovernmental Symposium organised under the auspices of the Council for
Cultural Cooperation of the Council of Europe. Please feel welcome in this
country which has a great interest in the work of this great institution.

As I am sure you all know, Switzerland is a full member here in the Council
of Europe, - although we should also remember that it didn’t wish to become
a member of the United Nations and that it is currently joining Hamlet in
his existential question whether to be or not to be a member of the
European Community - the question we will have to ask ourselves in a few
years time. There is one thing we are sure of: we are in Europe, and
luckily geography is stubborn.

I should emphasise that we appreciate the Council of Europe, its philosophy
and its methods of cooperation, which suit our political structure and
ethical concepts.

Your work will be followed from the Swiss side with great interest. The
subject of your work certainly does not lack ambition since you have to
consider the central issue of what the spirit of language learning itself
consists of: transparency and coherence in relation to language learning in
Europe: which objectives, what kind of evaluation, how to provide
certification? Because in this country we understand the political
importance of language, we therefore appreciate the significance of the
area of your work this week. We have also been working together with the
Council of Europe in the area of teaching and learning modern languages for
more than thirty years now. We are happy to confirm that we have profited
greatly thereby, and if it is not too presumptuous, would also add that we
have equally been able to contribute to developments from our own
experience in the area of modern languages.

I would like to outline a few characteristics of the country which is
acting as your host. Geographically we are a small country of 41,000
square kilometres, sharing our frontiers and languages with Germany,
Austria, Liechtenstein, Italy and France. We have 6,700,000 inhabitants and
an active population of 48.5%; foreigners integrated in the Swiss
population account for 15.5% overall and 21% of the active population. I am
giving these details to emphasise the importance we give to language
policy.

As you may know, Switzerland has been celebrating its 700th anniversary. We
like saying that, even if one should add that Switzerland 700 years ago
consisted of three little cantons with a total population of about 8,000.
Nevertheless, it is true to say that modern Switzerland has its roots in
those three little cantons. The current federation goes back to 1848,
bringing together 26 cantons or half-cantons. The principles of direct
democracy are firmly entrenched in the cantons and communes and at a
federal level, which leads to our fame throughout the world for going to
vote at least once every three months to decide whether one should be
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allowed to bet more than 5 francs at the casino, or whether one should have
a referendum on the subject of speed limits on motorways. But direct
democracy is one of the difficulties on our path towards European
integration.

Switzerland enjoys a cultural diversity which is the natural result of
multilingualism. Our country is divided into four linguistic regions in
which the inhabitants speak German, French, Italian and Raeto-Romansch.
German, French and Italian constitute the official languages in the
following proportions: 65% of the population speak German; 18.4% French;
9.8% Italian; 0.8% Romansch, and 6% speak another language - this 6%
consisting mainly of the foreign population.

For the third part of this address, I shall attempt the impossible task of
describing the Swiss education system - or to be more precise, the
educational system in Switzerland. Swiss schools are directly affected by
the striking political and cultural fact that the cantons have complete
control over their school systems. Bearing that in mind, one could say that
in Switzerland there are in fact 26 educational systems, sometimes very
similar to one another, sometimes quite different.

In Switzerland, as in all federal systems, there is a certain tension
between political and legal authority in relation to education. Here one
needs to define what one understands by the term federalism. The principle
behind the Swiss concept is to leave the widest authority possible to all
partners involved, whilst federalism in the Canadian sense, for example,
consists of giving power to the central state. The two approaches are
totally different although they are often covered by the same term:
federalism. In all federal systems, the division of authority between the
central federal authority and the constituent regional units poses a
delicate problem, but the Swiss concept is based on the following
principle: the cantons exert all rights which have not been delegated to
the federal government. The direction is always from the bottom to the top,
and schools have remained essentially within the authority of the cantons.

Neither the cantons nor the confederation possess an administration
structure which manages the school system as a whole: professional
education may come under either the education department or the economic
department; schools concerned with, for example, the social aspects of
life, can come under the department concerned with health or with social
services. There is a great diversity in the structure of everything
connected with teaching in our federation and in our cantons.

Naturally this decentralisation causes some inconvenience - a certain
dissipation of effort, a certain difficulty in achieving joint action - but
we believe that there are considerable advantages to the approach because
the cantons regard their sovereignty in educational matters as one of the
elements which helps define their political and cultural identity.

This brings me to the question of languages in Switzerland, which is far
from being an simple issue. Our country owes its existence to the fact that
it has been capable of finding ways to bind together sometimes very
different individual parts. A linguistic encounter such as the one in
Switzerland between German, which as I mentioned is spoken by two thirds of
the population, and various offspring of the Romance family of languages, -
French, Italian Romansch - does not logically have to lead to the
emergence of a country with a secure future.
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On the political front, the linguistic situation has important
consequences: the Swiss have to accept a delicate political situation and
should ideally speak four different languages. It is, however, rare to meet
someone who actually does speak all four languages, which has given rise to
the colloquialism "The Swiss get on well because they don't understand each
other". This is not always wrong. Certain people have advocated the idea of
the creation of homogeneous language regions, but this is to miss the
impact of history. The mastery of a language is difficult, and today, the
linguistic situation in Switzerland is a problem of some concern. Ticino,
the Italian speaking part of the country, has already stated a certain
disquiet; in the Grisons, which is the area where Romansch is spoken by
part of the population, the weakness of certain forms of expression has
been confirmed. Our federal constitution refers to "German", but today, the
ma jority of the German-speaking population in the country do not speak
"German", they speak Swiss German, a dialect which one cannot always
instantly relate to High German, a fact which makes the question of our
policy with regard to foreign language learning very difficult. The
difficulty French and German speakers have in understanding each other is
increasing, a fact that is embarrassing to admit, but which must be
recognised all the same. There is today an increasing use of Swiss German
in the German-speaking part of the country, and it is evident that one of
the main consequences affects the teaching of foreign languages, which is
for us a necessity.

In principle, French-speaking schoolchildren learn German from their fourth
school year, that is to say from the age of 10 or 11. In principle, German-
speaking children learn French from their fourth or fifth school year, but
with the extra handicap that in learning French they are learning not a
second, but a third language: first Swiss German, then German, then French.
This is a difficult issue which exists, which we have to recognise, and
which poses the very public problem that when we wish to train French-
speaking teachers of German, we send them to Germany. We can’t locate in a
systematic fashion the necessary German-speaking families, or even
universities, in Switzerland. I don't want to develop any further this
subject, which is naturally one of considerable importance to us, since we
should concentrate on issues at a European level. Nevertheless, it's worth
remembering that in Switzerland, when we speak (theoretically) German,
French and Italian, we are speaking to 150 million people in Europe,
whereas when we speak Swiss German we are speaking to 4 million people.
That makes a difference.

To conclude, I would like to add that the question which you are tackling
in your symposium is a fundamental question for us, and we greatly
appreciate the work you are about to undertake. The evolution of Europe
requires all of us to reflect very seriously and concretely upon everything
concerned with the comparability and permeability of systems. We have often
said, and I will repeat it once more, that the new Europe is based upon
movement, mobility; this forces us to envisage comparability of training
and certification. This fact strikes us particularly in connection with
modern languages. We don’t want, and I am sure that none of you want, a
unification of educational systems, or a strict harmonisation into a sort
of "European pudding", which would be a reduction to one single model. But
we are, on the other hand, very responsive to the idea of the definition of
instruments which would allow comparison. Such instruments are desirable
and necessary. It’'s up to you to show us, first of all, how they could
exist and what they might be like. If you are careful to take account of
the diversity of national systems, you will then allow the member states to
decide the use to which the instruments can be put.
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Finally, we couldn’t conclude without expressing our recognition ‘to all
those who have been involved in ensuring that this symposium will be a
success. "The Commissariat will follow", a general and president of a
neighbouring republic once said. Here, the organisation has come first, and
will accompany you, we are sure, to a great success in your work. One can’t
take it for granted that everything will function harmoniously when a
number of separate institutions have to work together. The Swiss Organising
Committee and the Project Team of the Council of Europe have managed a
remarkable achievement. When one succeeds in Switzerland in bringing
together the federal authorities, the cantons, the universities and the
private sector, one tends to cry "It's a miracle". The extent of this
miracle bears testimony to the importance of your presence, and of your
work.

Thank you.

Maitland Stobart, Deputy Director of Education, Culture and Sport, Council
of Europe

Ladies and Gentlemen.

It is a great pleasure for me to represent the Council of Europe at the
opening of this Symposium and to bring you the greetings of our Secretary
General Mme. Catherine Lalumiére. She asked me to thank the Swiss
authorities and our Swiss partners very warmly for contributing the
Symposium to the Council of Europe’s education programme and for investing
so much time in the preparatory work.

On behalf of the Council of Europe, I would like to welcome you, the
participants, to the Symposium. We are delighted that there has been such a
strong response to our invitation. It shows that the subject of our
discussions here in Rischlikon is both topical and important. I would like
to extend a special word of welcome:

- to the delegates from our new member states in Central and Eastern
Europe;

- to the observer from the USA;

- and to the representatives of the Commission of the European Communities
and the LINGUA Bureau.

In my few remarks this evening, I would like to highlight the recent
important political developments within the Council of Europe and the
repercussions on our education programme. I will, therefore, concentrate on
the wider context of the Symposium. It’s place in the Council of Europe’s
work on modern languages will be described to you tomorrow by our General
Rapporteur, Dr. Trim.

As a result of the dramatic changes in Central and Eastern Europe, our
organisation has become the widest intergovernmental and interparliamentary
forum in Europe. 30 states, including Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary,
Poland and the Soviet Union - take part in our education programme. And we
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are developing co-operation with five others: Albania, the three Baltic
republics, and Rumania. Our geographical area, therefore, stretches from
North Cape to Cyprus and Malta, and from Reykjavik to Vienna to
Vladivostok. This means that, within the next 12 months, countries in
Central and Eastern Europe could account for almost one third of the States
involved in our work in education (11 out of 35).

As was stressed in "The Charter of Paris for a New Europe", "ours is a time
for fulfilling the hopes and expectations that our peoples have cherished
for decades: steadfast commitment to democracy based on human rights and
fundamental freedoms; prosperity through economic liberty and social
justice; and equal security for all countries". This charter was adopted in
Paris last November by the Heads of State or Government of the 34 countries
involved in the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (the
CSCE).

The transition to parliamentary democracy and a market economy in Central
and Eastern Europe is, of course, fraught with difficulty. Furthermore, as
we have seen recently, ethnic and national feelings are strong, if not
explosive. You will notice that Yugoslavia is not represented at the
Symposium. Last month, the Council of Europe’'s Committee of Ministers
decided to suspend/freeze our co-operation with the Yugoslav authorities
because of the seizure of the Presidency, the abuses of power, the violence
and violations of human rights.

In the 1990s, the Council of Europe’s work on education will respond to the
following three overarching questions:

1. How can education and education systems help to promote human rights,
fundamental freedoms, pluralist democracy and the rule of law?

2. How can education and education systems help to bring the peoples of our
continent closer together and create a sense of being at home in Europe?

3. How can education and culture help the governments and citizens of
Europe to meet the big challenges facing our societies?

Last month, our Standing Conference of the European Ministers of Education
met in Vienna to discuss the consequences, for the education of all young
Europeans, of the momentous changes underway in Europe. The Conference was
attended by Ministers and senior officials from 34 European States, and
they recognised that:

(1) study, training, work and leisure in Europe are increasingly
characterised by communication, mobility and interaction;

(ii) the daily lives of Europeans are taking on "a living European
dimension".

The Ministers resolutions have been distributed to you.

At grassroots level, there has been a radical change of scale in the
interest shown in this European dimension by educators throughout Europe.
There has been a veritable explosion in the number of international,
national and local conferences and workshops on the subject of the European
dimensions of education, and the Council of Europe and the other European
institutions are flooded with requests from educators who are looking for
basic information, teaching resources, training, contacts and partners.
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Another sign of this grassroots interest is the growing number of European
educational associations and networks like the European Association of
Teachers, the Association for Teacher Education in Europe, the European
Association for Special Education, the European Curriculum Network, the
European Standing Conference of Geography Teachers’ Associations, the
European Secondary Heads Association, the European Association of Distance
Teaching Universities, the European Bureau of Adult Education, the European
Rectors’ Conference, the European Parents’ Association, the Organising
Bureau of European Student Unions, and the European Educational Publishers’
Group. My colleagues and I are in contact with some 60 of these
organisations and new networks are being set up every month.

In response to these developments, the Council of Europe is strengthening
its work on the European dimension of education. In addition to the Project
on "Language Learning for European Citizenship" which has brought us
together here in Rischlikon, we have started an ambitious project on the
European dimension of secondary education. Its aim is to provide policy-
makers and educators with practical advice on how secondary schools should
prepare young people for life in a democratic and multicultural Europe. On
Wednesday and Thursday I will have to leave this Symposium briefly to
attend the opening, in the United Kingdom, of the meeting of our network on
school links, twinnings and exchanges. This network is part of the new
project.

Finally we are preparing a project on the study of Europe in higher
education. It will start next year and will focus on such subject areas as:
history; geography; languages and literatures: human rights; economics, and
the social structures of Europe.

I would like to stress very strongly that the term "the European dimension
of education" does not imply the imposition of uniformity on education
systems in our continent. There must be respect both for diversity and for
local, regional, and national specificities. Furthermore, programmes to
promote an awareness of Europe must not, in turn, create Eurocentric or
selfish attitudes. Education systems should encourage all young Europeans
to see themselves "not only as citizens of their own regions and countries,
but also as citizens of Europe and of the wider world."

In many respects, this Symposium is one of the most important meetings in
the Council of Europe'’s education programme for 1991. If we can make
progress on a common European frame of reference for the certification of
proficiency in modern languages, we will make a significant contribution to
educational and vocational mobility in Europe. We might also be able to
adapt some of the concepts and procedures to other subjects or areas of
study.

This ambitious task cannot be carried out by the Council of Europe alone,
and it will necessitate co-operation with a wide variety of partners, in
particular the Commission of the European Communities. A few months ago, an
inter-secretariat meeting between our department and the Task Force of the
Commission agreed that modern languages should be one of the priority areas
for co-operation between the Council of Europe and the European
Communities. We are now studying how to create genuine links and
interaction between our Projects on "Language Learning for European
Citizenship" and the very exciting LINGUA Programme of the European
Communities.
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Ladies and Gentlemen, my colleagues - Jean-Frangois Allain, Marléne von den
Steinen and Lisa Calveley - and I look forward to working with you. we
would like to wish you a very stimulating and successful meeting.

Thank you.
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THE SYMPOSIUM IN THE CONTEXT OF THE MODERN LANGUAGES PROJECTS OF THE
COUNCIL OF EUROPE

Dr. J.L.M. Trim, General Rapporteur and Project Adviser

Mr Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen,

It is a great pleasure, to be once again in Rischlikon to take part in an
intergovernmental Symposium of the Council of Europe on modern languages
hosted by the Swiss Federal Authorities. This Symposium, which has been
prepared with great care by our Swiss colleagues, the team of international
animators and the Council of Europe Secretariat, presents us all with a
considerable challenge. If we can meet that challenge, I believe that we
have the opportunity to make it a meeting of considerable, even historic
importance in the development of modern language learning and teaching in
our continent and, perhaps, beyond. A measure of this importance is the
interest shown by representatives of major institutions, large and small,
to take part in our meeting. Twenty-six member states are represented. This
number reflects also the recent dramatic growth in the number of states
which have joined the Council of Europe or signed the European Cultural
Convention. There are now 30, and the process is continuing. It is likely
that within the next year we shall be joined by the 5 remaining European
countries, including the newly-independent Baltic republics and - who knows
- perhaps other republics of Eastern Europe. We are particularly pleased to
welcome a number of colleagues from the LINGUA Programme of the European
Community, who share many of our concerns, particularly in so far as they
regard the preparation of young people and adults to take part in the
economic life of the states concerned. It is clearly of importance that we
should work as far as possible in harmony and cooperation. We have also
many observers. They include representatives of many of the major European
language teaching and examining institutions, where decisions affect
millions of learners, as well as those of teachers’ associations at a
European level. We have observers from other international and European
bodies, and also from other continents, Canada and North America. We have
everything to gain from the pooling of experience and ideas with leaders of
our profession in all countries. We are now globally interdependent and all
stand to benefit from the clarification of ideas and the development of a
transparent, coherent and yet open framework to which we can all contribute
on a continuing basis. There are many, many colleagues who would dearly
have liked to be present, but for whom we couldn’t alas find room. We who
are here have all the greater responsibility for producing concrete results
which will be of wvalue to them.

This then is the challenge which as brought us together: what should a
common European framework for language learning be like? How should life-
long language learning be recognised and reported? We have, of course, to
consider whether we want these things - though I hardly imagine that so
many distinguished people with pressing claims on their time would have
made the journey and dedicated a full working week to this Symposium unless
they expected that it would reach positive and practical conclusions. But
when we consider why we want a common framework within which language
learning can be guided, assessed, evaluated, recognised and reported, we
shall already begin to consider concretely the means for doing so,
particularly if we agree that the framework should indeed be transparent,
coherent and open.
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As I said, much thought has been given to these issues and careful
preparation made by the Swiss organisers and the international coordinating
team. Furthermore, this Symposium, and the programme of practical work
which it will set in train, builds upon the cumulative results of the
successive Council of Europe Modern Languages Projects since the mid-
1960’'s. In particular, it can be seen to take up, in a situation which has
matured in many ways, the work on a European unit-credit scheme for
language learning by adults, initiated here in Rischlikon, almost exactly
twenty years ago, when we attended the first Intergovernmental Symposium to
deal with adult education within the Major Programme in Modern Languages of
the Council for Cultural Cooperation. The Symposium was concerned largely
with the implications for adult education, with special reference to
language learning of the approach to éducation permanente developed by
Bertrand Schwarz. If we were to consider the life-long development of
individuals and their attempts to improve their ability to cope with the
successive challenges with which life presented them, it would clearly be
necessary to rethink our educational policy and its theoritical basis.
National educational systems had a strong tendency to be monolithic, with
children organised into large classes and all pursuing the same curricular
objective, preparing for the same examinations, equipped (at least in
principle - never perhaps in practice) with the same knowledge and skills,
to a greater or lesser extent according to their abilities and industry, as
a basis for the coherence of the life of the nation, progressing along a
common path from the elementary through intermediate to the advanced stages
of learning - with educational casualties strewn along the route! Yet the
lives of adults are almost infinitely diverse. How could an educational
system for adults be devised to cater for diversity? From answers to this
question arose the major principles upon which our later work has been
based: the acceptance that it was necessary to base educational provision
on the identification of the needs and motivations, characteristics and
resources of learners rather than simply on the universal content structure
of areas of knowledge; the progressive development of the learners’ ability
to organise their own learning both in respect of content and method:; the
priority of a careful specification of aims and objectives over methods,
materials and evaluation. The methods and materials used were seen to be
contingent on the nature of the learning situations, whilst evaluation can
only test the achievement of the objectives pursued.

Of course, whilst learning is an individual process, teaching is of
necessity of social process. How are the two to be reconciled? On the
classroom level, by changing the role of the teacher from a purveyor of
knowledge to a facilitator of learning ; from the dominant figure in a
unitary process to the organiser of the diverse activities of groups of
varying size. On the level of the educational system, it was proposed to
move from a system in which all learners moved in parallel along a common
logico-developmental path to one in which global subjects were articulated
into modules, allowing learners to select those which would provide a
learning pathway appropriate to their needs, motivations and
characteristics. It was envisaged that a European unit-credit scheme might
be devised, defining some set of modules the acquisition of which might be
accredited to the individual on a cumulative basis. Following the
Rischlikon Symposium in 1971, a small group of experts was asked to
investigate the feasibility of devising such a European unit-credit system
for modern language learning by adults. Accepting the learner-centred,
needs and motivation-oriented approach, we looked for a principled basis on
which a modular system could be erected. We agreed that we could not follow
the model that had been proposed for a particular area of knowledge, namely
ecology, by dividing a language into a number of relatively independent
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areas to be tackled one by one in various combinations and in virtually any
order. We therefore set out to elaborate a model whereby modules could be
constructed which would give particular learners, or groups of learners,
the communicative potential that would enable them to act effectively
through language to achieve the satisfaction of their needs. In principle,
the number of modules that could be devised is limitless. In practice, only
self-directed learning can be so flexible. Teaching situations necessarily
impose constraints. We have to ask ourselves such questions as

- what do the members of this teaching group have in common?

- what are the aims and objectives of the teaching institution and the
authorities or funding agencies which provide its resources?

- what are, in fact, its resources, human and material?
e.g.

- what knowledge and skills do the teachers possess?
- what knowledge and skills do the learners themselves bring?

- what access to the target language and its products is provided by
the institution or is available in the environment?

- to what other material resources do the learners themselves have
access?

What time (class and homework) and effort is available to learners and
teachers? And so on. All these factors and others constrain the objectives
which can sensibly be adopted for the group and its members. And of course
the processes by which decisions on content and method are arrived at vary
according to the political, economic and social structures within which
learning and teaching are organised and the corresponding relations and
attitudes. Some will favour consultation and negotiation more than others
which are more authoritarian.

Accordingly, in the years between 1971 and 1977, the expert group
concentrated on formulating the principles on which the planning of
learning units might be based (Trim 1978, Chapter 3) and developing a model
for the specification of objectives (Bung 1973 a). This model was
exemplified, first in a study by Bung on the foreign language needs of
hotel waiters and staff (Bung 1973 b) and then in the celebrated Threshold
Level of Dr. J. van Ek. At the same time, attention was given to the
possible framework and organisation of a European unit-credit scheme and to
the associated problems of accreditation and the calibration of
proficiency. A report was presented to an intergovernmental Symposium at
Ludwigshafen in 1977 (Trim 1978). It concluded that there were "no
insuperable problems of an academic or pedagogical nature in the way of the
introduction of a unit-credit scheme. It is rather a question of choice,
will and organisation". After noting that the descriptors used in the
Threshold Level publications (including Un Niveau-seuil and
Kontaktschwelle) could form the basis for a developing "articulated set of
descriptors of different levels and directions of language proficiency",
the report recognised that: "An effective unit-credit scheme on a European
scale demands a vast cooperative effort on the part of large numbers of
administrators, organisers, producers, writers, teachers and students in
different places, under different circumstances and with different forms of
organisation".
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"The success of such a scheme depends then on a form of organisation being
developed which is capable of promoting that unity in diversity the
situation of our continent demands. The organisation must be strong enough
to provide effective guidance and incentives to decisions-makers. It must
be flexible enough to release energies and relate together different
initiatives at all educational levels, on a large and on a small scale. It
must be dynamic enough to recognise and respond to theoretical and
practical advance, changing its own concepts, pratices and structures
accordingly".

The report went on to outline options for the concrete implementation of a
unit-credit scheme and the author finished with the claim that "a sound
basis for further progress in developing an overall system of reference now
exists; he is confident that further concrete results will emerge from
cooperative action and field development, in consultation with the
administrators, planners, course developers, teachers and learners - in
short the parties immediately involved in language learning and teaching".

In the event, no further progress was made following Ludwigshafen on the
implementation of a unit-credit scheme based on a common descriptive
framework. Some felt it to be premature. Some others wished to head off any
development that might encourage European centralism. Instead, the decision
was taken to pilot the application of its basic principles in a wide range
of educational contexts (particularly lower secondary, adult and migrant
education), following a strategy set out in the report (Trim 1978, p.58).
When these were successful, a further Project aimed at their generalisation
in lower secondary education in member states. As a result of the
successive Projects and in tune with the general development of the field,
it is no exaggeration to say that a major paradigm shift has occurred over
the period under review. It is now almost universally recognised that the
primary aim of language teaching is to enable learners to use the language
concerned for communicative purposes, both by face-to-face interaction and
by gaining access to the information contained in texts, written and
spoken, relevant to their needs and interests. Knowledge of the language
and skill in its use are necesary prerequisites for communication, not ends
in themselves. The classroom is seen as a "crucible of communciation", with
the consequences drawn for its organisation and the roles, relations and
activities of learners and teachers alike. National curricular guidelines,
examination syllabuses, procedures and evaluation criteria, textbook and
multi-media course design, initial and in-service teacher training, have
all been recast in most if not all member countries. These convergent
developments in member countries entail a much higher degree of consensus
across the continent on teaching aims, objectives, methods and materials,
as well as the content, procedures and criteria for evaluation and
certification. What may have seemed, fifteen years ago, to carry the
dangers of imposing a modernistic approach on a reluctant profession, now
requires little more than the recognition of an existing state of affairs.

This development is not simply an autonomous evolution of educational
systems. At the same time we have been witnessing a sharp acceleration in
the internationalisation of European (and indeed global) living. Satellite
networks make events anywhere on earth observable anywhere else within a
fraction of a second. It is a commonplace that all aspects of social
organisation are profoundly affected by the transformation of society in
terms of personal mobility and electronic communication. Education changes
interact with social usage in a complex way. Acting in harmony they
facilitate and accelerate change. In disaccord they produce inefficiency
and conflict. The same may of course be said of political measures and
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organisation. Over the past two or three years we have seen the ultimate
collapse of an attempt to isolate one part of the world from the mainstream
development of the remainder. Yet while internationalisation proceeds apace
we are experiencing at the same time the fundamental need of human beings
to express their cultural identity on a human scale and the refusal of
individuals and of small communities to submerge themselves in huge
impersonal entities.

The fundamental aims of the Council of Europe are thus of increasing and
urgent importance. It is important to equip individuals throughout the
populations to be internationally mobile and to cope with the consequences
of mobility. It is important to be well-informed, so as to be able to
arrive at mutual understanding and good working relations across language
boundaries. It is important to respect and be receptive to other cultures,
other ways of experiencing and expressing reality. It is important to see
the task of exploring the multicultural and multilingual reality of Europe
as part of ongoing life - and for teachers to see it as part of their
responsibility to equip young people with the means of exploration and to
inspire in them the joy of discovery and the will to explore.

It seems then to me that this Symposium has the opportunity - perhaps the
duty - to make up, in the changed circumstances of 1991, the challenge that
was not taken up in 1977. Whilst the framework we propose may well be very
different from the options considered at that time, the attempt to set up a
common framework can surely no longer be considered premature. In the last
decade the Council of Europe has substantially developed its models of
description - in practice by the successive threshold descriptions, which
in building on the pioneering descriptions of learning objectives for
English and French, have each responded to the somewhat varying needs of
target audiences for the language concerned and in doing so have added
something of value to the pool of experience; we owe a debt of this kind to
the teams which have produced threshold level specifications for German,
Spanish, Italian, Dutch, Danish, Swedish, Norwegian, Portuguese, Catalan
and Basque. Their work is available to us. Meanwhile a series of studies
towards an enriched model of description was undertaken, to be followed by
Dr. van Ek's theoretical exposé of such a model in his Objectives for
Foreign Language Learning, with volumes on Scope and Levels (Van Ek J. 1986
& 87). This model, with some further extension, is now exemplified in
Threshold Level 1990 and Waystage 1990 which you have all received (Van Ek
J, & Trim J.L.M. 1991a & 1991b). Whilst keeping closely to the

functional /notional coverage of the original, it adopts, as you will have
seen, a more open approach to the lexicon bound to personal experience and
introduces intonation as an integral aspect of expression. New chapters
deal with strategies of communication, both productive and receptive, as
well as with socio-cultural aspects of communication, including politeness
conventions, and learning to learn as a conscious objective rather than as
a mere spin-off or bonus. It will be for you to judge whether this enriched
model is also adequate for the specification of objectives beyong Threshold
Level.

The general question of whether a common framework is desirable or feasible
in principle is now, perhaps, already overtaken by events. Under the
pressure of practical considerations, a number of institutions have already
moved far in this direction and their work will be presented to you. On a
purely national level, the many autonomous teacher-based "grade objectives"
schemes in the United Kingdom found it necessary to adopt a common
framework of coherent and transparent objectives to facilitate pupil
mobility in a society in which up to 30% of pupils may have to change
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schools at least once as a result of family movement. The English-Speaking
Union and the British Council found that the plethora of EFL examinations
offered by British examining bodies was bewildering and deterrent to
foreign learners and invested much effort in placing them in a common
framework. The International Certificate Conference found it necessary to
develop a common framework to ensure the comparability of certificates
offered in different languages and controlled by different teams of
examiners coming, sometimes, from different traditions - as well as
encouraging learners to move on from one language to another with greater
facility awareness and confidence. Similar reasons have led to the
formation, recently, of international associations and consortia of
independent examining bodies. The French Government has elaborated a scheme
whereby the teaching of French in different national contexts can be
validated by its Embassies without unduly constraining local provisions for
local needs. Such networks are a natural outcome of the actions taken by
national governments and leading institutions within their territories in
accordance with the dual responsibilities undertaken under the European
Cultural Convention both to encourage the learning and teaching of

languages of other member states on its own territory and to provide the
learning and teaching of its own national language (and in some cases
regional languages) in other member states. At the same time, in the area
of vocational training which comes most straightforwardly into its present
terms of reference, the European Community has seen the urgent need for
measures to facilitate freedom of movement for work and study and has taken
its own steps towards their implementation.

In fact, Mr Chairman, the keen interest that has been shown by a large
number of bodies concerned with language qualifications in being informed
of the results of this Symposium and if at all possible to participate
directly in its work, seem to indicate that it is no longer a question of
whether a common framework is desirable, but rather of what it should be
like and how it can be brought about. How do we reconcile the need for
common acceptance and mutual recognition with respect for diversity and
freedom to innovate? How do we find a solution with which all the
established and legitimate interests in the field can feel comfortable,
which nevertheless leaves space for future growth? How far can we progress
during this short week and what ust we do to expedite the process of
actually setting up a coherent and transparent framework with which an

individual record of achievement can gain recognition as being meaningful,
valid and credible?

The other major issue with which we shall be concerned is that of an
individual record of language learning achievement, which might be promoted
under the aegis of the Council of Europe. In this case there is not,
perhaps, the same danger of being overtaken and marginalised by events. We
may find little difficulty in welcoming such an imaginative proposal in
principle. There are, however, a number of practical issues to be
considered. What functions would such a record perform? Simply motivation
or actual facilitation of professional and educational mobility? What kinds
of information should it contain? How would entries be made, by whom and in
what form? Can it remain an informal record under the control of the
individual, for which no responsibility is taken by the Council, or should
it be something more, in which case does responsibility entail some form of
control? If so, how is it to be exercised? Are theres dangers of abuse or
of stifling bureaucratisation? If so, how are they to be avoided or
overcome? How would a record of achievement relate to the common
descriptive framework already discussed? Again, how far can progress be
made here and what practical steps should be planned?
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To sum up, Mr Chairman, we are now presented with what may later be seen as
an historic opportunity. I have spoken of taking up the tasks of 1977, and
of the ways in which our present situation is more favourable. With the
accumulated advances of the years between and following the intensive
thought which has gone into the planning of the Symposium, we have here the
necessary technical expertise and decision-making power to embark on a
process of cooperation which will give our fellow-Europeans - above all our
young people - structures of support and stimulation which will motivate
and guide them as they learn to work and play more closely together, and
will recognise their achievement in language learning efforts which require
determination, dedication and perseverance.

Our Swiss hosts and our animating team have worked in a most dedicated and
efficient way to prepare, intellectually as well as practically, the
discussions and decisions awaiting us. Let us all do our best to mark out
the path of cooperation, and see how far along it we can progress in the
days ahead.

REFERENCES

Baldegger, M. Miller, M, Schneider, G., & Nif, A. 1980: "Kontaktschwelle"
Council of Europe.

Bung K. 1973a: "The Specification of Objectives in a Language Learning
System for Adults" Council of Europe.

Bung K. 1973b: "The Foreign Language Needs of Hotel Waiters and Staff"
Council of Europe.

Coste, D., Courtillon, J., Ferenczi, V., Martins-Balatr, M., Papo, E.,
CREDIF & Roulet, E. 1978: "Un Niveau-Seuil" Council of Europe.

Trim, J.L.M. 1978: "Some Possible Lines of Development of an Overall
Structure for a European Unit/Credit Scheme for Foreign Language Learning
by Adults", Council of Europe.

Van Ek J. 1986: "Objectives for foreign language learning": Scope." Council
of Europe.

Van Ek J. 1987: "Objectives for foreign language learning": Levels."
Council of Europe.

Van Ek J.& Trim J.L.M. 1991la: "Threshold Level 1990" Council of Europe.
Van Ek J.& Trim J.L.M. 1991b: "Waystage 1990" Council of Europe.

27






B. SUMMARIES OF THE CONCLUSIONS OF THE WORKING GROUPS

29






SUMMARIES OF THE CONCLUSIONS OF THE WORKING GROUPS

Phase 1: Transparency and Coherence in the Design of Objectives,
Assessment and Certification Procedures;

The objective of Phase 1 was "The establishment of what the principles of
transparency and coherence meant both in theory and in practice, and what
they implied for features of a possible common European language
framework”.

The many questions raised by the speakers, the limited amount of time
available, the heterogeneity of the working groups have prevented any in-
depth discussion of the problem. However, the following points have
emerged:

a) The idea of a common European framework is considered to be positive.
The principles of coherence and transparency should be adhered to in its
development, but the framework should not impose a single system. On the
contrary, it should be open and flexible in order to be adaptable to
particular situations.

b) The modularity of teaching and learning, based on the definition of
differenciated or even partial objectives, and the modularity of
assessment and certification guarantee the choice of learning routes,
but it would take different forms according to the school or post-school
context.

c) The learner’'s autonomy is an important educational objective which may
be reached through various approaches.

d) It is both desirable and useful to develop descriptive scales of
language performances; they can be used as reference tools but must
remain open, adaptable and non-binding.

e) Assessment methods should take account of teaching and learning
processes as well as products. As to the assessment formats, these
should be manifold, from external assessment developed by certification
institutions through assessment developed by groups of teachers to self-
assessment. The examples of innovation which were presented offer
interesting approaches but they cannot be directly transferred to other
contexts.

f) The question of a central certification controlling body remains open
and controversial.

René Richterich
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Phase 2: Beyond Threshold Level: Specifying Objectives for Diverse Needs:
Continuity or Change?

Objectives of Phase 2

In Phase 2 Daniel Coste investigated the characteristics of language
learning and teaching beyond Threshold level and what the implications of
these characteristics are for the principles used in defining objectives
and the design of modules of language learning. A panel presented projects
from the upper secondary, adult and university sectors concerned with the
definition of objectives for both testing and teaching purposes beyond
Threshold level.

The objectives of the extended phase of group discussion were

- to outline those features of this stage of language learning which
differentiate it from preceding stages - to discuss the consequences of
these features for the model(s) to be used for the specification of
language learning objectives beyond Threshold level - to consider to
what extent transparency and overall coherence can be ensured whilst at
the same time respecting the high degree of pluralism and diversity in
language learning and teaching in this area.

"Beyond Threshold Level"

Many participants had difficulty locating a level "beyond Threshold" within
their own contexts. It is evident that whereas in many member states and in
many language teaching institutions the principles of the "Threshold level
approach"” have been adopted, it has not been used as a clear indicator of
any given level.

This lack of precision with regard to relating Threshold to levels in given
teaching systems was, however, compensated for by very clear, precise
notions on the features of language learning and teaching beyond Threshold.

Features of Language Learning and Teaching Beyond Threshold

There was consensus as to the features characterising language learning and
teaching beyond Threshold. The groups confirmed and enlarged Daniel Coste'’s
portrait of learners, objectives and context of language learning at this
level. In short:

- learners are different in terms of:
- the skill and knowledge they bring with them;
- the context within which they will be using their language skills;
- their motivation;
- their previous language learning experience and resulting awareness;

- progress in both fluency and accuracy become closely linked;

- an awareness of sociocultural factors and their influence on the use of
the target language becomes an important feature of language learning;

- learners often go through changes in learning environment at this stage
as they move from one type of learning establishment to another;
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- progression is qualitative rather than quantitative and therefore is
less tangible at this stage of learning;

- "progress" is not likely to take place linearly in all areas of language
learning, but rather in certain areas of skills and knowledge according
to the learner’'s own needs and objectives. This gives rise to
"imbalanced" or uneven profiles.

In terms of the learner, transparency and coherence should be ensured by
providing continuity. In terms of those responsible for drawing up more
open-ended specifications of language learning objectives it was felt that
a high degree of flexibility is needed and attention to areas not focussed
on at earlier stages is required in order to take account of the above
features.

Models for the Specification of Objectives

There was general agreement that there is a clear need for diversification
and flexibility in the way in which learning objectives and testing
objectives are specified. This, however was not taken to mean a large
extent of fragmentation of learning objectives.

There was consensus on the existence of a "common core" or large block of
"transversal features" which would be relevant to and present in all
language learning situations at this stage or, expressed differently, which
could serve all language learning efforts at this stage.

Within this "common core" it was suggested that existing models for
describing language proficiency could be used but with different emphases,
covering in depth areas which become relevant at higher levels. It was
emphasised, though, that such specifications should be open, not limiting
the greater degree of learner autonomy which could be expected at this
level.

The possibility of organising such specifications of language learning
objectives in a modular fashion was considered worth investigating as a way
of allowing for variation in possible learning paths. Emphasis was also
given to the necessity to distinguish between "modularity" of assessable
learning objectives and teaching programmes.

Variation in levels of attainment in relationship to the different language
learning objectives within this "common core" should be possible.

At the same time, it was suggested that specific modules for particular
vocational or other purposes could be envisaged outside this "common core".
Such modules would relate directly to the "transversal features" of the
"common core" complementing them in very specific subject areas.

A lack of transparency and coherence implied by the need for diversity,
openness and flexibility at this level was not felt to be a risk. The
Threshold 1990 model of formulating language learning objectives could well
provide a suitable instrument allowing for transparency and coherence while
providing sufficient flexibility. The need to establish a common European
framework with a coherent set of language learning objectives beyond
Threshold was implicit in the groups’ conclusions.

Mike Makosch
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Phase 3: Towards a Learner-centred European Framework for Reporting
Achievement in Language Learning.

The groups reported on the general reaction to the idea of a European
Language Portfolio; the advantages that could be derived from its
development; the possible dangers, and the questions which would need to be
addressed in further reflection on and development of the concept.

In general, the groups strongly supported the principle of a language
portfolio, though one group felt that further concretisation of the idea
was needed for proper judgment of its usefulness.

Potential advantages of the portfolio included its role as a stimulator and
motivator of both multilingualism and successful language learning; its
beneficial effect on the design and methodology of language teaching and
assessment; the usefulness of a frame of reference and calibrator for
transparency for users, and as a facilitator of mobility.

The doubts expressed wondered whether it would in fact have the motivating
effect sought, and whether it might not lead to the kind of rigidity it
tried to avoid. Groups stressed the need for simplicity and clarity, and
some groups questioned the case for developing a portfolio in all three of
the proposed parts.

Quite naturally, there were numerous suggestions of issues which would need
to be addressed in further development of the portfolio. These included,
amongst others:

- how would the portfolio be financed?

- how would the certification part of the passport be validated? by whom?

- could the same document serve both compulsory school systems and adult
education?

- how could the need for simplicity and clarity be reconciled with the
wish to include many kinds of language learning, including the cultural
element of language learning?

- what kind of scale would best allow the recognition and certification of
"partial language learning" where some skills are more fully acquired
than others?

There were a number of recommendations about the nature of the portfolio
and the scale. The groups which expressed views on the number of levels
recommended a 9 level scale; some felt that the descriptors should be
expressed in terms of skills, other in terms of activities; one group
stressed that any entry in the portfolio should have an official stamp of
approval; another recommended national, rather than international
development initially, and that it should be voluntary.

The group reports give much richer accounts of their reasoning and more
detailed suggestions. It is fair, however, to say that the overall

result of the discussion was a "YES, but..... " with questions and
reservations expressed as issues to be dealt with in a further study rather
than as rejections of the concept.

Frank Heyworth
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C. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SYMPOSIUM
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SYMPOSIUM

The Symposium, noting

the progress made in member countries towards the implementation of
Recommendation (82) 18 of the Committee of Ministers, especially in respect
of the reform of curricular guidelines and syllabuses;

the accelerating pace of European social, economic and political
cooperation;

the accession of new states in Central and Eastern Europe to the European
Cultural Convention;

the resolutions adopted at the 17th Session of the Standing Conference of
the European Ministers of Education (Vienna, October 1991) regarding the

crucial role of modern language learning in the promotion of the European
dimension; has adopted the following conclusions:

1. A further intensification of language learning and teaching in member
countries is necessary in the interests of greater mobility, more
effective international communication combined with respect for identity
and cultural diversity, better access to information, more intensive
personal interaction, improved working relations and a deeper mutual
understanding.

2. To achieve these aims language learning is necessarily a life-long task
to be promoted and facilitated throughout educational systems, from pre-
school through to adult education.

3. It is desirable to develop a Common European Framework of reference for
language learning at all levels, in order to:

- promote and facilitate cooperation among educational institutions in
different countries;

- provide a sound basis for the mutual recognition of language
qualifications;

- assist learners, teachers, course designers, examining bodies and
educational administrators to situate and coordinate their efforts.

3.1. In order to fulfil its functions, such a Common European Framework
must be comprehensive, transparent and coherent.

3.1.1. By "comprehensive" is meant that the Common European Framework
should specify the full range of language knowledge, skills and
use. It should differentiate the various dimensions in which
language proficiency is described, and provide a series of
reference points (levels or steps) by which progress in learning
can be calibrated. It should be borne in mind that the development
of communicative proficiency involves other dimensions than the
strictly linguistic (e.g. socio-cultural awareness, imaginative
experience, affective relations, learning to learn, etc.).
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3.1.2.

3.1.3.

3.2.

3.3.

By "transparent" is meant that information must be clearly
formulated and explicit, available and readily comprehensible to
users.

By "coherent" is meant that the description is free from internal
contradictions. In respect to educational systems, coherence
requires that there is a harmonious relation among their
components:

- the identification of needs;

- the determination of objectives;

- the definition of content;

- the selection or creation of material;

- the establishment of teaching/learning programmes;
- the teaching and learning methods employed;

- evaluation, testing and assessment.

The construction of a comprehensive, transparent and coherent
Framework for language learning and teaching does not imply the
imposition of one single uniform system. On the contrary, the
Framework should be open and flexible, so that it can be applied,
with such adaptations as prove necessary, to particular situations.
The uses of the Framework would include:

- the planning of language learning programmes in terms of:

- their assumptions regarding prior knowledge, and their
articulation with earlier learning, particularly at interfaces
between primary, lower secondary, upper secondary and
higher/further education;

- their objectives;

- their content;

- the planning of language certification in terms of:

- the content syllabus of examinations;

- assessment criteria, which can, even at lower levels, be stated
in terms of positive achievement rather than negative
deficiencies;

- the planning of self directed learning, including:

- raising the learner’'s awareness of his or her present state of
knowledge and skill;

- self-setting of feasible and worthwhile objectives; selection
of materials;

- self assessment.
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3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

The

A.

1. Learning programmes and certification can be

- global, bringing a learner forward in all dimensions of
language proficiency and communicative competence;

- modular, improving the learner's proficiency in a restricted
area for a particular purpose;

- weighted, emphasising learning in certain directions and
producing a 'profile’ in which a higher level is attained in
some areas of knowledge and skill than in others.

The Common Framework should be constructed so as to accommodate these
various forms.

In considering the role of a Common Framework at more advanced stages
of language learning it is necessary to take into account changes in
the nature of needs of learners and the context in which they live,
study and work. There is a need for general qualifications at a level
beyond Threshold, which may be situated with reference to the Common
Framework, given that they are well defined, are adapted to national
situations and embrace new areas, particularly cultural and more
specialised domains. In addition, a considerable role is likely to be
played by modules or clusters of modules geared to the specific
needs, characteristics and resources of learners.

The Symposium also considers that once the Common Framework has been
elaborated, there should be devised, at the European level, a common
instrument allowing individuals who so desire to maintain a record of
the different elements of their language learning achievement and
experience, formal or informal. This document (the "European Language
Portfolio") would provide positive evidence of the various forms of
learning experienced by a learner at given points in his/her career. The
precise form of such a document needs further investigation, but it
should serve to increase the motivation of learners and facilitate their
mobility by reporting their language competence in a transnationally
comprehensible way.

Symposium RECOMMENDS

That the Education Committee of the Council for Cultural Cooperation
(CDCC) should:

- establish, as soon as possible, a comprehensive, coherent and
transparent framework for the description of language proficiency
which will enable learners to find their place and assess their
progress with reference to a set of defined reference points as
adumbrated in the above conclusions;

- set up a working party to elaborate such a framework, taking into
account the proposals of the Symposium working groups;

- support and facilitate liaison and cooperation between the Working
Party and those engaged in related projects such as:

- the networks set up by participants in the Symposium;
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- the action programmes within the new style workshops of the
Council of Europe Modern Languages Project;

- developments in other European institutions (e.g. LINGUA);
- other work in syllabus design and curriculum development;

- enable the working party to operate on a strict timetable by ensuring
that the necessary additional human and material resources are made
available to allow this work to proceed without delay and without
disruption to the existing programme of the Modern Languages Section
of the Directorate of Education, Culture and Sport;

- encourage member states, within the context of the framework, to give
appropriate recognition for all official purposes to language
qualifications obtained in other member states;

- encourage such recognition by other authorities and institutions;

- provide for the review of framework at regular intervals.

- set up a working party to consider possible forms and functions of a
"European Language Portfolio" to be issued under its aegis and held
by individuals, in which they may record their cumulative experience
and qualifications in modern languages.

The Portfolio should contain a section in which formal
qualifications are related to a common European scale, another in
which the learner him or herself keeps a personal record of language
learning experiences and possibly a third which contains examples of
work done. Where appropriate entries should be situated within the
Common Framework.

That the Council for Cultural Cooperation should invite member States
to:

- facilitate the cooperation of relevant institutions and experts with
their colleagues in other member countries to contribute to the work
of the Working Parties referred to in the above recommendations;

- encourage the formulation of official curricular guidelines,
examination syllabuses and other policy instruments with reference
to the Framework once it is accepted;

- give appropriate recognition within the Common Framework for all

official purposes to language qualifications obtained in other
member states.
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D. SPEAKERS'’ TEXTS

PHASE 1

TRANSPARENCY AND COHERENCE IN THE DESIGN OF OBJECTIVES, ASSESSMENT AND
CERTIFICATION PROCEDURES
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TRANSPARENCY AND COHERENCE: FOR WHOM AND TO WHAT PURPOSE?

René Richterich, University of Lausanne and Ginther Schneider, Umiversity

a)

b)

of Fribourg

Starting point

There have been major changes in the teaching and learning of modern
languages caused by:

Changes in society - personal mobility, population movement and new job
requirements - which will become even more marked in a united Europe;

Changes in modern-language teaching practice:

- learner-centred teaching based on negotiation which takes account of
individual needs, objectives and resources;

- more language-learning facilities, both within and independently
from educational institutions;

- diversification of teaching/learning activities, based on practical
tasks related to real life;

- 1life-long learning and increasing learner autonomy.

These social and teaching changes have to some extent been responsible
for innovations in assessment and certification, but in many cases they
have also highlighted the discrepancy between, on the one hand, the new
objectives and reforms in teaching/learning and, on the other, the form,
content and criteria of assessment and certification, which are more
resistant to change.

These developments have created the need for a European framework system
of qualifications which is coherent in itself and intelligible to all
concerned.

The different aspects of the framework system, its advantages and
disadvantages, the difficulties and the proposed solutions are discussed
in the various papers to the Symposium. For our part, we have focused
on three rights which a framework system should afford to all
individuals and institutions concerned:

- the right to information;

- the right to choice;

- the right to have a say.

Right to information

Assessment and certification are means of collecting and disseminating

information on the individual’s level of language-learning achievement.
The people and institutions to whom this information is of concern are:
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- learners;

- administrators/education authorities;

- syllabus developers;

-  teachers/teaching institutions;

- assessors/assessment and certificate-awarding institutions;
- authors/publishers of teaching materials;

- specialists/research institutes;

- users/user institutions.

Because these people and institutions have different interests, the
information collected and disseminated needs to be accessible and
comprehensible to all while being as complete as possible. In other
words, it must comply with the principle of transparency.

Assessment and certification have a social function - they are mainly
designed to be of help to learners and users. It is for these two groups
that specialists must develop coherent systems and formulate them in
intelligible language which is also as explicit as possible. Learners
need to know why they are assessed in a given way and what they can
actually do with the language they are learning or have learnt. Users
must be able to take decisions on the basis of the information provided
by certificates.

What is at stake for the different partners is not the same, if one
considers the social, economic and even political impact of assessment
and certification. While the interest of planners, teachers and
assessors is confined to the methodological implications, learners and
users are concerned with success or failure, and teaching institutions,
whether in the state or private sector, have their reputation and
survival at stake.

To make the information more transparent we propose two parameters:
horizontality and verticality. By the horizontal dimension we mean a
description of the knowledge, skills and attitudes that are generally
known as "content". The vertical dimension refers to the quantity and
quality of the content as defined by a grading system.

Traditionally, the horizontal dimension is expressed in terms of
subjects such as composition or translation or skills like speaking.
The vertical dimension is expressed in terms of a mark, such as eight
out of ten or a comment such as "good", "advanced" or "poor". Clearly
these assessment systems provide virtually no guidance, especially for
people outside the system, and leave those who have decisions to take
with only their knowledge of a given educational system or the
reputation of a given diploma to go by. This is why it is vital to
provide in the horizontal axis a description of the knowledge, skills
and attitudes in areas of language use, and, in the vertical axis, a
quantitative and qualitative appraisal.

This gives us the following definitions:

- horizontality = description and clarification of multi-dimensional
content in terms of linguistic, social and cultural attainment,
communication situations, or partial skills such as reading

comprehension of texts of a certain type, etc;

- verticality = quantity and quality of these skills expressed solely
in neutral or positive terms, that is what learners can do as
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opposed to what they cannot. In order to develop a grading system,
criteria such as type and breadth of content, ease and assurance of
language performance, etc. should be taken into account. The number
of levels must be determined, as must procedures for differentiating
between them.

Obviously, there is no one single way of formulating these parameters
and we must accept a degree of diversity in the approaches developed for
different languages, cultures and institutions. This was one of the
main themes of the Symposium. A number of examples are given in the
papers in this volume. Our main concern is that all horizontal and
vertical descriptions should be clear and meaningful for learners and
users.

Descriptions and definitions of competence are not the only ways of
conveying information about objectives or attainment. They need to be
supplemented by examples of the types of task actually used in
assessments. There are also other ways informing learners what is
expected from them prior to assessment, for example by providing them
with specimen tests, model answers, examples of performance on video or
self-assessment instruments.

Right to choice

The teaching and learning of a modern language forms one system
comprising:

- the identification of needs;

- the definition of objectives;

- the selection of course content;
- the design of a syllabus;

- assessment.

The function of our second principle of coherence is to ensure that
these components are in harmony with one another, that there are no
conflicts between them. Coherence should naturally be a quality of the
system itself, but it also needs to be clearly apparent, particularly to
the learner, who is affected by all the system’s components.

The identification of needs yields information on an individual’s or
group’s background and progress as language learners in relation to the
demands of a social environment. This information serves as a basis for
an accurate projection of their future performance needs which can be
expressed in the form of objectives. The course content and
teaching/learning syllabuses are then the means of achieving these
objectives, and assessment indicates the extent to which they have been
achieved.

Assessment is an essential, inherent part of the teaching and learning
processes. Accordingly, its function should not be confined to
providing information for certification purposes. A certificate merely
provides a record of a certain type of assessment; it is no more than a
useful document required by society. It is not essential to teaching
and learning and should not be allowed to have an adverse effect on the
choice of objectives.
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But things are often different in practice. When the choice of
recognised diplomas is limited, learners who need a paper qualification
may find themselves obliged to learn content which does not actually
relate to their objectives. Moreover, the ways in which learners are
assessed oblige them to spend part of their learning time developing
skills required solely for examinations of a certain type as opposed to
developing their communication skills.

In the field of assessment the requirement for coherence appears as the
criterion of validity, which relates assessment to the pedagogic
objectives and to real life. In cases where assessment tasks clearly
reflect real communication situations, we talk of face validity. Some
specialists consider that this form of validity is weak and can be
disregarded. But the attitude of learners is completely different: when
they cannot see direct relevance to their objectives and to real life,
they perceive incoherence.

There is also another type of validity, which Keith Morrow terms
"washback validity"l. Obviously, forms of assessment have a
considerable impact on teaching. When an examination tests grammar, it
is grammar that is taught. When written comprehension is assessed by
multiple choice questions, it is multiple choice exercises that are
practised and not reading strategies. If the "washback validity"
criterion were consistently applied, many discrepancies between
objectives, teaching and assessment could be avoided, thus making the
learning process more coherent.

Learners of modern languages take various learning routes. These may be
compulsory or optional, depending on personal or professional needs.

One thing is certain: human beings do not learn a language in linear
fashion, starting from zero knowledge and proceeding in a straight line
to mastery. Time, which is an essential factor in all learning, plays
its three-dimensional role in past, present and future. In the learning
process the individual is performing momentary actions which constantly
refer back through memory to the past and forward through objectives to
the future. Likewise, a process can be interrupted and then resumed or
repeated subsequently, still with reference to some future objective.

There is a danger of incoherence when learners move to another level or
change institutions, especially in the case of higher-education
institutions, which adapt more slowly to changing needs, objectives,
methods and forms of assessment.

Both the psychology of learning and the circumstances of the learning
process make it advisable to limit the scope of objectives, content and
syllabus and to offer modules from which learners can choose according
to their requirements and resources. These requirements and resources
may vary over the period of time available for study, which may itself
be subject to modification. Compulsory education at school, optional or
compul sory training and optional non-vocational further education should
form one coherent system, which can be best brought about through
modular organisation. Individuals should have the right to choose what
they want to learn when. Obviously, they cannot exercise this right in
a vacuum, as they live in a given society which imposes all kinds of

Morrow, K: "The Evaluation of Tests of Communicative Performance" in
Portal, M (ed.): "Innovations in Language Testing", Windsor,
Berkshire, 1986, p. 1-13
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constraints. Nevertheless, it is the duty of teaching institutions to
provide learners with the opportunity to take the learning route which
best matches their resources and needs so that they in turn can properly
meet the needs and aspirations of the society in which they live.

The forms and content of teaching/learning modules may vary, with the
result that forms of assessment may also differ, but there are universal
categories which apply to all languages, such as level of proficiency,
domain of use and skill.

Linguistics, particularly pragmatics and sociolinguistics, has enhanced
our knowledge of the way in which language communication operates. The
parameters chosen in the different versions of Threshold level have
proved their value for setting communicative objectives and planning
teaching/learning modules on the language used in everyday situations
and certain professional contexts. New communication-based forms of
assessment and certification have been developed to fit these
objectives. Daniel Coste's paper examines whether the same parameters
can be applied to levels above Threshold level.

The availability and choice of learning or assessment modules vary
according to language and country. Most certificates are awarded for
overall attainment; there are very few instances of the certification of
partial skills. For example, there are materials and courses for
learning how to read specialist texts, but we lack certificates in this
particular skill. In Switzerland, for example, many communication
situations, such as committee meetings, conferences and parliamentary
debates, rely on participants speaking their mother tongue and being
understood by the others. This presupposes very advanced receptive
skills in two foreign languages. Despite this, there is as yet very
little mention of these skills in definitions of objectives. There are
very few courses in them and, above all, there is no provision for
encouraging them by assessment and certification. All this is by no
means confined to Switzerland and can be encountered virtually
everywhere.

To ensure coherence in choice, one needs to add to the parameters of
horizontality and verticality applied to information the principles
comparability and acceptability in relation to modules. It is necessary
to lay down criteria for:

a. enabling institutions to decide on the basis of the content
description whether a particular type of module is comparable with
other types or with module specifications described by a European
framework;

b. showing whether the organisation, sequencing and assessment in one
modular system are comparable with those in another system or with
specifications in a common framework;

c. setting minimum standards so that a given module can be declared
equivalent to another module;

d. enabling learners to compare modules of different types in

horizontal and vertical terms in order to select those corresponding
most closely to their requirements.
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Comparability and acceptability must lead to greater flexibility in
module-based teaching/learning systems. If this is to be achieved with
due regard for particular regional or cultural features,
decentralisation of assessment and certificate-awarding bodies is
desirable. In addition, the self-taught, learning a language either by
themselves, by immersion or by working in the foreign country, should be
given the opportunity of proper assessment and the chance to obtain a
recognised certificate without taking an official or private language
course.

The main task ahead is to devise flexible, varied description and
assessment procedures for the purposes of comparison and acceptance.
This goes right to the heart of the problem of equivalence, which has
political as well as pedagogical implications. It is to be hoped the
proposed solutions outlined in the course of the Symposium will help us
reach a consensus.

Right to have a say

In learner-centred teaching/learning systems one would expect learners
to have a say in the method and content of assessment. And yet they
rarely do. Although learners are in control of their own learning,
assessment is out of their hands - their unavoidable moment of truth.

Modularity allows this moment of truth to be split up and spread over
time, enabling assessment to perform one of its essential functions -
namely, to take stock at a given point in the learning process and
decide on the basis of the results whether to continue, pause or make
changes.

If we accept that learners are entitled to information about the content
and methods of assessment and to choose their course modules (and
consequently also the ways in which they are assessed), they must also
be entitled to express their opinions on the information given to them
and the modules on offer.

Learners following a taught course at an institution are continuously
observed and assessed by the other members of the group, including the
teacher. Feedback takes the form of the teacher’s comments and
corrections and reactions from the other learners. In this type of
continuous assessment, which is inherent in all group teaching/learning
contexts, the individual can always intervene to agree or disagree. But
once assessment has been formalised for certification the learner no
longer has the right to say anything. There really should be a place
for learners to express, in their own terms, what they feel able to do
with the language they have learnt and how they view the methods and
content of the formal assessment they have undergone.

In addition, they should be provided with self-assessment instruments so
that they can chart their own progress on a regular basis. The results
of this self-assessment should be incorporated into the external,
institutionalised assessment.

It is certainly to be hoped that self-assessment material would be

developed for all assessment modules - and perhaps by the assessment
bodies themselves.
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In contrast to summative assessment which is concerned with measuring
results or products, the formative assessment which accompanies or
should accompany all learning is usually primarily concerned with
learning processes. Its function is to consolidate learnmers’ skills and
develop learner autonomy. This essential aspect of assessment centred on
learning processes is discussed by Vil jo Kohonen.

Thus the right to information and the right to choice go hand in hand
with the right to have a say. But this is not an absolute right and
involves negotiation and interaction between various partners:

- teaching and certificate-awarding institutions select means of
teaching and assessment in accordance with their resources and with
society'’'s needs. When offering the learner these means, they should
describe them in as much detail as possible. Institutions should be
able to justify their choice of method at all times;

- being fully informed, and able to express their views, learners
should be able to select the product which corresponds most closely
to their personal needs.

- users should have the opportunity to say what language skills they
expect of those they recruit or train and to give their opinion on
what is recorded in any certificate.

We would therefore like to add two more parameters to the four already
described: negotiability and interactiveness, which serve to ensure that
the different components of the teaching/learning and
assessment/certification systems function as harmoniously as possible.

Application

This brief account of the right to information, the right to choice and
the right to have a say, together with the six parameters which
characterise a framework system of qualifications for language
teaching/learning may sound highly idealistic or even utopian. But the
fact is that rights are always susceptible to different interpretations,
and in a Europe developing rapidly and unpredictably, idealism is one of
the main things that keep us going.

A number of instruments could help us put all these ideas into practice.
We will limit ourselves to three:

A code of conduct for European assessment and certificate-awarding
institutions could be drawn up, with details of testing standards, co-
operation arrangements, information policy, type of information to be
provided in certificates, etc.;
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Research into testing is highly specialised. For example, extremely
interesting comparative studies have been made. But consumers do not
have ready access to all this information. For that reason it would be
worth publishing quality tests classifying the various types of
assessment and certification available on the language teaching/learning
market so that learners and users could compare them and select the ones
which suited them best;

A European language portfolio would be a promising development.
Creating a portfolio would provide us with an opportunity to put
transparency and coherence into practice:

- the portfolio would accompany learners throughout their learning
career, both at school and subsequently in adult education;

- it would contain detailed skills descriptions in the form of
reference scales comprehensible to everyone;

- it would enable both institutions and learners to add any information
they considered relevant.

The portfolio could act as an important catalyst.

In ideas and theories as well as in practical applications, in the
general as well as the particular, it is by constantly seeking
compromises between centralisation and decentralisation, between
rigidity and flexibility, between uniformity and diversity that we will
find solutions which are acceptable to everyone and which are so
designed that they can be adapted at any time to unforeseen changes.

We are convinced that we have a real chance of negotiating these
compromises given that representatives both of teaching and assessment
institutions and of user institutions are co-operating together on the
Council of Europe project. What is more, we are all learners or have
been in the past. This should enable us to keep learners and their
rights at the very centre of our thoughts and discussions.
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EXAMPLES OF INNOVATIONS IN THE DESIGN OF OBJECTIVES, ASSESSMENT AND
CERTIFICATION PROCEDURES :

TRANSPARENCY IN A DECENTRALISED CERTIFICATION SYSTEM

Annie Monnerie Centre International d'Etudes Pédagogiques, Sévres, France

The DELF (Dipléme élémentaire de langue francaise) and the DALF (Diplome
approfondi de langue frangaise) which were introduced by decree on 22 May
1985, are now on offer in over 40 countries, including Finland, Indonesia,
Mexico, Algeria, Poland, Portugal, Austria, and now, Switzerland.

The DELF comprises six credit units, each corresponding to a specific
degree of competence in French (see Appendix 1).

The four DALF credit units indicate that a foreign student is capable of
satisfactorily taking his or her specialised subject at a French
university.

The way the two diplomas are designed makes transparency a particularly
important issue. The system is both centralised and decentralised. It is
decentralised in so far as the examining boards, content and timetables are
national, and centralised in so far as the membership of the boards,
content and timetable