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INTRODUCTION

This chapter is organized in two parts: Sections 1-3 concern the CEFR Companion
Volume, describing briefly what it is, what it contains, the paradigm shift it seeks to
foster, and how it was developed. The second part, sections 4-6, goes into more detail
on the action-oriented approach, giving an overview in section 4, an explanation of the
crucial concept of the social agent in section 5, and a discussion of the three key aspects
of the approach — affordances, agency and collaborative tasks — in section 6.

1. THE CEFR AND THE CEFR COMPANION VOLUME

Following the publication of the CEFR (Council of Europe, 2001) after several years
of consultation and piloting with the provisional version (Council of Europe, 1996), the
Council of Europe frequently received requests from member states to update and/or
further flesh out the descriptors — especially “for mediation, reactions to literature and
online interaction, to produce versions for young learners and for signing competences,
and to develop more detailed coverage in the descriptors for Al and C levels”(Council
of Europe, 2020, English: 13, Italian: 9). In addition, there were “many comments that
the 2001 edition was a very complex document that many language professionals found
difficult to access” (Council of Europe, 2020, English: 21, Italian: 20). A decision was
therefore taken in May 2013 to update and extend the descriptors and, following the
2014-2016 research project to do so, to provide a “new, user-friendly version” (ibid.)
with “ [t]he key aspects of the CEFR vision [...] explained in Chapter 2, which
elaborates the key notions of the CEFR as a vehicle for promoting quality in
second/foreign language teaching and learning as well as in plurilingual and intercultural
education”(ibid).

The Council of Europe makes clear that, whilst researchers will wish to continue to
consult the 2001 edition, whose conceptual framework remains valid and which remains
on the CEFR website (www.coe.int/lang-cefr), “[flor pedagogical use of the CEFR for
learning, teaching and assessment, teachers and teacher educators will find it easier to
access the CEFR Companion volume as the updated framework” (Council of Europe,
2020, English/Italian: ii). In addition, it is cleatly stated that the updated and extended
2020 edition of the illustrative descriptors “replaces the 2001 version of them” (Council
of Europe, 2020, English: 21, Italian: 20).

Here one should re-emphasize that the CEFR descriptors are illustrative in two
senses of the term: firstly, they are examples; no one is obliged to use them, and they
should be used with adaptation and/or further elaboration appropriate to the context.
Secondly, they do not attempt to describe everything systematically at every level — they
give examples of language behaviour that appears to be salient in the category
concerned at the level concerned. This point is often misunderstood: if all relevant
aspects were described at each level (if that were even possible), the result would be
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pages and pages of descriptors for each category — and the effect would be that of a
straightjacket. The national delegates at the intergovernmental Symposium that
recommended the development of the CEFR and Portfolio were very clear on this
point: they preferred the ‘salient feature’ approach to a ‘systematic’ approach (Council of
Europe, 1992; North, 1992). It is this open nature of the CEFR descriptors —
demonstrated, for example, by the inclusion of CEFR-based descriptors from a variety
of sources in the 2020 update — that ensures their acceptance in what, after all, is a
reference system, not a standard to be ‘applied.” Delegates at the 2007 intergovernmental
Symposium to take stock of CEFR implementation were clear that, though the integrity
of the common reference levels should be respected because this facilitates networking
and synergies in a ‘shared space,’ it is the CEFR’s potential for stimulating reform in
language education that was of paramount interest (Council of Europe, 2007). The
CEFR, and CEFR Companion Volume, provide a heuristic for this process of reflection
on current practice.

The CEFR 2001 had pioneered a new vision in language education with (a) the
provision of the common reference levels and illustrative descriptor scales to facilitate
the alignment of curriculum planning, teaching and assessment (= constructive
alignment: Biggs, 2003); (b) the presentation of four modes of communication:
reception, production, interaction, mediation to replace the four skills (now presented
under reception and production) — which had long been considered inadequate to
describe communication (see e.g., Alderson and Urquhart, 1984; Breen & Candlin, 1980;
Brumfit, 1984); (c) the concept of the user/learner as social agent mobilising and further
developing competences and strategies in action; (d) an action-oriented approach to
classroom pedagogy focused on tasks — to which a whole CEFR chapter (Chapter 7)
was devoted; and last but not least (e) plurilingual and pluricultural competences.

However, the CEFR vision was somewhat ahead of its time and, for a variety of
reasons, initially many of these innovative concepts were largely misunderstood (e.g., the
action-oriented approach; the move from four skills to four modes of communication),
or largely ignored (e.g. mediation, plurilingualism). This may well have been because of
the immediate practical utility of the levels and descriptors, which tended to dominate,
as Coste complained (2007). The levels and descriptors quickly gained popularity with
member states, associations and institutions, probably because they appeared at precisely
the moment in which people were looking for a solution of this kind (Goullier, 2007).
As Porto (2012) reports and Byram and Parmenter (2012) confirm, however, it was the
fact that the CEFR provided such practical tools as well as a progressive, educational
vision of interculturality that made it appealing to education ministries.

As interviews with CEFR pioneers in Switzerland and Canada suggest (Piccardo,
North & Maldina, 2017, 2019) it may not be exaggeration to say that there appeared to
be a tendency to engage with aspects of the CEFR vision in a particular order: first the
levels, then the descriptors, then tasks, then the action-oriented approach, then
mediation, and finally plurilingualism. Certainly in the 2000s the main focus of CEFR
use appears to have concerned levels and assessment, with a draft CEFR manual for
aligning examinations (Council of Europe, 2003), finalized after piloting (Council of
Europe, 2009) through a series of case studies (Martyniuk, 2010), with the addition of a
second manual devoted to designing CEFR-based examinations (ALTE, 2011).

This phase of CEFR implementation did also have a positive pedagogical impact
insofar as it led to the revision of language examinations for many languages, including



the DELF/DALF for French, the DELE for Spanish, CILS and CELI for Italian, and
the Trinity suite for English. A large number of versions of the European Language
Portfolio were also produced in the 2000s, following the Swiss prototype (Schneider,
North & Koch, 2000) and development guide (Schneider & Lenz, 2001). The Portfolio
introduced teachers to using descriptors for setting learning objectives and for self-
assessment, which, together with the new CEFR-based exams, facilitated CEFR-
inspired innovation in classroom practices in many countries (see, e.g., Byram &
Parmenter, 2012; Figueras, 2013; Piccardo, 2006, 2020; Takala, 2013). However, the
focus on exams and checklists of descriptors at one level tended to reinforce the
interpretation of the CEFR as primarily a series of proficiency levels.

With regard to other concepts in the CEFR, the action-oriented approach was
clearly distinguished from the communicative approach by many Francophone scholars
(e.g., Bourguignon 2006, 2010; Puren, 2002, 2009; Richer, 2009, 2012), due to the focus
on agency, self-regulation, and the mobilization and further development of
competences and strategies through the completion of a task. However, in the English-
speaking world the CEFR was generally interpreted as a tool to help give rigour to
curricula for the communicative approach through its ‘can do’ descriptors. The concept
of the social agent — the core of the action-oriented approach — received little or no
echo in the professional literature written in English. in the period before and
immediately after the publication of the CEFR in 2001, the buzz word was ‘autonomy’
rather than agency, with a very reductive not to say trivial concept of autonomy (see
Schmenk, 2005, 2008 for a discussion).

Mediation in the more limited sense of ‘mediating a text’ and ‘acting as an
intermediary’ suggested by the presentation in the CEFR 2001 was, by contrast,
elaborated in Profile Deutch (Glaboniat et al., 2005) and also adopted from around 2003
in both Germany (Kolb, 2016; Reiman & Réssler, 2013) and Greece (Dendrinos 2000,
2013; Stathopoulou, 2015). However, as Kolb explains, “...it is sometimes the case that
the contextualisation with a particular addressee is considerably underspecified [so that
the context given| can be seen as above all an excuse for a summary” (Kolb 2016: 52 my
translation), and tasks for acting as an intermediary are often presented as individual
writing tasks, often gapped dialogues, which “... seems to make little sense, even if this
is due to the constraints of a test situation” (KKolb: 2016: 50, authors’ translation).

As regards plurilingualism, as John Trim, the director of the CEFR project, lamented
at the 2007 Symposium:

Most users of the CEFR have applied it only to a single language but its
descriptive apparatus for communicative action and competences, together
with the ‘can-do’ descriptors of levels of competence, are a good basis for a
plurilinguistic approach to language across the curriculum, which awaits
development. (Ttim, 2007: 51)

Apart from some pioneering plurilingual teaching, mainly in France (e.g., Auger,
2005), one had to wait for the so-called pluri-/multilingual turn in 2012-2015 (Candelier
et al., 2012; Conteh & Meier, 2014; May, 2014; Piccardo & Puozzo, 2015; Taylor &
Snodden, 2013) before the concept really began to be noticed academically. Even then
the distinction between plurilingualism and multilingualism was often ignored (see, e.g.,
the discussion in Piccardo, Germain-Rutherford & Lawrence, 2022a). However,
recently, the number of references per year in Google Scholar for plurilingualism has



been rising year on year, while those for multilingualism are declining quite dramatically;
a Handbook of Plurilingual 1angnage Education has just been published (Piccardo, Germain-
Rutherford & Lawrence, 2022b); and a range of plurilingual pedagogies around the
world have recently been documented (see, e.g., Choi & Ollerhead, 2018; Lau & Van
Viegen, 2020; Piccardo, Lawrence, Germain-Rutherford, & Galante, 2022).

2. WHAT THE COMPANION VOLUME CONTAINS

Put briefly, the Companion Volume updates and completes the CEFR with new
scales of descriptors, makes explicit and develops certain CEFR constructs, particularly
mediation, phonology and plurilingualism, and refines the CEFR vision of the action-
oriented approach. It emphases an integrated view of language activities, rather than
four isolated skills, which — as even language testers (e.g. Bachman & Palmer, 2010) are
now starting to realize — are simply unrealistic. The CEFR tries to facilitate the current
paradigm shift from the traditional, Cartesian, perspective of dissection (e.g., the four
skills, languages kept strictly separate) to an integrationist (Harris, 1981; Orman, 2013),
ecological (van Lier, 2004, 2007), complex (Larsen-Freeman, 2017; Larsen-Freeman and
Todeva, 2022) perspective.

Chapter 2 in the Companion Volume explains the key aspects of the CEFR vision
for teaching and learning in a short, illustrated text that may be of considerable use in
teacher education. This text explains the main aims of the CEFR and outlines the CEFR
model and descriptive scheme, focusing on plurilingualism, the action-oriented
approach and mediation. With regard to mediation, the CEFR view of the user/learner
as a social agent gives a central role in its model to mediation (Piccardo, 2012), which
was a key factor in the development of the new descriptors. The text (Companion
Volume chapter 2) also discusses misunderstandings in relation to the common
reference levels and the descriptors — the focus on levels mentioned before, levels as
holistic concepts, rather than the use of a multidimensional set of categories organized
with the same levels as a tool to create profiles of the needs of certain groups and
profiles of the differing proficiency of individuals.

As mentioned above, the Companion Volume contains the complete set of
illustrative descriptors in chapters 3 to 6, including descriptors specifically for signing
competences (chapter 6) organized under linguistic, sociolinguistic and pragmatic
competence, like those for communicative language competences (chapter 5). In
addition, every scale of descriptors now has a short rationale that explains the focus of
the scale and the way it develops up the levels. Descriptors for communicative language
activities (chapter 3) have been considerably expanded for reception and for both A1 —
with the addition of a ‘Pre-A1’ — and the C-levels. Descriptors for plurilingual and
pluricultural competence are included in chapter 4, presented after mediation at the end
of chapter 3, in order to emphasize the close link between these two aspects, discussed
by Piccardo (this volume).

As well as the new descriptor scales for mediation, online interaction and
plurilingual /pluricultural competence, thete atre also three other new scales, one for each
of reception, production and interaction, namely ‘Reading as a leisure activity;’ ‘Giving
information;” and ‘Using telecommunications’ respectively. In chapter 5, there is a new
scale for phonological control (see Piccardo, 2016 for the research), with subscales for
sound articulation and for prosody (= stress and intonation). This new phonology scale
avoids native-speaker norms, focusing on intelligibility and recognizing the fact that



many speakers at C2 retain a noticeable accent. Separately available on the CEFR
website are compilations of CEFR-based descriptors for younger learners (Szabo &
Goodier, 2018), for the age groups 7-10° and 11-15.°

Finally the Companion Volume offers a number of appendices: Appendices 1-4
provide updated versions of the summary scales in CEFR Tables 1-3, plus a writing
assessment grid previously presented in Table C4 in the Manual for relating examination
with the CEFR (Council of Europe, 2009); Appendix 5 then gives example of contexts
for the four CEFR domains: public, personal, occupational, educational — for each of
the descriptors for online interaction and for mediation; Appendices 7-9 then relate to
the development project, with Appendix 10 listing relevant resources.

3. THE NEw CEFR DESCRIPTORS

The development and validation of the descriptors is summarized briefly in
Appendix 6 of the Companion Volume and described in detail in North and Piccardo
(2016, 2019), so will be mentioned only briefly here. The project took place in three
broad stages that overlapped slightly: firstly, the updating of the 2001 scales, principally
at the C levels and A1 with the addition of Pre-A1 (2014-2015); secondly the
development of descriptors for mediation and related areas (2015-2016); and finally
production of descriptors for signing competences (2017-2019). The project team was
structured in the concentric circles typical of communities of practice (Wenger-Trayner
and Wenger-Trayner, 2015). There was a small Authoring Group of four, working
interactively through email and regular meetings, with a Sounding Board of another four
experts who reacted with comments and suggestions, plus a third tier of 20-30
consultants invited to three meetings in July 2014, 2015, and 2016 respectively. Finally, a
network of 140 institutions (rising to 189 later in 2015) were organized into five
divisions of approximately 30 institutes according to the associations they were recruited
through.” These institutions, each with a designated coordinator, cartied out three
phases of validation activities between February to December 2015. The first two
validation activities were undertaken in pairs in face-to-face workshops, whilst the third
was an individual task, with an optional workshop undertaken by some of the institutes.

In addition, immediately after these three 2015 phases, in early 2016, there were two
sub-projects: a phase of further validation of descriptors for plurilingual and
pluricultural competence (chapter 4 in the Companion Volume), described in North &
Piccardo 2016), plus the development of a new scale for phonological control, described
by Piccardo (2016), to replace that from 2001, which had always been recognized as the
weakest of the 2001 scales (North 2000).

The three main phases of the project emulated the phases of the 1994-1996 Swiss
project that had produced the original CEFR/ELP prototype desctiptors (North, 1995,
1996, 2000, North & Schneider, 2000; Schneider & North, 2000), but on a larger scale.
For each validation phase, the draft descriptors were put onto overlapping
questionnaires that were distributed evenly around the five divisions of institutes, with
detailed instructions for the coordinator and for the participants. In the Phase I

2 hitps:/ /rm.coe.int/ collated-representative-samples-descriptors-young-learners-volume-1-ag/16808b1688

3 https://rm.coe.int/collated-representative-samples-descriptors-voung-learners-volume-2-ag/16808b1689

41. Eaquals (www.Haquals.org); 2. CercleS (www.cercles.org), 3. Ealta (www.ealta.cu.org); 4. from
German and American universities (especially members of UNIcert: http://www.unicert-online.org); and
5. an international group.
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workshops (1,000 participants), the focus was on whether the pairs of participants could
identify the category of each descriptor, as well as evaluating it for clarity, pedagogical
usefulness and relation to real-world language, and, if they wished, suggesting
improvements to formulations. In the Phase II workshops (1300 participants), after
some familiarization activities suggested by the CEFR alignment manual (Council of
Europe, 2009), pairs first discussed the level of the descriptors and then entered their
individual decisions on the questionnaires. Phase III (3500 usable responses) was the
main data collection for calibration, with a task simulating the one used in the 1994-
1996 Swiss project. (North 1995, 1996, 2000; North and Schneider, 1998; Schneider and
North, 2000). Participants were asked to think of a person they knew well (partner,
friend — themselves) and rate the extent to which that person could do what was
described in the descriptor, using the same 0-4 rating scale that had been used in the
Swiss project. Data from Phases I and II were analysed qualitatively whilst those from
Phases II & III were analysed quantitatively with the Rasch scaling model. The scale
value for each descriptor was then equated to the mathematical scale from the Swiss
project, which underlies the CEFR levels.

Finally, in a separate project, to which the current author acted as scientific adviser,
descriptors scales for different aspects of signing competences (chapter 6 in the
Companion Volume) were developed in two phases: for productive signing (2017-2018)
and for receptive competence in interpreting signing by others (2018-2019) (Keller,
2019; Keller et al., 2017, 2018). In a final step, 2/ the CEFR descriptors were lightly
edited where necessary in order to make them modality-inclusive (i.e. to apply also to
sign languages’) and — at least for English — gender neutral.

The resulting set of CEFR descriptors, presented in chapters 3-6 of the Companion
Volume, show a really remarkable consistency with the content of the 2001 CEFR
descriptors, expanding and complementing them. This is the case with the updating of
the 2001 scales, with the new descriptor scales for mediation and related areas, and with
those for signing competences. There is no impact on the CEFR levels, which have not
changed. For mediation and related areas, this consistency with 2001 is explained with
an example at the end of the project report (North & Piccardo, 2016): The new scales
‘Building on pluricultural repertoire’ and ‘Facilitating pluricultural space’ are compared
to the 2001 scale for ‘Sociolinguistic appropriateness.” The consistency is due to the fact
that, apart from the technical success in linking the different scales together, an action-
otiented approach is adopted for all the descriptors: it is the way someone at a particular
level can reasonably be expected to be able to acf that is described.

Not everyone agrees with the adoption of an action-oriented approach to
plurilingual /pluticultural competence — and the consequent association of aspects of
such competence to successive language proficiency levels like A2 and B1 (see, e.g.,
Cavalli, this volume; Coste 2021a, 2021b). Coste has never been particularly keen on
descriptors for the common reference levels (e.g., Coste, 2007) and has now extended a
disapproval of the descriptors for plurilingualism/pluticulturalism (e.g., Coste 2021a,
2021b) to the descriptors of mediation as well (ibid.), even though many of them appear
in draft form in Coste and Cavalli (2015). Here one should mention that, quite apart
from the scientific basis of the approach (described above), the resulting descriptors met

5 The approach taken here was inspired by that taken in the ECML ProSIGN project, whose project team
contributed to the process. All CEFR descriptors have been recorded in International Sign, but are not
yet at the time of writing available on the CEFR website.



with overwhelming approval in the 2017-2018 consultation with institutions, experts
and Council of Europe member states. Indeed, with member states, those for
plurilingualism/pluticulturalism were the most populat. In the development project we
had taken the view, with Auger and Louis (2009), that pluri/inter-cultural competence
can best be developed with a problem-solving, action-oriented approach, rather than
through taxonomies of elements. A small number of descriptors describing aspects that
are potentially salient when learners are A2, B1 or B2 provides teachers who have
classes at those levels with specific aims and some inspiration for feasible activities that
may encourage plurilingualism. At the same time these descriptors provide the kind of
concrete goals that are an effective way to promote learner agency (Bandura, 1989, 2001).
Finally, the provision of such descriptors at successive levels underlines the fact that
plurilingual and pluricultural competence is a dynamic and developing competence (See
Companion Volume, Section 2.3), not a static mindset.

4. AN OVERVIEW OF THE ACTION-ORIENTED APPROACH
As mentioned in Section 1, whilst the action-oriented approach was largely seen as a
new paradigm in France after the publication of the CEFR 2001, it was largely ignored
in the English-speaking world, being seen by many as simply the addition of ‘can do’
descriptors to the communicative approach. Now that the CEFR Companion Volume
has made the action-oriented approach more explicit, a rather sterile debate has taken
place (in Little & Figueras, 2022) as to whether the action-oriented approach is further
developed in the Companion Volume, or whether everything was already there in 2001.
The fact of the matter is that the principles of the action-oriented approach were there
in the CEFR 2001, but with the tendency to focus on the CEFR levels and descriptors,
it was overlooked by most users. There were of course exceptions, especially in France
(e.g. Bourguignon, 2006, 2010; Puren, 2002, 2009; Piccardo, 2010, 2014) and in the 20
years following the first appearance of the CEFR in the late 1990s, experimentation by
practitioners — influenced by socio-constructivist/-cultural, collaborative and ecological
approaches to language education — further developed task-based language teaching
(TBLT: the “strong version” of the communicative approach: Larsen Freeman and
Andersen, 2011: 150), often in the context of teaching adults (e.g. Van den Branden,
2000).

The way the CEFR Companion Volume introduces the action-oriented approach is
as follows:

The CEFR’s action-oriented approach represents a shift away from
syllabuses based on a linear progression through language structures, or a
pre-determined set of notions and functions, towards syllabuses based on
needs analysis, oriented towards real-life tasks and constructed around
purposefully selected notions and functions. This promotes a “proficiency”
petspective guided by “can do” descriptors rather than a “deficiency”
perspective focusing on what the learners have not yet acquired. (Council of
Europe, 2020, English: 28, Italian: 26)

The aim of the action-oriented approach is broader, more political and less
instrumental than the approaches that preceded it, which is not surprising considering it
comes from Europe’s Human Rights organization, the Council of Europe. As Puren
explained:



It is no longer a question of educating learners, like at the beginning of the
1970s, to establish contact with and communicate with foreigners passing
by. It is rather a question of educating the citizens of multicultural and
multilingual societies capable of living together in harmony, ... as well as
students and professionals capable of working together over an extended
petiod of time in a foreign language/culture. (Puren, 2009: 124, my
translation)

The emphasis on collaboration and co-construction in the action-oriented approach
led Puren (2002) to talk of ‘co-action” and Bourguignon (2006) of ‘communic-action’ in
order to express the co-operation and joint agency in creating something new. The main
differences between the communicative and action-oriented approaches are well
explained by Bourguignon (2006), Puren (2009), and Piccardo (2014). They include:

- teaching the use of language 7ow in the class, as opposed to for some future
needs;

- the focus on developing a variety of competences as well as strategies — rather
than practicing certain language;

- the scope and breadth of the tasks, their richness in terms of affordances they
offer;

- the agency, freedom of manoeuvre and responsibility that the users/learners
have;

- the organization of didactic sequences of several lessons unified in a ‘scenario’;

- the fact that the purpose is to produce something, with learners having a
“mission” to fulfil under conditions designed to foster creativity (Bourguignon,
2006, 2010);

- the acceptance of complexity — in terms of the task itself, the organization of the
work in cycles of try and retry, the new language users/learners needed, the
language(s) used at different points, the apparent loss of control by the teacher —
who, however, provides the mediation and scaffolding required to be successful.

In the action-oriented approach the teaching and learning process is driven by action
at two complementary levels: (a) in terms of the curriculum and related course planning,
and (b) in terms of enactment in the class.

Firstly, at a curriculum and planning level, action-orientation involves planning
backwards from learners’ real-life communicative needs in process sometimes called
backward design (Richards, 2013; North et al., 2018); alighment between planning,
teaching and assessment (Biggs, 2003; North 2014); involving students in the learning
process by using descriptors for ‘signposting’ to users/learners why certain things are
happening (North 2014) and finally, using descriptors to create concrete goals in relation
to specific tasks/scenarios.

Secondly, at the classroom level action-orientation implies providing such
purposeful, collaborative tasks that (a) allow initiative, so that learners can strategically
exert their agency; (b) have a defined mission for the learners (usually to create a
product, an artefact); (c) require co-construction of meaning through mediation in
interaction; (d) set conditions and constraints; and (e) specify a language policy’ of when
to use one language or another in which phases/activities, and when free plurilanguaging



(Piccardo, 2017, 2018) is encouraged. As Bourguignon suggests, “carrying a project
through to completion being engaged in an action for which he/she needs language can
and should lead to a desire to know even more: thus the action becomes the facilitator
of learning” (2006: 66, my translation).

5. THE LEARNER AS SOCIAL AGENT IN THE ACTION-ORIENTED APPROACH

In the action-oriented approach, users/learners are thus seen as “acting in the social
wortld and exerting agency in the learning process (Council of Europe, 2020, p. 22). As
suggested by the types of tasks/scenatios mentioned above, the class is seen as a real
social context in which, rather than receiving inert knowledge, students as social agents
learn to (co)-construct content and communication by engaging in collaborative tasks —
whose primary purpose is not language — in which they can act in the language in order to
construct and mediate meaning. They are a socia/ agent because they exert their agency
within a specific social context, a defined situation which imposes conditions and
constraints, which in turn stimulate creativity. Within these constraints, the social agent
mobilizes a// their resources (cognitive, emotional, linguistic and cultural), in iterative
cycles in order to plan, produce results, and monitor their action. By performing such
tasks, the learners further develop their competences and strategies.

Seeing learners as social agents implies involving them in the learning
process, possibly with descriptors as a means of communication. It also
implies recognising the social nature of language learning and language use,
namely the interaction between the social and the individual in the process
of learning. Seeing learners as language users implies extensive use of the
target language in the classroom — learning to use the language rather than
just learning about the language (as a subject). Seeing learners as plurilingual,
pluricultural beings means allowing them to use all their linguistic resources
when necessary, encouraging them to see similarities and regularities as well
as differences between languages and cultures. Above all, the action-
oriented approach implies purposeful, collaborative tasks in the classroom,
the primary focus of which is not langnage. 1f the primary focus of a task is not
language, then there must be some other product or outcome (such as
planning an outing, making a poster, creating a blog, designing a festival or
choosing a candidate). Descriptors can be used to help design such tasks
and also to observe and, if desired, to (self-)assess the language use of
learners during the task. (Council of Europe, 2020, English: 30, Italian: 28,
my emphasis)

The CEFR model of the action of the user/learner as social agent exercising their
agency in an action-oriented approach is extremely compatible with recent theories
informing language education, particularly the ecological approach (van Lier, 2004,
2007), complexity theorties, especially complex dynamic systems theory (CDST) (De
Bot, Lowie & Vespoot, 2007; Larsen-Freeman, 1997, 2011) and socio-constructivist /
sociocultural approaches inspired by the work of Vygotsky (Lantolf, 2000; 2011). Van
Lier (2007), for example, in an article on action -based teaching, agency and autonomy,
emphasizes the importance of ‘affordances’ — interpreted as invitations to action — with
the vital issue being “perception in action” (van Lier 2004: 97). Larsen-Freeman and
Todeva (2022), in discussing the significance of complexity for language learning,
suggests CDST as a theoretical framework for plurilingual action-orientation, as does



Piccardo (2017). As Bourguignon puts it, “The new reality with which the
teaching/learning of language-culture is faced is a complex reality” (2006: 61, my
translation).

This reality, as the CEFR recognizes, has external and internal aspects. What one ‘can
mean’ in any given situation — Halliday’s (1973, 1978) concept of ‘meaning potential’ — is
in fact determined by an interaction between (a) external (social) factors and (b) internal
(individual) factors (CEFR 2001, Sections 4.1.3-5). Richer (2009, 2012) in discussing the
CEFR model and the nature of competence, refers to the concepts of pouvoir agir
(external factors) and vouloir agir (internal factors) in this respect as essential aspects of a
dynamic concept of competence. As Piccardo (2012) points out, the recognition of the
centrality of this external/internal interaction in the CEFR gives mediation, in the sense
of the term used in Vygotsky’s work and in socio-constructivist/cultural approaches —
and indeed in mainstream educational theory nowadays — a crucial role in the CEFR
model. This is why the 2020 version of the CEFR takes a far broader view of mediation
— see Piccardo forthcoming; Piccardo, North & Goodier 2019 for discussion. It also
links directly to the concept of the affordances present in the environment, which is
discussed below, and in addition to the recognition that any language use/learning, any
competence in action, is szzuated. As Piccardo and North (2019) put it:

the concepts of agency, communities of practice, collective intelligence, and
situated cognition cast light on the teaching and learning process in general
and present a great potential in the understanding of the innovative
conceptualization of language education that the AoA [action-oriented
approach] is fostering. These concepts together with theories of action [...]
complete the colourful picture of the AoA theoretical framework. (2019:
85).

6. KEY ASPECTS OF THE ACTION-ORIENTED APPROACH
As suggested in the previous two sections, the key aspects of the action-oriented
concern agency, affordances and tasks. In this section we look at each of these in turn in
more detail.
6.1 Affordances
Affordances are “opportunities for action” (Kédufer & Chemero, 2015: 166) with the
environment “calling for a certain way of acting” on the part of a social agent (Dreyfus &
Kelly, 2007: 52; original emphasis); they “are not mere possibilities for action but
generally invite us” Withagen, Aragjo, & de Poel, 2017: 16). However, “affordances can
only solicit us if we perceive them” (ibid.) and not all affordances are perceived, firstly
because someone working on a task “is only sensitive to the affordances that are
relevant ..... Only those relevant affordances ... are experienced as invitations” (Kaufer
& Chemero, 2015: 203) — but more fundamentally because not everyone is equally
perceptive all of the time, especially in a school environment.

Van Lier therefore emphasises the need to provide learning environments with
“action potential” (2004: 92 — Halliday’s “meaning potential”’) and to encourage
“perception in action” (2004: 97):

From an ecological perspective, language learning-as-agency involves learning
to perceive affordances (relationships of possibility) within multimodal
communicative events. Every subject and every topic is an ‘affordance
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network’ that is accessed through collaborative activity.” (Van Lier, 2007: 53,
my emphasis).

Thus, rather than providing ‘inputs’ to learners as passive recipients one should expose
them as social agents to a rich landscape of affordances in collaborative task/projects,
which will foster emergence of language (Piccardo & North, 2019: 107). Such rich
affordances will also encourage creativity, affordances being an element of one of the
leading theories of creativity (Glivenau’s ‘Five A’s’ theory of creativity) in which:
“creativity can be defined as a process of perceiving, exploiting, and ‘generating’ novel
affordances during socially and materially situated activities” (Glavenau, 2012: 196).
Piccardo (2017) explains how complexity theories, ecological theories and creativity
theories interact and provide a theoretical framework for providing a rich environment
for collaborative /anguaging (thinking things through: Swain, 2006; Cowley and Gahrn-
Andersen, 2018) and plurilanguaging (Lidi, 2015, 2016; Piccardo, 2017, 2018) in an
action-oriented approach.

The Companion Volume descriptors for mediating concepts provide ‘signposts’ that
are intended to help to make such collaborative languaging more explicit and thus more
effective.

6.2 Agency

In socio-constructivist/sociocultural thinking, learners are seen as agents who “actively
engage in constructing the terms and conditions of their own learning” (Lantolf and
Pavlenko, 2001: 145). However, agency is both facilitated and constrained by the
affordances available in the context. In the broader field of agency studies, people are
nowadays seen as “agents able to influence their contexts, rather than just react to them,
in a relationship of ongoing reciprocal causality in which the emphasis is on the complex
dynamic interaction between the two elements [social and individual]” (Mercer, 2011:
428) — just like in the CEFR model of the social agent, who perceives and acts on
affordances available. Larsen-Freeman puts the same point as follows:

Agency is not inhered in a person. There is no homunculus or innate
internal program that is responsible for the observed behavior. Instead,
agency is interpellated from the self-organizing dynamic interaction of
factors internal and external to the system, persisting only through their
constant interaction with each other. (Larsen-Freeman, 2019: 65)

Merecer, in reporting on an in-depth case study with one learner, reports that
“motivation, affect [interest, likes/wants] and self-regulation emerge as the ‘controlling’
components of this learner’s agentic system” (2011: 427). Mercer, like Larsen-Freeman
(2019) concludes that agency:

can best be understood as a complex system composed of a number of
constituent components; each of which can itself be thought of as a
dynamic complex system ... No single component or element in the
complex system causes Joana [the subject of the case study] to exercise her
agency in a certain way, but it is rather a series of multiple, interconnected
causes which appear to vary in their relative significance and can interact in
unpredictable ways. (Mercer, 2011: 435)
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Agency thus has a social/environmental aspect and an individual aspect — hence the
expression ‘social agent.” To recap, these are considered again below.

6.2.1 Social

Social agents exert agency within a specific social context, which imposes conditions and
constraints. What they ‘can mean’ is defined by the range of affordances of the specific
situation type in which the agent is able/permitted to act (pouvoir agir: Richer, 2009,
2012): the “meaning potential:” (Halliday, 1973, 1978) or “action potential” (van Lier,
2004), which van Lier equates with affordances.

6.2.2 Agent

When the social agent perceives the affordances of the situation, they mobilize all their
resources/competences (cognitive, emotional, linguistic and cultural) and develop
strategies to complete the task, working in iterative cycles in order to plan,
rehearse/draft, produce results, and monitor their action. According to Bandura (1989,
2001), agency has four core characteristics: (a) Intentionality: a plan of action, which is at
partially thought through, and which is adjusted in the light of new information and/or
experience during the process of completing the task; (b) Forethought. which involves
considering consequences, anticipating outcomes, and selecting further actions based on
experience so far; (c) Se/f-regulatory processes in relation to concrete goals that link thought
to action: Are we heading in the right direction? Are we making progress towards the
goal? and finally d) Se/f-reflection on the soundness of one’s ideas and the actions
undertaken, judged against the outcomes achieved through them: Do we need to adjust
our actions — or the goal? In later versions of his theory, Bandura (2008) clarifies that
agency can be collective and collaborative rather than just individual and also (2018)
simplifies his model to three aspects: forethought; self-reactiveness (self-regulation) and se/f-
reflectiveness. According to Bandura, the result of experiencing success through following
such processes is to increase the agency itself in what is called se/f-¢fficacy: the belief in
future success.

As Larsen-Freeman points out (2019) agency is thus dynamic: it develops through
iteration (with safe spaces to produce drafts, to rehearse, and through repetition of
familiar types of tasks) and through co-adaption to other complex adaptive systems —
here, adaptation to the other user-learners when working together in a collaborative
context. As Bandura emphasizes, agency is reinforced by self-efficacy: the motivating
belief, based upon experience, that one can be successful.

Agency theory thus has direct implications for the action-oriented approach:

- Concrete goals can be provided to learners with CEFR ‘can do’ descriptors
selected in relation to specific tasks; such more concrete goals work better than
vaguely formulated aims;

- Motivation is strengthened by self-belief that one can be successful, and this is
increased by previous experiences of success

- Tasks can be challenging rather than dumbed down, provided learners know that
they can be imperfect in their first try: “Conceptions are rarely transformed into
masterful performance on the first attempt” (Bandura, 1989: 1181)

- Aniterative process with feedforward (in relation to goals) and feedback (in
relation to challenges/weaknesses): “motivation is self-regulated through the
joint influence of proactive and feedback mechanisms” (Bandura, 1989: 1180)
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The iterative process mentioned in the final point above requires reflection on the
part of the social agent — throughout the process, not just a reflection phase tacked onto
the end of a task:

[Reflection is| a recursive, awareness-raising, (self-)regulatory process that
suppotts the social agent in his/her actions, risk-taking and learning process.
... The reflection process does not always necessitate formal steps or
formalized tools, it is very often an impromptu process done through
personal, unstructured or even scribbled notes — or sometimes even just at
the mental level. It is more the idea of creating a reflective habit that fosters
self-regulation and other-regulation and self-confidence and eventually more
effective autonomous learning. This does not mean that more formal end of
project reflection is not useful, quite the contrary, this last type of reflection
in fact further contributes to reinforcing and giving value to the reflective
habit itself. (Piccardo & North, 2019: 255)

To summarise, action-oriented tasks therefore need to provide the space for the
learners to take responsibility and to design what they are doing and reflect on how they
are progressing towards the goal.

6.2.2 Tasks

Tasks, of which as stated before: “the primary focus of the tasks is not language”
(Council of Europe, 2020, English: 30, Italian: 28) are central to the CEFR model and
the CEFR 2001 dedicated a whole chapter to tasks (CEFR Chapter 7). In an action-
oriented approach, the classroom becomes a context for real use of language, breaking
down the classroom walls, e.g. through projects and the use of online tools. Tasks
provide direction to teaching, learning and assessment, with learning occurring in
context, as learners as social agents activate and further develop the strategies and
competences needed to complete the task — with scaffolding from the teacher. Action-
oriented tasks involve the development of a product or outcome, which might be
“planning an outing, making a poster, creating a blog, designing a festival or choosing a
candidate” (ibid).

The following list summarizes he principal characteristics of an action-oriented task:

- Action is purposeful with real-life application

- There is a clearly communicated goal to be accomplished that results in a product
ofr outcome

- Learners process authentic texts and real-life experiences

- Learners exercise agency in an authentic social context

- There are conditions and constraints (e.g., that promote critical and creative
thinking)

- Learners work collaboratively, helping the progress of others

- Learners draw upon existing and newly developed competences

- Learners make choices and think and act strategically
(modified from: Hunter et al., 2019)

How is this different from task-based language teaching (TBLT)? The short answer is
in (a) the richness of the tasks — that provide a landscape of affordances’ and (b) the
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agency that learners have. The role of learners and teachers are fundamentally different in
the action-oriented approach. In the action-oriented approach, tasks are essentially
projects that learners design and control. Learners act as social agents, take responsibility
and design what they are doing as they engage in a process of co-construction, within
given conditions and constraints — as in real life. The teacher asks about progress and
provides help if needed at regular intervals— as in academic or professional life.

Definitions of ‘task’ in TBLT differ greatly and often contradict each other (see Van
den Branden 2006: 3—10). Most types of tasks described by Ellis (2003), Nunan (2004),
Skehan (1998), and Willis and Willis (2007) are far narrower than those used in the action-
oriented approach. In TBLT, the tasks are often simple role plays or very structured
activities in which learners only choose from a list of options provided. Nunan (2004: 20-
21), for example, introduces the notion of ‘task’ with a very restricting activity. In TBLT
there is often a focus on a tight instructional sequence following defined principles:
scaffolding, task dependency, recycling, active learning, integration, reproduction to
creation, reflection) (Nunan, 2004: 35-38). There is also a tendency to design tasks to use
particular language — related to the target real-life situation that the task simulates — that
the learner is expected to rehearse and learn through performing the task, in preparation
to some future ‘real life.

Willis and Willis (2007), for example, give seven types of task in their ‘task generator’
a) listing; b) ordering and sequencing; c¢) matching; d) comparing; e) sharing personal
experience, f) problem-solving and g) “projects and creative tasks: class newspaper,
postert, survey, fantasy, etc.” (Willis & Willis, 2007: 108). The first four of these types are
so narrow that they could be test tasks. The fifth — sharing personal experiences — is a
nice communicative activity, but unless part of a broader scenario, it lacks purpose. Only
the final two, problem-solving and ‘projects and creative tasks’ have a clear potential to
be action-oriented. In Willis and Willis’s TBLT vision, however, even the projects are
tightly controlled by the teacher with the learners having little or no agency, e.g.: “The
students work in groups and choose the five best questions ... and answer them from the
documentary” (ibid: 102).

Piccardo and North summarise the difference between the communicative and action-
oriented approaches as follows:

In the communicative approach, learners had a limited responsibility and an
equally reduced range of choices. The point was to be able to function in
everyday situations, performing speech acts that enabled communication.
This characterizes the communicative approach both in its weak ‘classic’
version and in its strong version, i.e. TBLT. Tasks in the AoA [action-
oriented approach], on the other hand, are projects and as such they require
real problem-solving and decision-making skills that enable actions here and
now. (Piccardo & North, 2019: 2406)

and:

Action-oriented tasks give users/learners the opportunity to engage in
action — to come up with a well-defined outcome, to create an artefact: a
visible product. It is during the process of developing the product that the
learners mediate and (pluri)language i.e. exploit different linguistic and
semiotic resources to communicate and (co)construct meaning, and so
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acquire new language. This is why action-oriented tasks can be equated with
projects. And project work is a perspective that is valid from the lower
levels, when users/leatners are developing the ability to communicate, all
the way to the highest levels. It is no coincidence that professional further
training tends to be task and project-based. (Piccardo & North, 2019: 278-9)

Action-oriented tasks, being broader than TBLT tasks, require more time and are
spread over a number of lessons in a didactic sequence. This sequence is often given a
frame and credibility for the learners through a ‘scenario’. A summary of the scenario
puts the groups of learners in a certain simulated context and explains to them both
their mission and the conditions and constraints under which they are to realize it. Here
it is important to understand that the learners are not role-playing. In the 1980s, when
simulations (Debyser, 1986; Jones 1982) were quite popular, an important distinction
was made between role-playing — in which learners pretend to be someone else, often
with defined opinions and personal characteristics — and role-enactment. In role-
enactment, defined by a scenario, learners as social agents adopt the stance of a
participant in a given situation, but act as themselves in the realistic context given by the
scenario, developing #heir own opinions and plans.

Over the past decade action-oriented scenarios have become more common in
language education (e.g., Eaquals & CIEP, 2014; Hunter, Andrews & Piccardo, 2016;
Hunter et al, 2019; North, Ortega & Sheehan, 2010; Piccardo, 2014; Piccardo et al,
2022; Schleiss & Hagenow-Caprez, 2017; Scholze et al., 2022) and more recently in
language assessment (Carroll, 2017; Purpura, 2021). I will not go into more detail about
scenarios here, since Piccardo (this volume) gives a detailed description and worked
example. Readers are also referred to Piccardo and North (2019, Chapter 7) for further
explanation and discussion.

7. CONCLUSION

This chapter has introduced the Companion Volume and briefly explained the main
ideas behind the action-oriented approach. Action-oriented/-based teaching is
becoming common in other school disciplines, with the effect of socio-constructivist
theories on education, and language education is of course the most obvious context in
which to apply it. The action-oriented approach is not the same as the communicative
approach, which has remained much the same since the 1980s, with the norm being a
thinly disguised grammatical syllabus organized in linear fashion, elements of
behaviourism, and an obsession with ‘native-speaker’ competence.

To risk summarising prerequisites for an action-orientated approach, one could say
that it boils down to the following points:

- The backwards design of curriculum modules, with alignment between planning,
teaching and assessment facilitated by using ‘can-do’ descriptors to define the
aims and outcomes.

- The shift from a paradigm of simplicity (chop things up; don’t make things
challenging) to a paradigm of complexity: accept complexity and provide
reasonable challenges, with scaffolding as necessary.

- The authenticity and credibility of a scenatio for a task/project in which the
learners have the autonomy to research different source materials, which they
mediate to their peers, and create a product in which they invest.
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- A didactic sequence over several lessons that leads up to a unifying, final task,
with several phases offering different language activities and iterative cycles of
draft/ redraft culminating in the (co)production and presentation of an artefact,
followed by a reflection phase.

- A plural, intercultural focus, recognising that all languages the learners possess
have a place, at times, in the classroom, with an integrated approach to language
education, to teaching additional languages, to incorporating elements of
heritage languages, and linking to the language of schooling.

- Agency for the learners as social agents to decide how to go about the task,
make decisions as they go along, co-constructing meaning through the
mediation of concepts and/or communication.

- Feedforward towards the concrete goals (expressed with descriptors) and
feedback from the teacher on drafts created in a safe environment, with the
experience of success with the final product leading to self-efficacy and
increased self-awareness.

- Self-, peer and teacher assessment of the outcomes, with (CEFR-based) criteria
shared in advance.

REFERENCES

- Alderson J.C.A. and Urquhart S. (1984), Reading in a foreign langnage, .ongman, Harlow.
Biggs |. (2003) _Aligning teaching and assessment to curriculum objectives: Imaginative curriculum
project. LTSN imaginative curriculum gunide 1C022, Higher Education Academy, York..
https://s3.cu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-
manager/documents/hea/private/biggs-aligning-teaching-and-

assessment 1568036639.pdf

- ALTE (2011), Manual for langnage test development and examining: For use with the CEFR,
ALTE, Cambridge.

- Auger N. (2005), Comparons nos langunes , DVD and accompanying booklet.: Scéren
(Services Culture Editions Ressources pour 'Education Nationale), Paris.

- Auger N. and Louis V. (2009), “Approche par les taches, perspective actionnelle du
FLE: quelles taches possibles?”, in E. Rosen (ed.) La perspective actionnelle et I'approche par
les taches en classe de langue. e Francais dans le Monde, Recherches et Applications, special issue
45, pp. 102-110.

- Bachman L.F. and Palmer A.S., (2010), Langnage assessment in practice: Developing langnage
assessments and justifying their use in the real world, Oxtord University Press, Oxford.

- Bandura A. (1989), “Human agency in social cognitive theory”, in American Psychologist,
44, pp. 1175-1184.

- Bandura A. (2001), “Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective”, in Annual Review
of Psychology, 52, pp. 1-26.

- Bandura A. (2008), “The reconstrual of ‘free will’ from the agentic perspective of
social cognitive theory”, in Baer, J., Kaufman J.C. and Baumeister R.F. (eds.), Are we free?
Psychology and free will, Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp. 86—127.

- Bandura, A. (2018), “Towards a psychology of human agency: Pathways and
reflections”, in Perspectives on Psychological Science, 13, 2. pp. 130-130.

- Biggs, J. (2003) Aligning teaching and assessment to curricnlum objectives: Imaginative curriculum
project. LTSN imaginative curriculum guide 1C022. Higher Education Academy, York.

s3.cu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-

16


https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-manager/documents/hea/private/biggs-aligning-teaching-and-assessment_1568036639.pdf
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-manager/documents/hea/private/biggs-aligning-teaching-and-assessment_1568036639.pdf
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-manager/documents/hea/private/biggs-aligning-teaching-and-assessment_1568036639.pdf
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-manager/documents/hea/private/biggs-aligning-teaching-and-assessment_1568036639.pdf

manager/documents/hea/private/biggs-aligning-teaching-and-

assessment 1568036639.pdf

- Bourguignon C. (20006), “De I'approche communicative a I’ « approche
communicactionnelle » une rupture épistémologique en didactique des langues-
cultures”, Synergies Europe, 1, pp. 58-73. http://gerflint.fr/Base/Europel/Claire.pdf.

- Bourguignon C. (2010), Pour enseigner les langues avec les CERCI- clés et conseils,
Delagrave, Paris.

- Breen M.P. and Candlin C.N. (1980), “The essentials of a communicative curriculum
in language teaching”, Applied Linguistics, 1, 2, pp. 89-112.

- Brumfit C.J. (1984), Communicative methodology in language teaching: The roles of fluency and
acenracy, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

- Byram M. and Parmenter L. (eds) (2012), The Common Enrgpean Framework of Reference:
The globalisation of langnage policy, Multilingual Matters, Bristol.

- Candelier M., Camilleri-Grima A., Castellotti V., de Pietro J.-F., Lorincz, I. Meillner F.-
J. and Schroder-Sura A. (2012), CARAP — FREPA. A framework of reference for pluralistic
approaches to languages and cultures: Competences and resources, ECML and Strasbourg: Council
of Europe Publishing, Graz.

- Carroll B.A. (2017), “A learning-oriented assessment perspective on scenario-based
assessment”, inTeachers College, Columbia University Working Papers in Applied Linguistics &
TESOL, 17, 2, pp. 28-35. https://files.eric.ed.gov/ fulltext/EJ1176709.pdf

- Choti J. and Ollerhead S. (Eds.) (2018), Plurilingualism in teaching and learning: Complexities
across contexts, London-New York, Routledge.

- Conteh J. and Meier G. (eds.) (2014), The multilingual turn in languages education:
Opportunities and challenges, Multilingual Matters, Bristol.

- Coste D. (2007), “Contextualising uses of the Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages”, in Council of Europe, The Common European Framework of
Reference for Langnages (CEFR) and the development of langnage policies: challenges and
responsibilities, Intergovernmental Langnage Policy Forum, Strasbourg, 6-8 February 2007, Report.
Council of Europe, Strasbourg, pp. 40-49.

- Coste, D. (2021a) “De Riischlikon au Volume complémentaire ou Du risque quiil y a a
passer sous les échelles®, in Vogt K. and Quetz J. (eds.) Der neue Begleitband zum
Gemeinsamen europiischen Referenzrahmen fur Sprachen, KFU — Kolloquium
Fremdsprachenunterricht, 67, Peter Lang, Berlin, pp. 35-46.

- Coste, D. (2021b) “Von Riischlikon zum Begleitband GeR — oder : Uber die Risiken
hinter die niveaustufen”, in Vogt K. and Quetz J. (eds.) Der neue Begleitband zum
Gemeinsamen europiischen Referenzrahmen fir Sprachen, KFU — Kolloquium
Fremdsprachenunterricht, 67, Peter Lang, Berlin, pp. 47-58.

- Coste D. and Cavalli M. (2015), Education, mobility, otherness: The mediation functions of
schools, Council of Europe, Strasbourg. https://rm.coe.int/education-mobility-
otherness-the-mediation-functions-of-schools /16807367 ee

- Council of Europe (1992), Transparency and coberence in langnage learning in Europe:
Obyjectives, assessment and certification. Proceedings from: The Intergovernmental Symposinm 1991,
Riischlikon, Council of Europe, Strasbourg. https://rm.coe.int/0900001680707cde

- Council of Europe (19906), Modern langnages: Learning, teaching, assessment. A common
European framework of reference. Draft 2 of a Framework proposal. Council of Europe, Modern
Languages, Council for Cultural Co-operation, Education committee. CC-LANG (95) 5
rev. IV, Strasbourg.

17


https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-manager/documents/hea/private/biggs-aligning-teaching-and-assessment_1568036639.pdf
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/assets.creode.advancehe-document-manager/documents/hea/private/biggs-aligning-teaching-and-assessment_1568036639.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1176709.pdf

- Council of Europe (2001), Common European Framework of Reference for Languages:
Learning, teaching, assessment, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
http://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages

- Council of Europe (2003), Relating langnage examinations to the Common European
Framework of Reference for langnages: Learning, teaching, assessment (CEFR), draft mannal,
DGIV/EDU/ILANG (2003) 5, Council of Europe, Strasbourg.

- Council of Europe. (2007). The Common European Framework of Reference for Langnages
(CEFR) and the development of langnage policies: Challenges and responsibilities. Intergovernmental
Language Policy Forum, Strasbourg, 6-8 February 2007, Report. Council of Europe,
Strasbourg.

- Council of Europe (2009), Relating langnage excaminations to the Common European
Framework of Reference for Langnages: 1 earning, teaching, assessment (CEFR), Council of
Europe, Strasbourg. https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-
reference-languages/tests-and-examinations.

- Council of Europe (2020), Comzmon European Framework of Reference for Languages:
Learning, teaching, assessment. Companion volume, Council of Europe, Strasbourg.
https://rm.coe.int/common-european-framework-of-reference-for-languages-learning-
teaching/16809¢a0d4

- Cowley S. J. and Gahrn-Andersen R. (2018), “Simplexity, languages and human
languaging”, in Language Sciences, 71, pp. 4-7.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].langsci.2018.04.008.

- de Bot K., Lowie W. and Verspoor M. (2007), “A dynamic systems theory approach to
second language acquisition”, in Bilingnalism: Language and Cognition, 10, 1, pp. 7-21.

- Debyser F. (19806), Simulations globales: 1. Immenble, Paris: Hachette. New edition 1996.

- Dendrinos B. (20006), “Mediation in communication, language teaching and testing”, in
Journal of Applied Linguistics, 22, Thessaloniki Association of Applied Linguistics, pp. 9-35.
- Dreyfus H. and Kelly S.D. (2007), “Heterophenomenology: Heavy-handed sleight-of
hand”, in Phenomenology and the Cognitive Sciences, 1, pp. 413-425.

- Baquals and CIEP (2015), Inventaire linguistique des contenus clés des niveanx du CECRL.
Sévres: CIEP. https://www.caquals.org/wp-

content/uploads/Inventaire ONLINE_ full.pdf

- Ellis R. (2003), Task-based langnage learning and teaching, Oxford University Press, Oxford.
- Figueras, N. (2013) (ed.) The Impact of the CEFR in Catalonia, APAC Monographs, 9.

- Glaboniat M., Miller M., Rusch P., Schmitz H. and Wertenschlag L. (2005), Profile
dentsch A1 - C2. Lernzielbestimmungen, Kannbeschreibungen, Kommunikative Mittel,
Langenscheidt, Minchen.

- Glavenau V.P. (2012), “What can be done with an egg? Creativity, material objects and
the theory of affordances”, in The Journal of Creative Behavior, 46, 3, pp. 192-208.

- Goullier F. (2007), “Impact of the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages and the Council of Europe’s work on the new European educational area”,
in Council of Europe, The Common Enropean Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR)
and the development of language policies: challenges and responsibilities, Intergovernmental 1 anguage
Policy Forum, Strasbourg, 6-8 February 2007, Report. Council of Europe, Strasbourg, pp. 29-
37.

- Halliday M.A.K. (1973), Explorations in the functions of langnage, Edward Arnold, London.
- Halliday M.A.K. (1978), Language as social semiotic: The social interpretation of langnage and
meaning, Edward Arnold, London.

18


http://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langsci.2018.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langsci.2018.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langsci.2018.04.008.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langsci.2018.04.008.

- Harris R. (1981), The language myth, Duckworth, London.

- Hunter D., Andrews A. and Piccardo E. (2010), Synergies: Language I earning, Settlement
and Integration. https:/ /www.dce.ca/en/student-services/resources/Synergies-
Project/Synergies---English.pdf

- Hunter D., Cousineau D., Collins G. and Hook G. (2019), Action-oriented approach:
handbook, Canadian Association of Second Language Teachers, Ottawa.

- Jones L. (1982), Simulations in language teaching, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
- Kaufer S. and Chemero A. (2015), Phenomenology: An introduction, Polity Press,
Cambridge.

Keller J., Meili A., Bargin, P. and Ni D. (2017), “Auf dem Weg zum Gemeinsamen
Europiischen Referenzrahmen (GER) fur Gebirdensprachen: Empirie-basierte
Bestimmung von Deskriptoren fiir Textkompetenz am Beispiel der Deutschschweizer
Gebirdensprache (IDSGS)”, in Das Zeichen, 105, pp. 86-97.

Keller J., Meili A., Biirgin, P. and Ni D. (2017), “Deskriptoren zur gebdrdensprachlichen
Textstrukturierung im GER fir Gebidrdensprachen”, in Das Zeichen, 109, pp. 242-51.
Keller, J. (2019), “Deskriptoren fiir Textkompetenz in Gebirdensprachen”, in Barras M.
etal. (eds), IDT 2017, Band 2. Berlin: ESV, pp. 111-117.

- Kolb E. (2016), Sprachmittiung: Studien zur Modellierung einer komplexen Kompetenz,
Minchener Arbeiten zur Fremdsprachen-Forschung, Waxmann, Munster.

- Lantolf J.P. (ed.) (2000), Sociocultural theory and second language learning, Oxford University
Press, Oxford.

- Lantolf J.P. (2011). “The sociocultural approach to second language acquisition:
Sociocultural theory, second language acquisition, and artificial L2 development”, in
Atkinson D. (ed.), Alternative approaches to second language acquisition, Routledge, New York,
pp. 24-47.

- Larsen-Freeman D. (1997), “Chaos/complexity science and second language
acquisition”, in Applied Linguistics, 18, 2, pp. 141-165.

- Larsen-Freeman, D. (2011), “A complexity theory approach to second language
development/acquisition”, in Atkinson D. (ed.) Alternative approaches to second langnage
acquisition, Routledge, New York, pp. 48-72.

- Larsen-Freeman D. (2017), “Complexity theory: The lessons continue”, in Ortega L.
and Han Z.H. (eds) Complexity theory and langnage development: In celebration of Diane Larsen-
Freeman, John Benjamins, Amsterdam and Philadelphia, pp. 11-50.

- Larsen—Freeman, D. (2019). “On language learner agency: A complex dynamic
systems theory perspective’ in The Modern Langnage Journal, 103, pp.61-79.

- Larsen-Freeman D. and Anderson M. (2011), Technigues and principles in langnage teaching.
(3rd edn), Oxford University Press, Oxford.

- Larsen-Freeman D. and Todeva E. (2022), “A sociocognitive theory for
plurilingualism: Complex dynamic systems theory”, in Piccardo E., Germain-
Rutherford A. and Lawrence G. (Eds.), Routledge handbook of plurilingual langnage edncation,
Routledge, London and New York, pp. 209-224.

- Lantolf J.P. and Pavlenko A. (2001), “(S)econd (L)angauge (A)ctivity theory:
understanding second language learners as people”, in Breen, M.P. (ed.), Learner
contributions to langnage learning. Pearson Education, Harlow, pp. 141-158.

- Lau S.M.C. and Van Viegen S. (eds.), (2020), Plurilingnal pedagogies: Critical and creative
endeavors for equitable langnage (in) education, Springer International Publishing, New York.

19


https://www.dce.ca/en/student-services/resources/Synergies-Project/Synergies---English.pdf
https://www.dce.ca/en/student-services/resources/Synergies-Project/Synergies---English.pdf

- Little, D. and Figueras N. (eds.). (2022), Reflecting on the Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages and its Companion 1" olume, Multilingual Matters, Bristol.

- Ludi G. (2015), “Monolingualism and multilingualism in the construction and
dissemination of scientific knowledge”, in Jessner-Schmid U. and Kramsch C. (Eds.),
The multilingual challenge: Cross-disciplinary perspectives, Mouton de Gruyter, Berlin,
pp. 213-238.

- Ludi G. (2010), “Language regime in the Swiss armed forces between institutional
multilingualism, the dominance of German, English and situated plurilanguaging”, in
Ludi, G., Hochle Meier, K. and Yanaprasart, P. (Eds.), Managing Plurilingnal and
Intercultural Practices in the Workplace, John Benjamins, pp. 69-152.

- Martyniuk W. (ed.) (2010), Relating langnage excaminations to the Common European Framework
of Reference for Languages: Case studies and reflections on the use of the Council of Europe's Draft
Manual, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

- May S. (2014), The multilingnal turn: Applications for SLA, TESOL and bilingnal education,
Routledge, New York.

- Mercer S. (2011), “Understanding learner agency as a complex dynamic system,

in System, 39, 4, pp.427-436.

- North B. (1992), “European Language Portfolio: Some options for a working
approach to design scales for proficiency” in Council of Europe, Transparency and
coherence in langnage learning in Europe: Objectives, assessment and certification. Symposium held in
Riischlikon, 10—16 November 1991 (edited by North, Brian), Council for Cultural Co-
operation, Strasbourg, pp. 158—174. https://rm.coe.int/0900001680707cde. Reprinted
in Schirer R. and North B. Towards a Common European Framework for Reporting Language
Competency, NFLC Occasional Paper, National Foreign Language Center, Washington
D.C.

- North, B. (1995), “The development of a common framework scale of descriptors of
language proficiency based on a theory of measurement”, in System, 23, 4, pp. 445—465.
- North B. (1996), The development of a common framework scale of descriptors of language
proficiency based on a theory of measurement, unpublished PhD thesis, Thames Valley
University

- North B. (2000) The development of a common framework scale of language proficiency, Peter
Lang, New York.

- North B. (2014), The CEFR in practice, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
- North B., Angelova M., Jarosz E. and Rossner, R. (2018), Language conrse planning,
Oxford University Press, Oxford.

- North B., Ortega A. and Sheehan S. (2010), British Conncil ~EAQUALS Core inventory
for general English, British Council/ EAQUALS, London.

- North B. and Piccardo E. (2016) Developing illustrative descriptors of aspects of mediation for
the Common Eunropean Framework of Reference (CEFR), Council of Europe, Strasbourg.
https://rm.coe.int/common-european-framework-of-reference-for-languages-learning-
teaching/168073ff31 (accessed 14 October 2020).

- North B. and Piccardo E. (2019), “Developing new CEFR descriptor scales and
expanding the existing ones: Constructs, approaches and methodologies”, in Quetz J.
and Rossa H. (eds) The Common European Framework of Reference, illustrative descriptors,
extended version 2017. Special issue of Zeitschrift fiir Fremdsprachenforschung (ZFF), 30, 2, pp.
142-160.

20


https://rm.coe.int/common-european-framework-of-reference-for-languages-learning-teaching/168073ff31
https://rm.coe.int/common-european-framework-of-reference-for-languages-learning-teaching/168073ff31

- North B. and Schneider G. (1998), “Scaling descriptors for language proficiency
scales”, in Language Testing, 15, 2, pp. 217-262.

- Nunan D. (2004), Task-based langnage teaching, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
- Orman J. (2013), “New lingualisms, same old codes”, in Language Sciences, 37, pp. 90-98
- Piccardo E. (ed.) (20006), La richesse de la diversité: recherches et réflexions dans I'Europe des
langues et des cultures, Synergies Europe, 1.

https:/ /www.gerflint.fr/Base/Europel/europel.html

- Piccardo E. (2010), “From communicative to action-oriented: New perspectives for a
new millennium”, in CONTACT TESL Ontario, 36, 2, pp. 20-35.

- Piccardo E. (2012) “Médiation et apprentissage des langues: Pourquoi est-il temps de
réfléchir a cette notion ?”, in ELA: Etudes de Linguistique Appliquée, 167, pp. 285-297.

- Piccardo E. (2014), From communicative to action-oriented: A research pathways. Retrieved

from https://transformingfsl.ca/en/components/from-communicative-to-action-

oriented-a-research-pathway/ (French version: Du communicatif a 'actionnel: un cheminement
de recherche. CSC. pp. 55. Available at: https://transformingfsl.ca/fr/components/du-
communicatif-a-lactionnel-un-cheminement-de-recherche/) within the website of the
project From Communicative to Action-Oriented: Illuminating the Approaches funded
by the Government of Ontario and the Government of Canada/Canadian Heritage.

- Piccardo E. (2016), Phonological scale revision process. Report, Council of Europe,
Strasbourg. https://rm.coe.int/phonological-scale-revision-process-report-
cefr/168073fff9.

- Piccardo E. (2017), “Plurilingualism as a catalyzer for creativity in superdiverse
societies: A systemic analysis”, in Frontiers in Psychology, 8.
doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02169

- Piccardo E. (2018), “Plurilingualism: vision, conceptualization, and practices”, in
Trifonas P. and Aravossitas T. (Eds.), Handbook of research and practice in heritage langnage
edncation, Springer International, New York, pp. 1-19.

- Piccardo E. (2020), “The Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) in
language education: Past, present, and future” TIRF Language Education in Review (LEIR)
Series https:/ /www.tirfonline.org/2020/03 /leir-cefr-past-present-future/ (accessed 14
October 2020).

- Piccardo E. (forthcoming), “Mediation for plurilingual competence: Synergies and
implications”, in Dendrinos B. (ed.) Linguistic mediation in the context of plurilingual education,
Multilingual Matters, Bristol.

- Piccardo E., North B. and Maldina E. (2017), “QualiCEFR: A quality assurance
template to achieve innovation and reform in language education through CEFR
implementation”, in Proceedings of the 6” International AL'TE Conference. 1earning and
Assessment: Making the Connections. Bologna, Italy, 3—5 May 2017, pp. 96-103.
http://events.cambridgeenglish.org/alte2017-test/perch/resources/alte-2017-
proceedings-final.pdf

- Piccardo E. and Capron Puozzo 1. (eds.). (2015). “From second language pedagogy to
the pedagogy of ‘plurilingualism’ a possible paradigm shift?/De la didactique des
langues a la didactique du plurilinguisme: un changement de paradigme possible?” The
Canadian Modern Langnage Review | La revue canadienne des langues vivantes, 71, 4, psecial
edition

- Piccardo E. Germain-Rutherford A. and Lawrence G.(2022a), “An Introduction to
Plurilingualism and this Handbook”, in Piccardo E., Germain-Rutherford A.. and

21


https://transformingfsl.ca/en/components/from-communicative-to-action-oriented-a-research-pathway/
https://transformingfsl.ca/en/components/from-communicative-to-action-oriented-a-research-pathway/
https://transformingfsl.ca/fr/components/du-communicatif-a-lactionnel-un-cheminement-de-recherche/
https://transformingfsl.ca/fr/components/du-communicatif-a-lactionnel-un-cheminement-de-recherche/
https://rm.coe.int/phonological-scale-revision-process-report-cefr/168073fff9
https://rm.coe.int/phonological-scale-revision-process-report-cefr/168073fff9
https://www.tirfonline.org/2020/03/leir-cefr-past-present-future/

Lawrence G. (eds.) Routledge handbook of plurilingual langnage education, Routledge, London
and New York, pp. 1-15.

- Piccardo E., Germain-Rutherford A..and Lawrence G. (eds.) (2022b), Routledge
handbook of plurilingnal language education, Routledge, London and New York.

- Piccardo E., Lawrence G., Germain Rutherford A. and Galante A. (2022). Activating
Linguistic and Cultural Diversity in the Langnage Classroom, Springer International Publishing,
New York.

- Piccardo E. and North B. (2019), The action-oriented approach: A dynamic vision of language
edncation, Multilingual Matters, Bristol.

- Piccardo E., North B. and Maldina E. (2019), “Promoting innovation and reform in
language education through a quality assurance template for CEFR implementation”,
Canadian Journal of Applied Linguistics | Revue canadienne de linguistique appliguée. Special Issu,e
22,1, pp. 103-128.

- Porto, M. (2012), “Academic perspectives from Argentina”, in Byram M. and
Parmenter L. (Eds.), The Common Enropean Framework of Reference: The globalisation of
langnage policy, Multilingual Matters, Bristol, pp. 129-138.

- Puren C. (2002), “Perspectives actionnelles et perspectives culturelles en didactique des
langues-cultures : vers une perspective co-actionnelle co-culturelle”, in Les langues
modernes, 3, pp. 55-71.

- Puren C. (2009) “La nouvelle perspective actionnelle et ses implications sur la
conception des manuels de langue”, in Lions-Olivieri, M-L. and Liria, P. (eds))
Ll'approche actionnelle dans I'enseignement des langues. Douze articles pour niieus: comprendre et faire
le point, Difusion-Maison des langues, Paris, pp. 119-137.

- Purpura J. E. (2021), “ A Rationale for using a scenario-based assessment to measure
competency-based, situated second and foreign language proficiency” in Masperi M.,
Cervini C. and Bardiére Y. (Eds.), Evaluation des acquisitions langagiéres : Du formatif
au certificatif. MediAzioni 32: A54-A96, http://www.mediazioni.sitlec.unibo.it.

- Reimann D., and Rossler A. (eds.) (2013), Sprachmittlung im Fremdsprachenunterricht,
Narr Francke Attempto, Tiibingen.

- Richards J.C. (2013), “Curriculum approaches in language teaching: forward, central
and backwards design”, in RELC Journal, 44, 1, pp. 5-33.

- Richer J-J. (2009), “Lectures du Cadre: continuité ou rupture?”, in Lions-Olivieri, M-L.
and Liria, P. (eds)) L'approche actionnelle dans I'enseignement des langues. Douze articles ponr
mienx: comprendre et faire le point, Difusion-Maison des langues, Paris, pp. 13-48.

- Richer J-J. (2012), La didactique des langues interrogée par les compétences. EME and
InterCommunications sprl, Bruxelles.

- Schleiss M. and Hagenow-Caprez M. (2017)  fide — On the way to a coherent
framework™ , in Beacco J-C., Krumm, H-J., Little, D. Thalgott P. and Council of
Europe (Eds.), The linguistic integration of adult migrants | 1. intégration linguistique des migrants
adultes. Some lessons from research | Les enseignements de la recherche, de Gruytet,
Betlin/Boston, pp. 169-174.

- Schneider G. and Lenz, P. (2001), Ewuropean language portfolio: Guide for developers. Council
of Europe, Modern Languages Division, Strasbourg.

- Schneider G. and North B. (2000), Fremdsprachen konnen: was heisst das? Skalen zur
Beschreibung, Beurteilung und Selbsteinschétzung der fremdsprachlichen Konmunikationsfihigkeit,
Verlag Riegger, Chur and Ziirich.

22



- Schmenk B. (2008), “Visions of autonomy as a core concept in language education”, in
Doff, S., Hillen, W. and Klippel, F., Visions of languages in education, Langenscheidt,
Munich, pp.101-117.

- Schneider G., North B. and Koch, L. (2000), A European language portfolio, Berne,
Berner Lehrmittel- und Medienverlag.

- Scholze A., Potkonjak S., Marcel F., Folinazzo G. and Townend, N. (2022), “Scenarios
for learning — scenarios as learning: A design-based research process”, in Piccardo E.,
Lawrence G., Germain Rutherford A. and Galante A. (Eds.) Activating Linguistic and
Cultural Diversity in the Language Classroom, Springer International Publishing, New York,
pp. 113-140.

- Skehan P. (1998) A cognitive approach to langnage learning, Oxford University Press,
Oxford.

- Stathopoulou M. (2015). Cross-language mediation in foreign langnage teaching and testing,
Multilingual Matters, Bristol.

- Swain M. (2000), ““ Languaging, agency and collaboration in advanced language
proficiency” , in Byrnes H. (Ed.) Advanced language learning: The contribution of Halliday and
Iygotsky, Continuum, London and New York, pp. 95-108.

- Szabo T. and Goodier T. (2018) Collated representative samples of descriptors of langnage
competence developed for young learners. Resource for educators.
https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-
languages/bank-of-supplementary-descriptors

- Takala S. (2013), The CEFR in use: Some observations of three Nordic countries, in Figueras,
N. (ed.) The Impact of the CEFR in Catalonia, APAC Monographs, 9, pp. 9-18.

- Taylor S. and Snoddon K. (eds.), (2023), “Plurilingualism in TESOL: Promising
controversies” TESOL Quarterly, 47, 3, special edition.

-Trim J.LL.M. (2007), “The CEFR in relation to the policy aim of the Council of
Europe”, in Council of Europe The Common European Framework of Reference for anguages
(CEFR) and the development of langnage policies: challenges and responsibilities. Intergovernmental
Langnage Policy Forum, Strasbourg, 6-8 February 2007, Report, Council of Europe,
Strasbourg, pp. 48—49.

- Van den Branden K. (ed.) (20006), Task-based langnage education: From theory to practice,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

- van Lier L. (2004), The ecology and semiotics of langnage learning, Kluwer Academic,
Dordrecht.

- van Lier L. (2007), “ Action-based teaching, autonomy and identity” , in Innovation in
Language Teaching and Learning, 1, 1, pp. 1-19.

- Wenger-Trayner E. and Wenger-Trayner B. (2015), Introduction to communities of practice:
A brief overview of the concept and its uses. http:/ /wenger-trayner.com/introduction-to-
communities-of-practice/

- Willis D. and Willis J. (2007) Doing task-based teaching, Oxford University Press, Oxford.
- Withagen R., Aradjo D. and de Poel H.J. (2017), “Inviting affordances and agency”,
in New Ideas in Psychology, 45, pp.11-18.

23


https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages/bank-of-supplementary-descriptors
https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages/bank-of-supplementary-descriptors
http://wenger-trayner.com/introduction-to-communities-of-practice/
http://wenger-trayner.com/introduction-to-communities-of-practice/

