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PREFACE TO GREEK BREAKTHROUGH SPECIFICATION

It is a great pleasure to welcome the successful completion and publication of the Breakthrough
specification for Modern Greek. The authorial team at the Centre for the Greek Language at
Thessaloniki are to be congratulated on their efficient and pioneering work.

This Breakthrough specification for Modern Greek is in fact the first such specification to be
published in any language. Though the team has been able to consult the as yet unpublished
Breakthrough specification for English, it has exercised its own independent judgement
throughout and has made changes and additions, including a number of new chapters, wherever it
considered them to be necessary.

Breakthrough corresponds closely to Al, the lowest level recognised in the 6-level system
proposed in the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching
and Assessment. However, it is at this level that the tension between criteria for the assessment of
proficiency and the specification of learning objectives is most acute. In assessment, the lowest
level tends to attract descriptions which characterise poor performance, whereas learning
objective must be substantial and worthwhile if it is to merit accreditation in a public system.

It is only over many years that the need for such a specification has been recognised. Originally,
the Threshold Level was considered to be the lowest level deserving of any recognition. It soon
became apparent that the goal of functional independence in the face of the challenges posed by
daily life in a foreign country was ambitious, requiring a substantial educational effort. Waystage
was soon developed as an earlier objective derived by reducing options for the expression of
functional and notional categories, the full range of which was, so far as possible, retained. Later,
the demand for a third level, above Threshold, was met by the development of the Vantage level.
For some years, this 3-level specification appeared to satisfy the requirements of educational
systems of qualification. It is only recently that the need for the accreditation of a level of
proficiency below Waystage has been recognised and that demand from a viable audience has
grown. This demand has come from three main sources. First, the promotion by the Council of
Europe of plurilingualism as an educational objective has increased the interest in adult
education for a limited but usable competence in a number of European languages which are
virtually unrepresented in school education, to be achieved, say, in a one-month’s summer course
in the country itself, or by a semester’s study in home-based adult education, perhaps with IT
support. Such courses may well aim at an Al proficiency and be accredited in the European
Language Portfolio. Secondly, the great increase in personal mobility has seen an influx of
substantial numbers of work migrants and asylum seekers into many European countries. These
people may have received limited education and have no previous experience of language
learning and therefore benefit greatly from working towards a limited competence in the language
of the host country. Seeing its achievement formally recognised may usefully motivate further
learning. This may also be true of middle-aged persons in previously closed societies who wish
to enlarge their horizons by learning something of the language of their neighbours. Finally, the
progressive lowering of the starting age of language learning in schools makes it increasingly
important for a clear early learning objective to be set as a benchmark for the interface between
primary and secondary education, so that secondary school teachers have confidence in building
further rather than starting all over again.

It is very much to be hoped that the development of a Breakthrough level for Greek will stimulate
its learning as a foreign or second language and contribute to the maintenance of European
linguistic and cultural diversity. The work of the Centre for the Greek Language had now
resulted in the only 4-level specification of language-learning objectives to be published based on
the Threshold Level model (Profile Deutsch, the only 6-level description, attempts a unitary
treatment following the Framework model). Taken together with the questionnaire published as
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an Appendix to the Threshold Level volume, it offers a coherent basis for progression in the
learning of Greek from its earliest stages to a level of proficiency which will empower the learner
to cope with both the practical and the intellectual challenges of Modern Greek society. The
Centre for the Greek Language is to be warmly congratulated on a solid achievement and an
important contribution to European understanding and co-operation. It is very much to be hoped
that those responsible for the teaching, learning and assessment of Greek across Europe and
beyond will make full use of this valuable tool and that others will follow its example.

J.L.M. Trim, Cambridge, November 2004
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- INTRODUCTION
DES REFERENTIELS POUR LE FRANCAIS

LES REFERENTIELS POUR LES LANGUES NATIONALES ET REGIONALES

Lu réalisation du Nivean B2 pour fe frangais entre dans le cadre dTune action du Conseil de
I"Burope destinée 4 favoriser Félaboration de rétérentiels fondes sur le Cudre curopéen
commun do reforence powr fes langues (désomnmais © fe Codeey mals declines langue par
langue © de tels referenticls om déja $¢ proaduits ou sont en cours de réalisation pour 1an-
plais, Uallemand. le grec. le portugans. .

Des référentiels

Ces référenticls de langoe sont des instruments: pantagds par les utilisateuss. gui omt pour
fonction de déerire. sous forme dinventaires de o pots . des contenus possibles d'ensei-
gnement. e la sorte. ils peuvent servir de base a I'elaboranon de programmes denseigne-
ment, en frangais langue premicre. seeonde ou ¢tranglre. en frangais Jangue d ensergnement.
gui solent comparables. méme »7ils sont dificrents,

Ln effet. ces référentiels ne visent pas & imposer de memes contenus denscignements
pour toutes les situations educatives. mais ils entendent donner des oy ens d ¢laborer ceux-
i @ partir des mémes matériaux de base. 1 objectit recherchd nest pas de normaliser ou
d'uniformiser les cottenus 4 enseignements mats de 1es rendre compatibles,

Plus largement. on rappellera d abord co que Je Nivear B2 powr {e frangars presente i n'est
pas
v e Aivean B2 powr e francais nest pas une mathode denseignement @ ce nlest pas
un matéricl pédagogique prét a Uemplol pour enseigner il propose des inventaires
dans tesquels 1l reste a choisic ce gui est @ ensgigner
+ le Niveaw B2 powr le frangais niest pas un guide pedagogique o il ne propose meone
préconise aucunc manicre particuliere d'enseigner :
s le Niveun B2 pour lo frangais 'est pas une grammaire - on n'y déerit pas le {rangais.
mais on v recense des [ormes enseignab

es o les chapitres 3.4 et 5 présentent des inven-
taires de contenus et de formes (¢lasses suivant des catégories trés farges) ot exempli-
fiés, correspondant 4 des besoins d utilizateurs de niveau avancd, selon les critéres B2
du Cadre

o e Nivegu B2 powr le frangals noest pas un dictionnaire @ les chapitres 4 ¢t 6 presen-
tenl des inventaires de mots mais nlen décrivent ni le(s) sens nifes emplors ol
conviendra de se reporter aus dictionnaires d'usage. monolingues ou bilingues, en cas
de besoin

< e Nivean B2 pour e frangais whest pas un programme officiel dlenseignement ayvant
un caractere dobligatoire © i1 ne définit ni ne délimite ce qui est a cnseigner ct d
apprendre, de manicre précese. a un niveau d apprentissage donné. 4 un public donné et
dans un volumie horaire d enscignementiapprentissage donné. Ces choix dépendent des
situations denseignement et des svstémes cducatls

o e Nivean B2 powr te fraagais n'est pas un oot dievaluation. qui delimiterait tout we
qui est i identilier COMME CONNU LU NON COTMUL. COMPES QU DO CORIPTTS. APPTis ou o
appris. Il permet de speécifier tes compdiences de sortie attendues, gui peuvent corres-



pondre entiérement au nivean B2, mais qui peuvent aussl n'en viser gu'une parie {par
exemple @ 75 % de B2 duns sa towlite, 100 % de B2 uniquement pour Pinteraction
arale el 'écoute, .. ). Pour "évaluation, les rélérentiels par langues doivent étre utilisés
conjointement aux référenticls de compétences (Cudre)

v e Miveau B2 pouwr le frangais n’est pas un relérenuel au sens msntotionnel (frangais)
du terme il ne détingt pas les objectils, fes savorrs et les savoir-faire et tes contenus
tangagiers ndcessaires i M obtention d"une certificatton ou d un dipldme précis, détinis-
sant une qualification dans un contexie donnd.

Ce matériaid, comme tous les autres, o peur role majeut de penmettre élaboranon d outils
de pilotage des politigues linguistiques cducatives. de programmes d’enseignement. de cer-
Ulicawons,, . compatibles enre cux et repérables mutnellement pour une méme langue ct
entre les langues enscipndées en Furope

il sTagit d'un outdl commun pour enseignententapprentissage des langues, destinég a des
utilisatenrs conune
« les concepteurs ot responsabtes de programmes de langues tau nivean nationad,
regional, i celui d'un ablisserment, d une école privée de langues. . ), en relation aver
les responsables des politiques linguistiques éducatives ;
» Jes imspecteurs de langues ou fes responsables de la qualite de Jeur enseignement
+ les formateurs densegnants ;
+ les responsables et les concepleurs dépreuves dévaluation et de certification |
» des auleurs de matériel d'enseignerment (manuels, meéthodes, ., quels qu'en soient les
supports {papier, video, numerique... ) .
= les enseignants de langues eux-memes st et quand s ont a elaborer ou d adapter des
programimes otsol du matériel pédagogique ou lorsqu’ils réalisent, pour leur usage. du
materiel d enseignement. sous forme de fiches pédagogiques. par exemple, gu’ils peu-
vent ensuite falre circuler.

Des référentiels fondés sur le Cadre européen commun de référence

o caractérishique majeure de ces référenticls pour Te frangais est de proposer des inventaires
des formes en les rapportant a la typologie des compétences ¢t 4 Péchelle correspondante
des niveaux de maftrise de ces competences élaborées au Conscil de 'Europe depuis Lo
debut des années 1990, telles quelles figarent dans instrument de politigue linguistique
cducative constitue par 1o Cadre curoplen commun e roference pour fos langues
LJ}}}U!'L’H(}?'E’, (’!I.\'(’{!;Hl"f’, i':1'rij'llff(’f'l.

Dins ce document, (i est commun a toutes les fangues enseignécs, on déerit les contenus
dienselgnement on termes de compétences (oTest-i-dire de savorr-faire mettant en jeu des
conmaissances} ou d élements de compétences of non de tonmes & maitriser. Par exemple, on
v dentific une compélence comme Dinteraction éorite generale {(que Don designe aussi
ordinatrement sous e erme d'éerfrey. Cetle-cr est speciiice. pour premier niveau de maitrise
PATL sous tes Tormes comume o apprenanturilisatenss pent demander on iransmelive par
corit dox ronscigpemoents peesosiels derailtes (Cadre, po 083 Les compdétences sont analy-
sees au moven de descripteurs (dans Pexemple ci-dessas @ demandor par éortt des reaseli-
grements persenncict ol Salonndes en six miveaux de maitrise (du plus Slémentave @ AL
comme cl-dessus, au plus expert - C2)

1 L Cudre earopeen comm de réfdrence pogee fes fargires sera citd dans s version frangaese, publice
v 2 cher Prhdier (Paris.



1. objectil des rétérenticls pour les langues nationales et regionales est de transposer les des-
eriptions du Cadre. Stablies en termes de competences {ou Clements de competences) et de
niveaus (ou deures) de maitrise dans une compatence ¢ iventaires de signes finguistiques,
La maitrise de ceux-ci par Jes wtilisateurs est répurée pennetire, on francais, la ouse en
pratique de cos compétences &oun nivean donne.

On fait Mhypothése qu'id est possible didentifier des formes linguistiques que. pour e fran-
cais. correspondent globalement aux compétences déerites dans le Caddre indépendamment
des Tangues considérées © ces formes constituent le materiau néeessaire a COTNTIUAICALION,
ainsi calibsée par compétence ¢t niveau de maitrise dans chague vompétence. On passe done
d'un referentiv! général commun a diflérentes langues o un réftrentiel speeifique au fran-
cais. mais surtout d’un objet d'enscignement « communication » & un objet d’enseignement
« fangue ». plus mmediatentent opérationne] pour Tes utilisateurs. en oo qu’ll ext constituc
d inventaires de formes lingiistigues.

DE UN NIVEAU-SEUIL AUX REFERENTIELS POUR LE FRANCAIS

{ette entreprise < nserit dans une continuite institutionnetie ot didactique que on rappel-
tera succinetement.

Les niveaux-sevils des annees 1970

Le contexte du present projet est dabord celul du Conset] de TTRurope ¢t des mstruments
mis au point dans fe cadre de la Diviston des langues (puis Division des potitiques linguis-
tiquest © Mimpulsion donnde par 1 élahoration du Flreshold Level tpour Pangluis, réalisé par
I A van Bk e ) LM, Teim. 19751 a la eréation d une culture didactique curopeenne
commune s est concrétisée par la mise au poimt de referenticls compatables pour dautres
fangues 4" Farape. Cetle action a ¢ reprise ot developpée par élaboration d un niveau dit
Waystaee pour Panglais (19907 puis celle d'un niveau bFantuge. pour [Fanglais d'abord
{1995) ot ensuite pour d autres langues (allemand. gree ). Par ailleurs, I Assocation A LTt
(The Association of Language Testers in Enropey a elle-méme Clabord des rélerenticls de ce
type. 11 a paru opportun aux promoteurs des présents referentiels et aux Institufions gui en
onl ensuite rendu possible la réalisation d'inscrer le frangais dans cette dynamigue.

Lin effet, ce projet s honore de repartir des travaux de cette naure citectuds pour Le tranguis
dans le cadre du Credit (Centre de recherehe et d etude pour ta diffusion du frangiis Ticole
normale supénicure de Saint-Cloud. puis de Fontenayv-Sami-Cloud), travaux qui ont conduit
ala réatisation. qui & fait date. de Ln niveas-sewil (1976) evde L adapration de Un niveau-
sewil powr des contextes sealaires (1979) Ces réferemdels sont demeurds les seuls pour le
frangais - il 0’y o pas eu création diautres niveanx, pour de mudtiples raisons. dont
meindre n'a pas ¢ la décision Je supprimer Je Credifen 1996

Convergences des systémes éducatifs

Depuis quelgues annces, ce contexte a dvolué de maniere significative. Le programme dun
niveany-sewis du Conseil de linrope wvait comme finalite prenuére de facihter ki mobilire
des personnes dans espace curopéen A ce projet s’en adjolgnait un autre, celun de ereer
un systéme curopéen dapprentissage des langues par les adultes organsé de maniere
modulaire en unitds capitalisables. et {ondé sur une analyse des besoins langagrens. Ce projet
n'a pas vu le jour. sans doute paree que fes conditions politiques n'ctaent pas mores.

20 Voir Tes publios concerno- dans £ a pivean-seind, o 43-82
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Avec le recul, il apparait aussi gue une des finalites de fait de ce programme de la Thivi-
sion des langues a &ié de dittuser Napproche commumcauve de Penseignement des langues
par le haut, ¢ est-a-dire par e biais des programmes d'enscignement. On cherchait ains a
agir sur fes systémes @ducatifs, en promouvant une approche des enseignements de Tangues
réputée plus efficace par rapport aux {Inalités recherchees @l communication effective entre
les locuteurs. Cet objectif relatit aux méthodologies d enseignement a tini par prendre le pas
sur celut dordre politique @ devane les difficuliés & mstationnaliser des dispositifs
apustables d enseignement des fangues, on a privilegie la ercation d une culture didactigue
cuaropéenie partagde. Celte-vi 'est coneretisée ulwericurement par la réflexion sur los anto-
apprentissages ot apprentssage wéflexit comme forme de Uappropriatnon d'une langue.
done comme démarche dappropriation des langues wujours possible par défaut, a laguelle
i a semblé impornt de préparer fes instilutions educatives et les apprenants '

I ne s7agit plus. avjourd’hut. de promouvoir ki« méthodologie communicative ». Lin facteor
nouvean ost surtoul constitnd par fe fait que, toujours sous Uunpulsion de ta Division des
Jangues, un rapprochement des enscignements de fangues est en passe de se réaliser en
Fuarope. Ces converzences sont rendues poassibles par L mise au point et la diffusion du Cendre
crrapeen commun de référence ponr fes fungues, Ce document, claboré collectuvement tles
premtiers travaux onl commencd an debut des annces 19901, autorise une détermination par-
wgde. sur la base de définitions communes, de la nature des compéiences denseignement ¢t
d apprentissage en langues ot des niveaus de muitrise duns ces compétences,

Cette exigence de comparabifitc des compétences en fangoes entre les differents pro-
grammes d'enseignement et entre les différentes langues est une atiente du marche des
langues et du marché de Memplol. car elle pennet un contrdle de qualite. Elle constitue sur-
tout une condition de Ia mise en place d'une dducation plurilingue, puisqu’elte permet b
spécification d objectifs diversifics (par compétences, par langues, par cycle et phases de la
formation aux langues twul au long de la vie, ) et en conséguence, la eréation d itinéraires
d apprentissages diversi{ics, dans lesquels il sera pewt-Gre plus mise de menager des espaces
pour appropriation de davantage de variétes linguistigues.

CONSTITUER UN OBJET-LANGUE

(est dans cette conjoncture que prend place élaboration des référentiels pour le frangals,
Pour des raisons de commaodité et pour éviter de devoir rechercher des equivalents aux desi-
enations metaphoriques utihsées pour désigner ces niveaux pour Panglais ot en anglais, on
a choisi de sen tenir i la déstgnation allant de A1 3 C2, qui est utilisée couramnient dans e
Cadre earopien compiun de réforence powr fes fuagues. Te niveau B2 correspondrait dong
au Fantagee aneglophone, Bl au Threeshald.

La volontd de réaliser ces différents référenticls dans un méme cadre institutionnef et avec Jes
mémes Cquipes de hnguisles et didacticiens tient a la néeessité d gjuster les niveaux de réte-
rence entre cux el done de congevoir Uensemble dans sa totalité, de maniére a en wssurer la
cohérence. Pour le Imangais. celte entreprise commence par la construction de B2 et elle sera
sutvie de celle de AL T est ensuite prévu de réaliser les niveaux A2 et Bl et d'¢laborer ulte-
ricarement les deus miveaux O Ces derniers concernent un nombre d’apprenants potenticls
plus limite ¢t posent des problémes théoriques ot techniques d'une grande complexite mas
tls sont pertiments pour des publics stratégiquement décizifs, comme les enseignants ou les
mierpretes.

3 Vaonr, en oparticalier, Hoi ke o dufonomic of apprentioage des langres ofrangeres, Conselt de
I'Curape, Strashourg, 1979 (pus 1982, Haler, Parish
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Référentiels et norme linguistique

Les relerenticls sont Claborés en relation eirone avee fes categonies ot fes deseripteurs {c7es-
a-dire les ¢léments permicttant de spectiier o de definir L mure de chague competence au

niveau de maitrise e isape) dis € adre aropéen comman de cétérence pene les langaes.
Vais cette articulation au Cadre ne permet pas de résoudre Ty greston du rble normalisateur
quiest amene & jouer de facro tout referenticl. La ssiergie francophone a Paeuvee duns e
prajet ne doit pas faisser croire que. pour Uhenre. les rélérenticls pour lo ivangals prennent
ep compte massivement les particularies régionales du frangais, guetle que ol definition
sociolinguistique que Uon donne de région. Cela a CtE une position seuwsert clarifice o
Conseil de UEurope : les siveany déerivent les compaiences visees dans des variewes de
langues dites srandards. Cette dénomination de suendard ou micrnaiional niest certes pis
exempte dambiguités, quand on ka rapporte aux réaliies soctolimguistigiies ¢ s enjeus
politiques, Cependant ke propos n'est pas o de déerre des pratiques sociolinguistiques,
mais de construire des objets didactiques en mesure de pennettre deercer des programines
d’enseignement compatibles, On <'en tiendra done et a un « frangais mternational » auss
larpement partagé que possible, e tant gue variéte ne conespondant sans doute a aucune
campétence coneréte et a aucune performance observable. puisquielle est constriite pour
enseignement.

I Claboration de référenticls spéeifiques a certames varidtes de frangals dnternational. de
Belgique ou du Quebee. du sud de To Brance. des Antbles frangamses. v est cependant par-
faitement envisageable, dans le cadre du Consedt de B urope, mass aussi en dehors de cedui-
¢h S lon sauhaite disposer de réterentiels specifigues poer le frangais, Ty ool est angue
oliiciclle ou nationale, 11 sera possible d utiliser 1o présent Nivegs B2 porr fe frangais pour
s méthodologie de réalisation. T cardgorisation adoptée. le materiel verbal reund. . 1 powt
e alter de méme ponr dautres langues - les langues dites régionales. qtochiones, du
tereitoire. ou les langues utilisees par fes communautes réeemment mstallees dans fes Frats
francophones,

Ples variantes régionates sont cependant s entoriées, de maniere bien delinutée. dans ce
Nveart B2 powr le Frangais. 1.4 competence relative d 1o pereeption des varietes sociales o
régionales est jocabisee dans tes niveanx C du Codre. muns il a semble opportu, du pomit de
vue pédagoeique. de faire figurer des varictes Texicales du frangais vtilisees e Belmgue o
on Suisse dans le chapitre 6 qui concerne 1es nations spéaifigues

Enfin, comme pour L aiveat-sewif. on n'a pas earte de cos myventaires des realisations

verbales relevant de Poral spontané. volonticrs considérées commie non aceeptables au
regard de bt norme sociohnguistique. Mais, si Ton peut sTimterroger sur b nécessiie de faire

maitriser cortaines de ces tormes, 11 est evident que Tes apprenant= nilisaieurs seront amencs

a les rencontrer ¢ done @ les reconnaitre ot i les comprenedre.

Méthodologie de réalisation

La miéthodologic adoptee pour L construction de ces referentiels pour v frangus peat &
déerite dins Tos nidmes termes que celle retenue pour Télabaration des cohelles du Cuare
fp TR0 ¢ sy
s mithodes Jntuittves pour Lo colicete des données fngaistgues ©apped G des experts
fdes Tinetzistos. i T Oouurmenee L promicre Mise arl it 2t grenpe G puris et expar -
mentation [eapertise profossionnelic ¢ soetule contentuatisee. e des sttt ions
denseienenwent )
 mdthodes guamtizeis e vGrilieation des donndes apartn e Tistes de Troguenee. Mais

celiessgi sont fres invenipletos, plisga on ne dispese prss a Pavsdences de freguoences
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demploi pour les fouctions i pour los énencés gui les actualisent. On peut avair

recours & des releves de tréquence concernant les nots

- méthodes qualitatives. qui coneernent fa formulation (par excmple. dénomination des

fonctions), le classement (des tormes linguistiques par fesquelles une des fonctions

discursives sc réalise dans la communication ou des éléments du lexique gui corres-

pondent 4 des notons spéciiiques). fa cohérenee géneérale. ..
Ces démarches ne prennent feur sens que par rapport 4ux CACLOTSAUIONS TCCTIUES pour clas-
sifier les eléments constitulits de cet objet-langue, qui est un objet pour 1'enseignement. A
distnguct done des usages observables de la langue. Or le choix de ces satlpories pour les
inventaires reféve de décisions théonques, puisquon se rétére pour ces clussifications &
des concepts linguistiques comme . phonéme, {onction, clisse distribunonnelle, genre
discursil...

Ces reterenticls sont done fondeés & la fuls sur les connaissances scientifigues disponibles
duns le champ de Ja didavogue des Jangues-euitures, ainsi que dans celur des seieneas du
langage (pour la classitication) et sur des connaissances 4 un autre ordre {en parscuher pour
la distribution des formes sclon les différents niveaux de maitrise). Ces dernidres relevent de
la connaissanee professionnelle que les didacticiens. fos responsables d enscignement et lex
cnscignants ont de i langue. Cela irnplique donc une mise au ponnt colleetive,

Froelfer. if nexiste pas de théorie ligoistigue gui permette de pagser, comme automatiyue-
ment. de descriptenrs qualitatits diune competence de communicatton (par exemple @ oo
capable do live un texte informeiif cowt) 4 dey ensemibles de signes ngtistigues yui sont
COsidOrey COMME DeCessTes @ celle compétence et i o niveau de maitrise, Les cheix
constitutifs des inventaires de e niveau B2 relevent de décisions raIsONNees Mals compar-
fent aussi une part irreductible darbitrare. La contiissance de e oo que doit savolr - un
apprenant pour Clre communement considerd comme possédant el wiveau de maltrise dans
telle compétence sera ancree dans un savoir experientict collecut et ¢lest cefui-el qui
tondera. 4 terme. la tegitinite de ces miveaus de reférence. Celte mise au point ne pourra
s"effectuer guiavee Mapport de professionnels du domaine, comime les responsables de cer-
tifications en frangats ou celui d’enacignants operant dans des institutions ol Ju determinu-
ton du niveau dentrée des apprenants est capitale.

Lo Noveaw B2 powr Lo frangais ocdupe une positian bien particubiere premier de la série a
étre produit, 11 1a ¢té sans que T'on dispose d autres niveaux sur lesguels le caler. e rére-
tenticl, compte tes suivants, est susceptible d gusiements suctessifs, rendus nécessuires, par
allleurs par évolution de la Langue. Fat envisagee elaboration du referenticl Al et ensuite.
o les conditions institutionnelles sont reunies. I'elaboration d une VOESIOE MUMErIgUL
des guatre niveaux. de Al a B2 Ces ostruments devraient étre directement avcessibles aux
st lisateurs. de mamicre @ oo gue ces demiers puissent proposer des ajustements, duns une
interaction indispensable entre des usigers et un uhjet-langue partape,

Jean-Claude Beacco
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Spor_azumeval_ni pra za slovensé€ino, 2004 (a Threshold Level for Slovenian /
un niveau seuil pour le slovéne), Preface : J.L.M. Trim
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Preface to the Threshold Level for the Slovene Language
by J.L.M.Trim

It is a great pleasure to welcome the publication of Sporazumevalni prag za
sTovenscino, the specification of the threshold level objective for the Slovene
language. The threshold level concept has been developing as a common model of
description of language-learning across Europe for the last thirty years. It is still
developing as national and regional teams consider how best to apply the basic concepts
to the language which they are themselves responsible for teaching to speakers of other
languages. The Slovenian and Romanian versions bring the number of European
languages, large and small, to have been treated in this way to 24, covering all the
language families represented in Europe. Not only the Germanic, Romance, Balto-Slav,
Celtic and Greek branches of the Indo-European family, but also Finno-Ugrian, Semitic
and Basque languages have proved amenable to description according to the same model.
This is because it starts from the universal need to communicate for the many purposes of
daily life and only then shows how this is achieved in different ways by the diverse forms
of language we use for the purpose. As the work proceeds, each team has approached its
task in a critical spirit. It is not a question of literally translating an existing version.
Each version is an adaptation of the same basic model to the specifics of the language and
culture concerned and many innovations have been introduced, including a major
revision of the model in Threshold Level 1990. As the work has progressed, all previous
versions have been at the disposal of each successive team, which then has an ever-
widening pool of experience to draw upon in its own reflections.

Our congratulations are due to the team from the Centre for Slovene as a Second/Foreign
Language of the Faculty of Philosophy of the University of Ljubljana under the
leadership of Dr. Marko Stabej for the way in which they have followed these principles.
After carefully defining the target audience (students, business people, visitors and
Slovenes living abroad), its communicative needs and situations of use, they have not
only specified the functions and general and specific notions required, but have given
special attention to patterns of communicative interaction and to the processes of
learning as well as to the specifics of Slovene grammar, vocabulary and phonetics.

We trust that Sporazumevalni prag za slovenscino_will prove a valuable resource for the
learning, teaching and assessment of proficiency in the Slovene language and its use in
daily life for many years to come. Our thanks are also due to the Ministry of Science,
Education and Sport of the Republic of Slovenia for its firm moral and financial support
for the project and in particular to Ms. Zdravka Godunc for her commitment and
enthusiasm in initiating and co-ordinating the project.
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Mpoxwpnuévo ETritredo yia ta Néa EAAnvikd, 2003 ("Vantage" for Greek /
pour le grec), Preface : J.L.M. Trim
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Preface to the Vantage Level for Modern Greek

It is with considerable pleasure that we greet the completion of the Vantage Level for
Modern Greek, produced by the Centre for Greek Language, Thessaloniki at the request
of the Greek Ministry of Education.

Vantage Level is a third level in a series of specifications of learning objectives
developed within the Council of Europe’s programme for the promotion of language
learning in Europe.

The series provides a series of reference points, common objectives towards the
achievement of which all can work independently but in harmony. It sets out to define in
some detail what users of a language are most likely to wish or need to be able to do in
the communication situations in which they take part and consequently what they have to
know and the skills they have to develop in order to be able to communicate effectively
in those situations.

The Threshold Level (TL) may be regarded as the key element in the series, since it
attempts to identify the minimal linguistic equipment which will enable a learner to deal
with the more predictable situations of daily life, transactional and interactional, as an
independent agent.

Waystage (WS) has subsequently been developed as an early learning objective designed
to provide the learner with a broad range of resources at a very elementary level so as to
satisfy the most urgent requirements for linguistic survival in the most predictable
situations facing a visitor.

Vantage Level(VL) carries learners with the same needs and perspectives a stage further.

Following the publication of Threshold Level 1990 and Waystage 1990, their authors
were asked to develop the specification of a learning objective which would represent a
further stage, approximately as far above TL as WS is below it, for learners who have the
same needs and perspectives, namely to ‘use another language for communication with
persons who speak it, both for transacting the business of everyday life and for
exchanging information and opinions on private life and public affairs’ and who are
dissatisfied with the ‘minimally adequate equipment’ available to them at TL. Such
learners ‘are not so much called upon to do entirely new things in the language as to meet
the challenges of daily living in a more adequate and satisfying way, less restricted by the
limited resources —especially perhaps in vocabulary— which they have been able to
acquire in the time available. At the same time they will achieve a more fluent and
accurate control over the communicative process’. Accordingly, VL goes beyond TL in
the following respects:

— the refinement of functional and general notional categories.

— aconsiderable enlargement of concrete vocabulary

— recognition and limited control of important register varieties

— increased ability to understand and produce longer and more complex utterances
— increased range and control of goal-directed conversation strategies
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— greater socio-cultural and socio-linguistic competence
— improved reading skills applied to a wider range of texts
— ahigher level of skill in the processes of language production and reception

The authors have made it clear that, together with its predecessors, WS and TL, VL is
concerned to build up the ability of learners to deal effectively with the complexities of
daily living. It is then for any particular user, or group of users, to decide what use to
make of the descriptive apparatus made available, so as to define objectives appropriate
to the learners with whom they are concerned. They can supplement the specification if
some learner needs are not met and items felt to be of marginal value can be omitted or
replaced. Furthermore, the fact that the three successive objectives have been described
according to the same model makes it possible for progress in learning to be articulated
into more stages or fewer as appropriate.

It should be borne in mind that a clearly defined common objective is of particular value
as a basis for the co-ordination of decision-making among the often independent
providers of services for language learning, teaching and assessment. However, the
requirements of different providers may well lead them to use the document in different
ways. There are essential differences between curriculum designers, textbook writers,
language testers, teachers and teacher trainers. For instance, textbook writers may look to
it for guidance in the content of a textbook and perhaps the nature of exercises and tasks
to be set. Teachers, concerned with the management of language learning, its
organisation and monitoring, may look to it for a description of the directions in which
the learners for whom they are responsible should be enabled to progress.

Following the successful conclusion of the projects for the production of Threshold Level
and Waystage specifications for Modern Greek, the Greek Ministry of Education decided
to make a further generous contribution to the language programme of the Council of
Europe by commissioning the Centre for Greek Language in Thessaloniki to proceed to
the production of this Vantage Level. Like its predecessors, the Vantage Level for
Modern Greek takes fully into account the findings of the Survey of communicative
needs which they conducted among learners of Modern Greek, both in Greece itself and
abroad, to provide a firm scientific basis for the specification of learning objectives.

The publication of the Vantage Level for Modern Greek now provides the first 3-level
description on the Threshold Level model of a European language other than English. It
makes a highly significant contribution to the promotion of European plurilingualism, a
major objective of Council of Europe language policy.

We warmly congratulate the authorial team under the direction of Professor Stathis
Efstathiadis on the successful completion of their work, which we are confident will be
highly beneficial, not only to the work of the Centre for Greek Language itself, but also
to all students and learners of Modern Greek in countries all over the world. We trust that
the example they have set will be followed by many more.

John L. M. Trim

Cambridge

Former Director of Modern Languages Projects
Council of Europe
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Profile deutsch (Manual / Manuel & CD-ROM), 2002, (Levels / Niveaux Al,
A2, B1, B2), Vobermerkung : Martin Miller & Lukas Wertenschlag

i
{
. Lernzielbestimmungen
C
¢ Kannbaschreibungen
! Kommunikative Mittel
E
i Miveau A1+ A2 »B1=82
u
n
n
n
a
v
n
d
3]
Ei
el
I y i WEHINT
- = - IR IE]
- Langenscheidt |
Ur
ké
de

19



- Hans Peter Apelt (Goethe-Institut Inter Nationes) fir seine spontanen Interventionen und visiondren Gedanken;

- Richard Bausch (Ruhr-Universitit Bochum) fiir seine konstruktive Begleitung, begriffliche Scharfe und seine imm
sicheren ,Geografiekenntnisse”;

- Robert Saxer (Universitat Klagenfurt) fur seine grofte Hilfe, Geduld und Unnachgiebigkeit, vor allem in Sache
Grammatik;

- Glinther Schneider (Universitat Freiburg/Fribourg) fiir seine Kompetenz und seine Erfahrung mit Niveaiheschre
bungen uad die vielen kritischen Anmerkungen, vor allern zu den Karnbeschreibungen;

— |ohn Trim (Europarat) fr véterliche Ratschldge und seine Gesamtsicht des Projektes im europaischen Kontext.

Als Projektleiter haben wir in den vergangenen Jahren immer wieder erfahren konnen, wie auBergewdhnlich wichti
die Arbeitsatmosphare und der gegenseitige Respekl in einem Team sind. Dank der gegenseitigen Unterstiitzung i
guten und schiechten Zeiten, vor aliem aber dank dem Engagement und der Arbeit, die das normale Mak oft we
ubertroffen haben, war es méglich, die Geister, die wir riefen, wieder zu besanftigen. Grolen Respekt und herzliche
Dank an das ganze Team:

- Helen, die nimmermiide Criiblerin;

- Manuela, die vermittelnde Strategin;

— Paul, der horizontal und vertikal fiest;

- Stéfanie, die das Projekt nach einem Jahr verlassen hat.

Das Neue an ,Profile deutsch” ist — neben dem Inhalt - die «Verpackung”. Was friiher in dicken Bichern mit lange
Listen im Bucherregal stand, ist heute auf einer diinnen Scheibe eingebrannt. Unsere Programmierer wissen, wovo
die Rede ist, da fir alle Beteiligten diese Art von Umsetzung Neuland war. Die effiziente Zusammenarbeit zwische
dem Autorenteam und den IT-Spezialisten war nur maglich, weil beide Seiten immer wieder bereit waren, weiterz
lernen und sich auf das Prinzip ,work in progress” einzulassen; Merci milles fois a:

- Christophe Berger, der teilweise als Einziger noch daran glaubte, dass eine CD-ROM machbar ist;

- Tobie Gobet, der nie aufgab, ungewohnte Verknipfungen nachzuvoilziehen;

- Mike Wiegel, der immer die Ruhe bewahrte und nur mit einem guten Essen auf andere Gedanken zu bringen wa

Ein grofies Dankeschon geht aber auch an den Verlag Langenscheidt, in dem sich im Hintergrund viele Personen un
markttechnische und inhaitliche Lésungen bemithter:

— Herbert Bornebusch, der das Projekt so spannend und innovativ fand, dass er es ins Verlagsprogramm aufnahm;
- Manuela Beisswenger, ohne die der Tippfehler-Teufel stindig auf dem Bildschirm erscheinen wilrde;

- Sabine Wenkums, die der Broschiire und dem Buch viel Sorgfalt und kreative Kritik entgegenbrachte;

- und alle anderen Mitarbeiterinnen und Mitarbeiter des Verlages, die sich um Druck und Grafik geklmmert haben

Hinter den Kulissen und manchmal auch im Vordergrund haben uns viele begleitet, die wir nicht alle auflister
kénnen. Freundinnen und Freunde, denen ob all unserer ,Niveauprobleme” manchmal fast der Appetit verganger
ist. Wir danken allen fiir die Geduld. Speziell danken méchten wir:

- Hanna Bancher, die viele Worter beispieihaft eingebunden hat;

~ Duri Darms, der nicht nur listig ein-gelesen hat;

- Hans-Dieter Draxler, auf dessen Vorarbeiter: wir aufbauend zugreifen konnten;

— Frau Hirschfeld und Frau Reinke, die die miindlichen Textmuster zum +Klingen” gebracht haben;

- Toni N&f, der ,grammatische Baume” erklommen hat:

- Peter Sauter, der zu gewissen Zeiten mit-meditiert hat;

— Regula Schmidlin, die den Durchblick bel Drejerlei Deutsch bewahrte.

Dass in der heutigen Zeit der allgemeinen Finanzknappheit Geld zur Verfiigung gestellt wurde, um dieses Projekt zu
ermaoglichen, ist keine Selbstverstandlichkeit. Wir machten dafiir namentlich den folgenden Institutionen danken:
— dem Goethe-Institut Inter Nationes (GlIN);

— dem Qsterreichisctien Bundesministerium fir Bildung, Wissenschaft und Kultur (BMBWKY);

— dem Osterreichischen Sprachdiplom (G5D);

— dem Eidgendssischen Departement fir auswirtige Angelegenheiten.

Wir wiinschen Ihnen als Benutzern und Benutzerinnen viel Spalt beim Entdecken von ,Profile deutsch” und hoffen,
dass das Buch und die CD-ROM Ihnen hilfreiche und nitzliche Weg-Begleiter bel Ihrer taglichen Arbeit sein werden.

Freiburg im Uechtland, Frahjahr 2002 Martin Miller und Lukas Wertenschlag
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Nivel Prag, Pentru invatarea limbii roméane ca limba straina, 2002 (a
Threshold Level for Romanian / un niveau seuil pour le roumain),
Preface : J.L.M. Trim

Nivel prag

Pentru invitarea limbii roméne ca limba striina

Victoria MOLDOVAN, Liana POP, Lucia URICARU
Departamentul de Limha, Cultura si Civilizatie Roméneasca
Facultatea de Litere, Universitatea ,,Babes-Bolyai” Cluj-Napoca
si
Institutu] Limbii Roméne
Ministerul Educatiei si Cercetarii Bucuresti

CONSILIUL EUROPFPEI

Strasbourg 2002
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Preface to Nivel prag
by J.L.M.Trim.

It is a great pleasure to welcome Nivel prag, the Romanian version of The Threshold Level, to the
still expanding circle of similar specifications. The Threshold Level concept has proved of an
astounding longevity. It was first conceived in the early seventies, almost forty years ago, as part
of an attempt by the Council of Europe to provide a solid structure for life-long learning. The
‘functional-notional’ approach adopted gave priority to what learners want to do with a language,
in order to communicate effectively, over the actual linguistic forms used for that purpose. Of
course, both are necessary, but the reversal of the descriptive order had two positive effects. On
the one hand, the needs and motivations of learners were more directly addressed and course
designers were given a very detailed picture of what they should present. On the other, the
classification of language functions and of the notions to be expressed was applicable to all
languages, certainly to all those in use in the general European cultural space. As a result, it was
not only taken up with enthusiasm by the vast English teaching industry, but has since proved its
value as an intellectual tool for planning the teaching and learning of by now well over twenty
European languages, including many of the less widely taught national and regional languages.
With the dismantling of artificial political barriers to free interpersonal communication across the
whole of Europe in the past decade, contacts between ordinary people in all social classes and of
all nationalities have multiplied, both in the private and public domains, whether for purposes of
education, work or leisure. It is no longer a question of training a small group of highly proficient
translators, interpreters and guides to manage a limited amount of carefully controlled
international contact. We are all involved in each other’s lives, to a greater or lesser extent, at one
or another time in our lives.

As the most easterly of the Romance languages, Romanian, though surrounded by languages
belonging to other families, survived some 1500 years of relative isolation following the collapse
of the Roman Empire. As a result of interaction with other Balkan peoples, it has developed some
areal features which give it a distinctive position in the Romance family. Over the past two
centuries, its development as an intellectual and cultural means of expression has benefited
greatly from the relations with France and Italy. The speed and dedication with which Victoria
Moldovan, Liana Pop and Lucia Uricaru, the authoring team from the University of Cluj, with
strong ministerial support and encouragement, particularly from Dan Nasta, Romanian National
Correspondent with the Council of Europe Language Policy Division in Strasbourg, has produced
so substantial a functionally-oriented description of Romanian, testifies to the determination of
Romania to play a full part in European communication and co-operation. We also welcome the
critical and innovatory spirit in which the team has approached the functional and notional
taxonomy and taken into account the new dimensions of description offered by the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment and the
European Language Portfolio.

We trust that Nivel prag will provide a stimulus and a firm basis for the revitalisation of the
teaching and learning of Romanian as a foreign and as a second language both in Romania itself
and in further, higher and adult education across our Continent and, indeed, on a global scale.
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Apxiké ETritredo yia ta Néa EAAnvikd, 2001 ("Waystage" for Greek / Niveau
A2 pour le grec), Preface : J.L.M. Trim
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Preface to the Waystage for Modern Greek

It is a great pleasure to welcome the publication of the Waystage for Modern Greek,
produced at the request of the Greek Ministry of Education by the Centre for the Greek
Language in Thessaloniki.

The *Waystage’ concept was first developed from the Threshold Level for English in
1978, in connection with the media-based language course Follow Me. An experiment
conducted in the Volkshochschulen in Vienna had shown that the content of Threshold
Level was too rich for students working under the normal conditions of adult education to
master productively in one year. It was therefore decided to extract from Threshold Level
a lower objective which would concentrate on the most basic communicative needs of the
learner and the simplest forms of expressions so as to produce a viable “first pass’ at the
development of a communicative competence on the way to the achievement of
independence in everyday living, which was the aim of Threshold Level. It was then used
as the basis for the first year syllabus for Follow Me!

Waystage proved to be a very valuable early learning objective, both for teenagers at
school and for adult learners. In Spoken English, simplicity is a virtue and the highly
restricted formal means specified in Waystage for the expression of basic functions and
notions, general and specific, proved to empower learners to take part in practical
transactions as well as in human interaction in a simple but effective way. Waystage thus
became (especially after its updating and enrichment in Waystage 1990) a useful, valid
objective in its own right for learners unable to find the time to reach the threshold of full
independence, as well as a well marked objective on the way to Threshold Level for those
intending to study further. As the concept of plurilingualism has become central to the
planning of the language development for learners, the value of developing a limited
communicative competence in a number of languages has come to be more widely
appreciated, as opposed to concentrating all efforts on reaching a higher and higher level
of competence in a single language for international communication (usually English). In
the context of life-long education, it makes very good sense to devote the necessary time
and effort to gaining access, in a modest way, to the ways of thinking and acting of our
neighbours in other European countries, so as to share something of their rich cultural life
and heritage. Among European languages and cultures, Greek has a very special place
and the Waystage for Modern Greek offers a key to a treasury which all may turn.

The Council of Europe has now published Threshold Level-type descriptions for over 20
European national and regional languages. In all cases it has encouraged the teams
concerned to regard the existing specifications as a point of departure for their work.
They should then consider carefully not only the specific character of the language
concerned and of its cultural setting, but also the needs of learners in the situations in
which they can be expected to use the language. They should then innovate accordingly,
whilst continuing to bear in mind the real advantages of a common model for learners in
developing a plurilingual repertoire.
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Our Greek colleagues have indeed followed this course in all respects. In particular, they
have conducted a survey of communicative needs among learners of Modern Greek both
in Greece itself and abroad to provide a firm scientific basis for the specification of
objectives first at Threshold Level and now at Waystage. The questionnaire devised for
the purpose and the results obtained have been published in connection with The
Threshold Level for Modern Greek and will be of great value to teams working on other
languages in the future.

The Council of Europe greatly appreciates the generous contribution to its programme
made by the Greek Ministry of Education by commissioning the Centre for the Greek
Language, Thessaloniki, to proceed from the specification of a Threshold Level for
Modern Greek, recently published by the Council of Europe, to the production of this
Waystage and subsequently to that of a VVantage Level. This project will provide the first
3-level description of a European language other than English —an example we hope will
be followed by many others. We heartily congratulate the authorial team under the
direction of Professor Stathis Efstathiadis on their excellent work and look forward to its
continuance.

John L. M. Trim

Selwyn College, Cambridge

Former Director of Modern Languages Projects
Council of Europe
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Prahova Uroven — Cestina Jako Cizi Jazyk, 2001 (a Threshold level for
Czech /un niveau seuil pour le tcheque), Preface : J.L.M. Trim
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Preface to the Threshold Level for Czech

Prahova uroven —cestina jako cizi jazyk, the Threshold Level for Czech as a foreign language, is
a most welcome addition to the set of intellectual tools which researchers across Europe have
placed at the disposal of the language teaching profession.

It is now more than 25 years since The Threshold Level was first published in its original form,
and a full decade since its updating in Threshold 1990, upon which Prahova wuroveri is broadly
based. That teachers, researchers and planners still find this model an appropriate way of
providing a common reference framework and standard as a focus for their professional
interaction is a tribute to the fruitfulness and practicality of the original conception, weaving
together a number of strands in applied linguistics which have proved to be of lasting value. In
particular, by looking at language primarily as a mode of action arising from the human need to
communicate, the Threshold Level model has brought the peoples of Europe together, rather than
emphasising the differences in the external forms of linguistic expression, which separate them.
If we recognise our fundamental unity, as fellow human beings with the same basic needs,
feelings, hopes and fears, trying to ‘make friends and influence people’ in similar ways for
similar purposes, we can find a common basis for cooperative enterprises. At the same time we
can all the more readily appreciate, enjoy and celebrate our linguistic and cultural diversity
without falling prey to ethnic intolerance and xenophobia.

The Threshold Level model has shown itself to be equally applicable to all European languages,
irrespective of the linguistic type or language family to which they belong. It is particularly
welcome that Czech adds a further Slavonic language to those so far described. Indeed, with its
lively cultural life and its situation in the centre of our continent and having a consistent writing
system employing the Roman alphabet, Czech is certainly one of the most attractive and
accessible of the Slavonic languages. It is much to be hoped that the appearance of Prahova
uroven, as well as the teaching materials and courses which will be based upon it, will stimulate a
substantial growth of interest in the learning of the Czech language.

Prahova uroven has been produced by the co-operation of a number of colleagues from different
institutions in the Charles University of Prague, with contributions from the Department of
Applied Linguistics of Palacky University of Olomouc and strongly stimulated and supported by
the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports of the Czech Republic. All are to be warmly
congratulated on the efficiency and enthusiasm with which they have brought their long
experience and deep understanding to the task, and on producing an invaluable document which
is faithful to the basic principles of the Threshold Level ‘family’, which have stood the test of
time, whilst doing full justice to the unique specificity of the Czech language. | wish the authors,
and all future users of Prahova uroveri, every success.

J.L.M.Trim, Cambridge, September 2001
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Kiszobszint, Magyar mint idegen nyelv, 2000 (a Threshold level for
Hungarian / un niveau seuil pour le hongrois), Preface : J.L.M. Trim

Aradi Andras
Frdbs Jozsef
Sturcz Zoltan
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Magyar mint idegen nyelv

Szerkesztette
Erdos Jozsef

Mlegyetemi Tavoktatasi Kézpont
Budapest, 2000
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Foreword to the Threshold Level for Hungarian.

The Threshold Level for Hungarian is a welcome addition to the specifications of functional
objectives for European languages sponsored by the Council of Europe, bringing their number to
over twenty. It is of particular value, not least because it helps to heal the disruption of European
communication and co-operation in the years during and following the Second World War.
Hungarians attach great importance to foreign language learning. However, like many speakers
of languages which are not widely spoken outside their borders, they are often inclined to
underestimate the interest of foreigners in learning their language. The Council of Europe
strongly promotes a policy of plurilingualism. That is to say that every European should build
up, over the course of a lifetime, a communicative competence drawing upon the experience of
learning and using a number of languages. The proper response of Europeans to the great variety
of languages and cultures in our continent is to be prepared to go out to meet our neighbours and
learn to interact with them on terms as equal as possible. In any case, increasing educational,
vocational and leisure mobility bring increasing numbers of people to spend longer periods in
other countries. It is then a matter of necessity or common sense for the students, business people
and temporary residents of all kinds as well as regular visitors to enter into the life of the
community concerned. Anyone who is not prepared to learn its language will be self-condemned
to be a perpetual outsider. In the case of Hungary, the vicissitudes of recent history have also
produced a world-wide diaspora of some size as well as substantial Hungarian-speaking minority
communities in neighbouring countries. The threshold level specification for Hungarian will be
of particular value to young people in the countries concerned in developing their plurilingual and
pluricultural competence.

The specification is also of general interest because Hungarian, though situated in the centre of
Europe, is a linguistically isolated Finno-Ugrian language surrounded by members of the
Germanic, Romance and Slav branches of the great Indo-European family of languages. Some
critics of the Threshold Level concept have held that it would prove to be inapplicable to
languages outside the Germanic and Romance branches of the Indo-European family of
languages. In fact, the model has been successfully applied much more widely, to Greek,
Russian, to the Baltic languages (Latvian and Lithuanian), to Celtic (Welsh), to Semitic
(Lebanese, Maltese), to Basque and to Estonian as well as Hungarian in the Finno-Ugrian
language family. The languages concerned vary widely also from the typological point of view,
including isolating, inflectional and agglutinative types.

To what should we attribute the durability and wide applicability of the Threshold Level concept?
Perhaps it is because the functional/notional approach on which it is based concentrates attention
on what the users of a language have to do in order to communicate in the situations of daily
social life, which is something we all share, rather than on the formal structure of languages,
which separates us. Perhaps also, because the approach concentrates on specifying objectives
which we have in common rather than on methods of learning and teaching, where opinions and
practices diverge according to traditions, learner characteristics, resources and other practicalities.

Of course, each language is an organised lexical and grammatical system, and it remains, as ever,
a major and indispensable part of language learning to know the words and control the
grammatical processes needed to express the notions and to perform the functions and to engage
in meaningful discourse. The question is, where to place the emphasis. In 1975, it was necessary
to give priority to function over form in order to break the long tradition which treated the
manipulation of the system as an end in itself — a tradition reinforced (if not intentionally) by the
structuralist behaviourism of the post-war period.
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By 1990, however, it was necessary to show, in a substantial appendix, that the lexical and
grammatical resources presented in The Threshold Level piecemeal as exponents of particular
functions and (especially general) notions, though giving the superficial impression of being
selected ad hoc, nevertheless constitute a coherent, and actually quite rich, system which could be
presented as such. In fact, the well-known ‘double articulation’ of language means that the
systematic presentation of form atomises meaning, and vice versa. Accordingly, the decision of
the Hungarian team to separate the functional and formal linguistic aspects of the specification
into two more or less equal parts is welcome. It will, of course, remain the responsibility of
course designers and other users to resynthesise and order the material present in the two parts so
as to structure and guide the progress of learners to the goal of a communicative competence
adequate to deal with the necessities of daily living in a Hungarian-speaking environment.

It remains to express appreciation of the initiative taken by the Hungarian Ministry of Education
in stimulating and supporting this project as a contribution to European mutual understanding and
cooperation, and to congratulate the authors on the quality of the work and the speed and
efficiency with which it has been carried out.

J.L.M.Trim, Cambridge April 2000
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AuksStuma, 2000 ("Vantage" for Lithuanian / niveau B2 pour le lituanien),
Preface : J.L.M. Trim
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PREFATORY NOTE TO VANTAGE FOR LITHUANIAN

Aukftuma, the Vantage Level for Lithuanian, is the latest addition to the series of
functionally oriented language descriptions maugurated by the publication in 1974 by the
Council of Europe of the Threshold Level, produced by Br JLA. van Ek on the basis of
preliminary studies by members of the Expert Group set up to investigate the leasibility of a
European unit-credit system for language learning by adults. The model has proved its vitality
and usefulness over more than twenty-five years. Versions which have been puhlished or are
in preparation for over 24 European languages have provided a basis for the development of
curricula, materials and examinations in many countries. The model itself has continued to
develop, particularly in respect of its socio-cultural aspects and its handling of
communication strategies. It has now been developed for three levels: Waystage, Threshold
and Vantage, of which Threshold Level remains the central pivot of reference.

The Threshold Level may be regarded as the key element in the series, since it attempls
to identify the minimal linguistic equipment which will enable a learner to deal with the more
predictable situations of daily life as an independent agent.

The political changes of the recent past in Eastern Europe have led to a powerful
resurgence of the nafional language of the Republic of Lithuania, which having regained is
independence has taken energetic measures to reassert the position of Lithuanian as a state
language, the normal vehicle for political and public affairs. It is in this perspective that the
claboration of first a Threshold and now a Vantage level for Lithuanian has been undertaken.
Slenkstis provided a sound basis for a realistic assessment of the communicative requirements
of non-native speaking residents using the state language. Aukstuma will carry learners with
the same needs and perspectives a stage further. The learner will be equiped to deal with a
wide range of situations in daily life, and strategies o use that equipment to the best effect. As
such, Slenkstis and Aukituma may be found of value as points of reference in the inter-
pretation of linguistic aspects of citizenship and employment fegislation.

I should like to congratulate Dr Meilute Ramoniene and the members of the Working
Group on their excellent achievement and to thank the Lithuanian Government for the
initiative taken and the support given to the Project, as well as Mr Joseph Sheils and Mr Jose
Pascoal for their valuable role in consultation.

John L M. Trim
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KatweAl yia Ta Néa EAAnvika, A” Topog, 1999 (a Threshold level for Greek /
un niveau seuil pour le grec) : Volume A & B, Preface : J.L.M. Trim
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Preface to Threshold Level for Modern Greek.

It is a great pleasure to welcome Threshold Level for Modern Greek to the expanding
family of threshold level specifications of leamning objectives for European languages.

The vitality of the threshold level concept has gone far beyond the expectations of the
expert group on a European unit/credit scheme for language learning by adults, which
provided the basic conceptual scheme and raw materials for Dr. J.A. van Ek’s justly
celebrated pioneering work in 1974, Since that time, comresponding specifications
have now been produced for 21 European national and regional languages and the
work has influenced similar developments across the globe.

The concept has, of course, not remained static. Even in the earliest days, the
descriptions for French and German were in many ways innovatory. Following a
series of studies in the eighties, leading to a reformulation of the basic model by Dr.
van Ek, a revised and extended version was produced in Threshold Level 1990. This
revised model has been followed in a new version, Waystage 1990, of the intermediate
objective developed in the mid seventies in connection with the Anglo-German multi-
media course Follow Me! 1t has also been used for the ‘third level’ objective Vantage
Level, directed towards those of the same target groups who wished to extend their
linguistic competence quantitatively and, especially, qualitatively beyond the
minimurm required for social independence in the country or countries concerned.

Threshold Level 1990 has also provided a point of departure for teams set up by
governments and regional authorities in the Council of Europe’s member states to
develop comparable communicative objectives for learners of their national or
regional tanguage. The Council of Europe has at their request provided consultative
advice, but not directives. There is no question of simply translating an existing
specification into another language. It is for the ministry and team concerned to
consider how its national needs and those of learners are best served. For instance, the
Scandinavian countries have paid particular heed to the communicative needs of
migrant workers. The regional authorities of Spain and the governments of the Baltic
States have felt the need for a communication-oriented description of their languages
as a central point of reference for the re-establishment or reinforcement of the role of
the language at the heart of national or regional life, often after long periods of decline
as a result of neglect or even active oppression.

In the case of (Modemn) Greek, the team felt, rightly, that if the specification was to be
truly learner-centred, the situations, characteristics, motivations and communicative
needs of leamers should be first objectively established by an international survey.
The survey was in the form of an extended questionnaire given to 740 adults all over
Europe. The use of the questionnaire was a unique feature of the Greek specification;
the responses to it were statistically analysed, carefully evaluated and, presented
alongside the T-Level objective itself, go far to confirm the relevance to learners of
modem Greek of the situational, functional and notional categories in terms of which
other European languages have been described.
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This is one way in which the authorial team at the newly-founded Centre for the
Greek Language set up by the Greek government in Thessaloniki of which the
Department for the Support and Promotion of the Greek Language under the direction
of Professor Stathis Efstathiadis of the University of Thessaloniki has broken new
ground. Another innovation is that the project has been an intergovernmental
undertaking involving both Greece and Cyprus. The Consultative Group set up by the
Council of Europe has included representatives of both countries and the Appendix on
the specific characteristics of Greek as spoken on the Island of Cyprus was
commtissioned by the Ministry of Education of the Republic of Cyprus. We have to
express our indebtedness to the Governments of both countries for the material and
moral support they have given to the Project as well as to the authorial tcams for thejr
excellent, innovative work and to the members of the Consultative Group for their
advice and commitment.

The Greek Government has now charged the Centre for the Greek Language with the
further development of specifications corresponding to the “Waystage® and "Vantage’
levels. We look forward eagerly to the completion of this work, which wili make
available to teachers, curriculum planners, course developers, lextbook writers.
examiners and others a common instrument for assuring the progression, coherence
and transparency of institutional arrangements for the learning of the Greek language.
It is not, of course, in any sensc a language course, but may perhaps aiso be of direct
use as a reference source to experienced language learners wishing to add Modern
Greek to their plurilingual corupetence for European communication, which is the
central concern of the work of the Council of Europe in the language field.

J.LM. Trim, Cambridge, September 1998,
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Nivel Llindar per a la llengua catalana, 1999 (revised Threshold level for
Catalan / niveau seuil révisé pour le catalan), Proleg : L.J. i Mirabent
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Proleg
11 nivell Hindar del catalé

Aquesta nova versio del nivell Nindar del catala és fruit d'una revisio en protunditat de
les especificacions que contenia el Nivell lindar per a fa Hengua catalana, publicat també
per la Direccié General de Politica Lingiiistica I"any 1992 wimb la col-laboracié del Consell
d"Curopa.

1.a primera definicio del nivel! llindar del catala es va fer ara fa setze anys gquan el Govern
de Ja Generalitat de Catalunya va decidir promourc i {inangar I"claboracio d'un curs
multim&dia 4’ aprenentatge del catali pera no catalanoparlants —el curs Digu, digut...—
a partir de la definicié dels objectius 1 dels components d aquest nivell que havia fet ¢l
professor Van Ek, ¢l qual havia de permetre a IPusuari ¢ un idioma adquirit en Uedat
adulta comunicar-se amb efectivitat { autonomia en les situacions més habituals de la vida
quotidiana. Tambe es van tenir en comple fes diferents adaptacions gue s havien fet per
a altres wdiomes, en algunes de les quals s"ampliava la deseripeio o s hi aportaven nous
plantejuments.

Aquella primera adaptacio del model per al catala va tenir molt en comple les
caracteristiques especials de la majoria d’aprenents de catala com a segona lHengua
—aquests aprenents tenien unes necessitats més amplies que les que s’ esperarien d’un
usoari d’una lengua estrangera—, i la peculiar situacio sociolinguistica en que es (robaven
aquells aprencnts, ta qual conferia una singularitat a la definicié del que es considerava el
nivell llinduar del catala.

En aquests nioments el coneixement del catala entre la publacid resident a la major part
del territori de parla catalana ha augmentat considerablement. Fa introduccio del catalaal
sistema educatiu i a U Administracié pGblica 1 I'expansic dels mitfans de comunicacid en
catali n”han estat els factors determinants. Aixo ha comportat una modificacio substancial
dels destinataris dels cursos de catald per a adults d aquest nivell, que ara son seguits
majoritariament per persones procedents de la resta de Testat 0 de paisos estrangers
d’arribada recent i s”ha produit un increment de la demanda de cursos de catalaa Pestranger.

D altra banda. el model original, tant per a la versid anglesa com per ad’altres Henglies.
ha estal sotmés a un procés de revisid constant, reflex de Pevoluaid de I"entocament
comunicatiu en el mén de ensenyament d’idiomes.

Per tots aquests motius, s ha considerat necessari modificar i depurar, després de més de
quinze anys d’experiéncia en Uensenyament del catald com a scgona llengua. les
especificacions que s van formular en la primera versio del nivell hadar.

Aquest llibre s adreca a les persones que programen cursos, elaboren malerials o dissenyen
proves per avaluar la competencia del primer nivell de domini general de la llengua catalana.
Unes persones la tasca de les quals §7insereix en un procés cob-lectiu de recuperacio de la
“CT A catalans g X - gy . ~ 1<t Vi P .
d,]_;gua catatana que Uj molty aspectes & singular en la historia de les Henglios 1 dels paisos

“uropa. Aqgcst proces necessita, per tenir Fexit que n'esperem, la implicacio i 1esforg dels
guiensenyen i d_c]s qui aprenen el nostre idioma dins 1 fora del seu domini lingtiistic. Tant de
bo aguest material els sigui atractiu 1 atl. .

‘ Lluts Jou i Mirabent
Director general de Politica Lingiistica
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Lgtviesu va}lodas prasmes limenis, 1997 (a Threshold level for Latvian / un
niveau seuil pour le letton), Preface/Préface : J.L.M. Trim
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Preface a Latviesu valodas prasmes ltmenis,
niveau seuil pour le letton

Latviesu velodas prasmes limenis, ou niveau seuil pour le letton, constitue le
dernier titre d’une série d'ouvrages décrivant les langues européennes sous leur aspect
fonctionnel; cette série avait été inaugurée en 1974 avec la publication, par le Conseil de
I'Europe, du premier Threshold Level, {«niveau seuil») réalisé par J.A. van Ek sur la base
d'études préliminaires menées par un Groupe d’experts chargé d'étudier la possibilité de
mettre en place un systéme européen d’unités capitalisables pour lapprentissage de
langues vivantes par les aduites. Ce modele a fait la Preuve de sa vitalité et de son
efficacité pendant plus de vingt ans. Les versions déja publiées ou en préparation pour
plus de 21 langues européennes ont servi de base a I'élaboration de programmes
d’enseignement, d'outils pédagogiques et de sujets d'examen dans de nombreux pays. Ce
modeéle a [ui-méme poursuivi son développement, notamment du point de vue de ses
aspects socioculturels et de la place faite aux stratégies de communication. Il existe
ayjourd’hui pour trois niveaux: Waystage, Threshold ot Vantage, dont le second
(Threshold, u nivean seuil) demeure le maillon de référence,

L’évolution politique récente en Furope orientale a conduit 3 une spectaculaire
renaissance des langues nationales dans les Etats baltes lesquels, ayant retrouvé leur
indépendance, ont pris des mesures rigoureuses pour rendre a leurs langues nationales
le statut de langue officielle, véhicule naturel de la vie politique et publique. C’est dans
cette perspective qu'a été entreprise l'élaboration de niveaux seuils pour ’estonien, le
letton et le lituanien. Si la situation linguistique de chacun de ces pays est unique et
souléve des questions de fond différentes, dans chacun de ces cas le modéle s’est révélé,
mutatis mutandis, une base solide pour procéder 4 une évaluation réaliste des besoins
ressentis en matiére de communication par les résidents allophones utilisant ces langues
officielles. En tant que tels, ces ouvrages peuvent également constituer de précieux
éléments de référence pour l'interprétation des aspects linguistiques des législations en
matiére de citoyenneté et d’emploi.

Je voudrais féliciter M™ Teva Zuuicena et les membres du Groupe de travail
pour l'excellent travail qu'ils ont accompli et remercier e gouvernement letton pour son

initiative et le soutien qu'il a apporté au projet, ainsi que M. J. Sheils et M. M. Llobera
pour leur précieuse contribution.

John L. M. TRIM
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Prefatory Note to Latviefu valodas prasmes limenis,
Threshold Level for Latvian

Latvieiu valodas prasmes limenis, the Threshold Level for Latvian, is the latest addition
to the series of functionally oriented language descriptions inaugurated by the publication
in 1974 by the Council of Europe of the original Threshold Level, produced by Dr J.A. van
Ek on the basis of preliminary studies by members of the Expert Group set up to
investigate the feasibility of a European unit-credit system for language learning by
aduits. The model has proved its vitality and usefulness over more than twenty years.
Versions which have been publighed or are in preparation for over 21 European languages
have provided a basis for the development of curricula, materials and examinations in
many countries., The model itself has continued to develop, particularly in respect of its
socio-cultural aspects and its handling of communication strategies. It has now been
developed for three levels: Waystage, Threshold and Vantage, of which Threshaold Level
remains the central pivot of reference.

The political changes of the recent past in Eastern Europe have led to a powerful
resurgence of the national languages of the Baltic States, which having regained their
independence and have taken energetic measures to reassert the position of those
languages as state languages, the normal vehicles for political and public affairs. It is in
this perspective that the elaboration of Threshold Levels for Estonian, Latvian and
Lithuanian have been undertaken. The linguistic situation in each country is different
and raises different policy issues, but in each case the model has, with appropriate
adaptations, provided a sound basis for a realistic assessment of the communicative
requirements of non-native apeaking residents using the state languages. As such, they
may also be found of value as points of reference in the interpretation of linguistic aspects
of citizenship and employment legislation.

I should like to congratulate Dr Ieva Zuuicena and the members of the Working Group
on their excellent achievement and to thank both the Latwian Government for the

initiative taken and the support given to the Project, as well as Mr J. Sheils and Mr M.
Llobera for their valuable role in consultation.

Jdohn L.M. TRIM
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Eesti Keele Suhtluslavi,1997 (a Threshold level for Estonian / un niveau
seuil pour I'estonien), Prefatory Note / Préface: J.L.M. Trim

Eesti keele suhtluslavi

Koostanud:
Martin Ehala, Kristi Saarso,
Silvi Vare, Jaan Oispuu

Toimetanud:
Martin Ehala, Suliko Liiv

Toorahma Koordinaator:
Suliko Liv

Kultuurikoostot Noukogu

Council of Europe Publishing

41



Prefatory Note to Suhtluslivi,
Threshold Level for Estonian

Suhtiuslivi, the Threshold Level for Estonian, is the latest addition te the series of
functionally oriented language descriptions maugurated by the publication in 1974
by the Council of Europe of the original Threshold Level, produced by Dr J.A. van
Ek on the basis of preliminary studies by members of the Expert Group sel up to
investigate the feasibility of a European unit-credit system for language learning
by adults. The model has proved its vitality and usefulness over more than twenty
years. Versions which have been published or are in preparation for over 21
European languages have provided a basis for the development of curricula,
materials and examinations in many countries. The model itself has centinued to
develop, particularly in respect of its socio-cultural aspects and its handling of
communication strategies. It has now been developed for three levels: Waystage,
Threshold and Vantage, of which Threshold Level remains the central pivol of
reference,

The political changes of the recent past in Eastern Europe have led to a powerful
resurgence of the national languages of the Baltic States, which having regained
their independence and have taken energetic measures to reassert the position of
those languages as state languages, the normal vehicles for political and public
affairs. It is in this perspective that the elaboration of Threshold Levels for
Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian have been undertaken. The linguistic situation
in each country is different and raises different policy issues, but in each case the
model has, with appropriate adaptations, provided 2 sound basis for a realistic
assessment of the communicative requirements of non-native speaking residents
using the state languages. As such, they may also be found of value as puints of
reference in the interpretation of linguistic aspects of citizenship and employment
legislation.

1 should like to congratulate Mr Martin Ehala and the members of the Working
Group on their excellent achievement and to thank both the Estonian Government
for the initiative taken and the support given to the Project, ¢5 well as Mr J.
Sheils, Mr M. Hughes, Mr S. Salin and Mr S. Takala for their valuable role in
eonsultation.

John L.M. TRIM
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Préface a Suhtluslivi,
niveau seuil pour 'estonien

Suhtluslavi, ou niveau seuil pour estonien, constitue le dernier titre d'une
série d’ouvrages décrivant les langues européennes sous leur aspect fonctionnel; cette série
avait été inaugurée en 1974 avec la publication, par le Conseil de 'Europe, du premier
Threshald Level, («niveau seuil») réalisé par J.A. van Ek sur la base d’études préliminaires
menées par un Groupe d'experts chargé d’étudier la possibilité de mettre en place un
systéme européen d'unités capitalisables pour 'apprentissage de langues vivantes par les
adultes. Ce modéle a fait la preuve de sa vitalité et de son efficacité pendant plus de vingt
ans. Les versions déja publiées ou en préparation pour plus de 21 langues européennes
ont servi de base a élaboration de programmes d’enseignement, d'outils pédagogiques et
de sujets d’examen dans de nombreux pays. Ce modéle a lui-méme poOUrsuivi son
développement, notamment du peint de vue de ses aspects sociocuiturels et de la place
faite aux stratégies de communication. Il existe aujourd’hui pour treis niveaux: Waystage,
Threshold et Vantage, dont le secand (Threshold, ou niveau seuil) demeure le maillon de
référence.

L’évolution pelitique récente en Europe orientale a conduit & une spectaculaire
renaissance des langues nationales dans les Etats baltes lesquels, ayant retrouvé leur
indépendance, ont pris des mesures rigoureuses pour rendre a leurs langues nationales
le statut de langue officielle, véhicule naturel de la vie politique et publique. C'est dans
cette perspective qu'a été entreprise I'élaboration de niveaux seuils pour l'estonicn, le
letton et le lituanien. Si la situation linguistique de chacun de ces pays est unigue et
souléve des questions de fond différentes, dans chacun de ces cas le modele s’est révélé,
mutatis mutandis, une base solide pour procéder a une évaluation réaliste des besoins
ressentis en matiére de communication par les résidents allophones utilisant ces langues
officielles. En tant que tels, ces ouvrages peuvent également constituer de précieux points
de référence pour linterprétation des aspects linguistiques des législations en matiere de
citoyenneté et d'emploi.

Je voudrais féliciter M. Martin Ehala et les membres du Groupe de travail
pour 'excellent travail qu'ils ont accompli et remercier le gouvernement estonien pour son

initiative et le soutien qu’il a apporté au projet, ainsi que M. J. Sheils, M. M. Hughes,
M. S. Salin et M. 8. Takala pour leur précieuse contribution.

John L. M. TRIM
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Slenkstis, 1997 (a Threshold level for Lithuanian / un niveau seuil pour le
lituanien), Prefatory Note : J.L.M. Trim
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PREFATORY NOTE TO THRESHOLD LEVEL FOR LITHUANIAN

Slenkstis, the Threshold Level for Lithuanian, is the latest addition to the series of
functionally oriented language descriptions inaugurated by the publication in 1974 by
the Council of Europe of the original Threshold Level, produced by Dr J A van Ek on
the basis of preliminary studies by members of the Expert Group set up te investigate
the feasibility of a European unit-credit system for language learning by adults. The
model has proved its vitality and usefulness over more than twenty years. Versions which
have becn published or are in preparation for over 21 European languages have
provided a basis for the development of curricula, materials and examinations in many
countries. The model itself has continued to develop, particularly in respect of its socio-
cultural aspects and its handling of communication strategies. It has now been developed
for three levels: Waystage, Threshold and Vantage, of which Threshold Level remains
the central pivot of reference.

The political changes of the recent past in Eastern Europe have led to a powerful
resurgence of the national languages of the Baltic States, which having regained their
independence and have taken energetic measures to reassert the position of those
languages as state languages, the normal vehicles for political and public affairs. It 15 in
this perspective that the elaboration of Threshold Level for Estonian, Latvian and
Lithuanian have been undertaken. The linguistic situation in each country is different
and raises different policy issues, but in each case the model has, with appropriatc
adaptations, provided a sound basis for a realistic assessment of the communicative
requirements of non-native speaking residents using the state languages. As such, they
may also be found of value as points of reference in the interpretation of linguistic
aspects of citizenship and employment legislation,

I should like to congratulate Dr Mcilute Ramoniene and the members of the Working
Group on their excellent achievement and to thank both the Lithuanian Government for
the initiative taken and the support given to the Project, as well as Mr J.Sheils and Mr
Miguel Llobera for their valuable role in consultation.

JohAn LM, Trim
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Fug I-Ghatba tal-Malti, 1997 (a Threshold level for Maltese / un niveau seuil
pour le maltais), Preface : J.L.M. Trim
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PREFACE

It is a particular pleasure to welcome Fug |-Ghatba tal-Malti to the still expanding family of
Threshold Level specifications of language learning objectives tor the languages of Europe.
Malta is one of the smallest of the forty four member states of the CDCC, but since joining
the Council of Europe in 1965, it has made 2 contribution to the Modern Languages Projects
out of proportion to its size. Malta’s geographical position, placed centrally in the Mediterra-
sean Sea, has made the island a focus of the most diverse cultural and linguistic influences,
which have left their imprint ou its language. The Maltese are inevitably and famously plu-
rilingual and multicultural, and as such are well placed to facilitate communication between
Eastern and Western Mediterranean countries and between Europe and North Africa.

The survival of the indigenous language of the island is a striking example of the vitality of
the languages of small peoples, the bearers of their identity, culture and integrity, as they
function as the omnipresent, intimate medium af daily life. The Council of Europe is proud
of its role in supporting the work of those dedicated scholars and teachers who have carried
out pioneering descriptions of smaller national and regional languages. The ‘threshold’ con-
cept, first developed for Englhish, French, German and Spaoish, has increasingly proved itseif
to be the most powerful tool for promoting European plurilingualism and multiculturalism.
Threshold Level descriptions for these languages have generally been the first attempts to re-
flect upon and characterise them as autopomous, coherent and self-sufficient bearers of the
full pragmatic, intellectual and emotional dermands of communication in everyday living. By
doing so, they serve not oaly 10 reinforce and normalise the role of these languages in the
community, but also to raise the self-awareness and self-confidence of its members.

We congratulate our Maltese colleagues on the high quality and originality of their work, es-
pecially in dealing with the first language of the Semitic family to be described in Threshold
terms. We warmly thank the Ministry of Education of the Republic of Malta for taking the
initiative in commissioning the study and for firmly supporting and monitoring the operation.
Our thanks are also due to Dr Joseph Cremona, Fellow of Trinity Hall, Cambndge, for his
valuable contribution to the work as Project Consultant and to Dr J.A. van Ek for his valuable
advice.

JL.M. Trnm

Project Director

Cambridgs, January 1997
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Porogovyi Urovenj Russkyi jazyk, 1996 (a Threshold level for Russian / un
niveau seuil pour le russe), Volume | & I, Preface/Préface : J.L.M. Trim
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Preface to Porogovyvi urovenj Russkyi juzvk
{Threshold Level for Russian}

Ir is a greatr pleasure to welcome Porogovyi urovenj Russkvi jazyk v_povssiednievnom obsjeniji
(Volume 1) and Poregovyi urovenj Russkyi jazvk v professionalnom obsjeniji (Volume II) to the ever-
growing family of Threshold Level specifications for European Language. When those now
approaching completion have been published, versions will be available for 21 languages: English,
French, German, Spanish, Italian, Danish, Dutch, Swedish, Portuguese, Norwegian, Catalan, Basque,
Galician, Welsh, Estonian, Latvian, Russian, Lithuanian, Maltese, Irish and Greek. Interest is being
shown in the preparation of specifications in respect of further national and regional languages of our
nultilingual continent. Together, they constitite a major coniribution to the practical implementation
of Council of Europe language policy, namely 10 increase European mobility and mutual
understanding by giving better access to the diversity of Furopean languages and cuitures 1o all
sectors of the populations of member countries, leading to the freer flow of people and ideas across
the Continent and smocther adjustment o the steadily increasing internationalisation of daily life.
in these respects the enlargement of the Council 1o cover virmally all European countries is a great
step forward, giving its work renewed vitality and dynamism,

it is pardcularly valuable that a Threskold Level specification of basic learning objectives for Russian
is now availuble, It is now time for @ revitalisation and resurgence in the learning and teaching of
the Russian language not only in Russia and in neighbouring countries but in all member states. For
this purpose, a description of Russian which concentrates attention on its use for communication in
daily life rather than on its notorious formal complexity for speakers of differently organised
languages should prove invaluable.

All Threshold Level-type specifications of learning objectives have innovative aspects, which help 1o
maintain the dynamism of the concept. Porogovvi urovenj Russkyi jazvk is the first to be conceived
in two largely complementary sections, one addressed to the temparary visitor interested in fransacting
the business of daily living and in establishing social and human relations with ordinary Russian
speakers {corresponding closely to the original Threshold Level concept and the sther addressed to
important sub-groups with definable special purpose requirements (especially business people). Borh
share basic common interests, similar to those set out in Waystage, but diverge in the direction
subsequently given ta enrichment or to specialisation. In the presemt condition of the relations
between the Russian Federation and the rest of Europe, such a choice is reasonable and practical.

! should like 10 express my gratitude and that of all concerned with the Council of Europe Project:
Language learning for European citizenship, to the teams from the Pushkin Insiitute and the Moscow
Linguistic University both for the quality of the product and for the dedication with which they have
worked and their openness to dialogue and suggestions from the Consultative Group. Our thanks are
also due 10 the members of thas group: Professor Jean DURIN, Ecole Normale Supérieure de
FontenayiSaint-Cloud, Professor Jan van EK, Mrs Gitta GODEL, Bundesinstitut fiir Ostwissenschaft
und Internationale Studien, Mr James HALLIDAY, Herrio - Want University, Dr Neil LANDSMAN,
University of Portsmouth, School of Languages and Areq Studies, Ms Sirkka-Liisa OJANEN, Modern
Languages Secrion, Helsinki School of Economics and Business Administration, for the care with
which they have examined successive versions of the specifications and for the many valuable
suggestions they have made.

John LM. TRIM
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Préface au Porogovi ouroven Rousski inzik

(Niveau-Seuil pour le russe}

C’est ur grand plaisir de pouvoir inclure Porogovi ouroven Rousski iazik v povsednevnom obchtchenii

{volume I} et Parogovi ouroven Rousski iazik v professionalnom obchtchenii (volume H) dans la série
en pleine expansion des spécifications de niveau-seuil pour les langues européennes. Dés achévement
des niveaux-seuils actuellement en cours d élaboration, nous disposerons de spécifications pour vingt
et une langues. anglais, frangais, allemand, espagnol, italien, danois, néerlandais, suédois, portugais,
norvégien, catalan, basgue, galicien, gallois, estonien, letton, russe, lituanien, maltais, irlandais et
grec. De Uintérét se manifeste actuellement pour I élaboration de spécifications relatives a d autres
langues nationales et régionales de notre continent multilingue. L ensemble de ces travaux constitue
une contribution majeure @ la mise en cuvre pratigue de la politique linguistique du Conseil de
I'Europe, qui vise d accroltre la mobilité et la compréhension mutuelle en Europe en facilitant & toutes
les couches de la population des pays membres I'accés aux diverses langues et cultures européennes,
favorisant airsi la libre circulation des personnes et des idées sur tout le continent et I'adaptation
aisée de chacun a I'internationalisation de pius en plus marquée de la vie quotidienne. A cet égard,
I'élargissement du Conseil de I Europe @ pratiquement tous les pays européens constiiue un grand pas
en avam et confére un nouvel élan et un nouveau dynamisme 4 son action.

Le fait que I'on dispose d présent d' une spécification de type niveau-seuil définissant des objectifs
fendamentawx pour ' apprentissage du russe revét une importance particuliére. L' heure est venue, en
effet, de donner un nouvel élan & Iapprentissage et & Tenseignement de la langue russe, non
seulement en Russie et dans les pays voisins, mais dans tous les Eiats membres. A cet effet, une
description de la langue russe axée sur son emploi @ des fins de communication dans Ia vie
quotidienne plutdt que sur sa complexité formelle bien connue des personnes pratiquant des langues
structurées différemment devrait §’avérer extrémement précieuse.

Toutes les spécifications de type niveau-seuil définissant des objectifs o apprentissage contiennent des
éléments novateurs qui permettent de maintenir le dynamisme de ce concept. Porogovi ourgven
Rousski_iazik est le premier niveau-senil de la série & étre congu en deux parties largement
complémentaires, ia premidre 5’ adressant qu visitewr temporaire qui souhaite pouveir se débrouiller
dans In vie quotidienne et nouer des contacts humains et sociaux avec des russophones {ce qui est
proche du concept initial du niveau-seuil), I autre éiant destinée 3 des sous-groupes importants ayant
des besoins spécialisés précis (notamment les hommes o affaires). Ces deux types d' apprenanis ont
les mémes intéréts au départ, semblables & ceux présemés dans Wavstage, mais qui divergent ensuite
vers un enrichissement des connaissances pour les uns et une plus grande spécialisation pour les
autres. Dans I état acruel des relations entre la Fédération de Russie et le reste de I’ Europe, un tel
choix est judicieux et utile.

Je tiens A exprimer ma gratitude et celle de toutes les personnes impliquées dans le Projet du Conseil
de I'Europe «Apprentissage des langues et citayenneté europbennes mux équipes de IInsting
Pouchkine et de I'Université Linguistique de Moscou, tant pour ia qualité du produir que pour le
femps et [ énergie qu’ils om consacrés i ce travail, maiy qussi pour leur ouverture au dialogue et aux
suggestions du groupe consultatif. Nos remerciements s adressent également aux membres de ce
groupe. le professeur Jean Durin (Ecole normale supérieure de Fontenay/Saint-Cloud), le professeur
Jan van Ek, M™ Gitta Godel (Bundesinstitut filr Ostwissenschaft und Internationaie Studien), M. James
_Halliday (Université Herriot-Watt), M. Neil Landsman (Université de Portsmoush, Ecole de langues
er & études régionales), M™ Sirkka-Liisa Ojanen (Section des langues vivantes, Ecole de sciences
- économiques et de gestion des entreprises d’ Helsinki}, pour le soin avec lequel ils ont examiné les
Wsit_?m Successives des spécifications ef pour leurs nombreuses et précieuses suggestions.

John LM. TRIM
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Vantage level, 1996, Introduction: J.A. van Ek & J.L.M. Trim
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Introduction

Vantage is the third levelin a series of specifications oflearning
objectives developed within the Council of FEurope’s programme for
the promotion oflanguage learningin Europe. The series is intended
to offer guidance and support to the many ‘partners for learning’
whose co-operation is necessary to the creation of a coherent and
transparent structure of provision for effective learning relevant to
the needs of the learners as well as of society, which normally provides
the resources. Without setting up bureaucratic mechanisms of
control, it provides a series of reference points, common objectives
towards the achievement of which all can work independentiy but in
harmony - curricylum planners, examining and qualifying
authorities, course designers and materials producers, teacher
trainers and last but by no means least the teachers and learners
through whose interaction organised learning takes place.

The series is directed towards those - probably the great majority of
ordinary language learners - who want to use another language for
communication with people who speak it, both for transacting the
business of everyday life and for exchanging information and
opinions on private life and public affairs.

Ittherefore sets out to define in some detailwhat such an objective
means in practice: what users ofa language are most likely to wish or
need to be able to do in the communication situations in which they
take part and consequently what they have to know and the skills they
have to developin order to be able to communicate effectively in those
situations.

The Threshold Level may be regarded as the key element in the series,
since it attempts to identify the minimal linguistic equipmentwhich
wiltenable a learner to deal with the more predictable situations of
dailylife, transactional and interactional, asan independent agent.
‘Minimal” is somewhat misleading here, of course: a substantial
learning effort is required, not only to cover the range of language
functions and the expression of general and specific notions which
constitute the building blocks, but also to gain control over them to
the extent necessary to deal with the situations of use with some
degree of confidence and facility. Even so, ‘independence’ is relative. A
learner at Threshold level is still dependent on the goodwill of the
interlocutor, especially a more experienced or native speaker,

Waystage has subsequently been developed as an early learnin £
objective designed to provide the learner with a broad range of
Fesources at a very elementary level so as to satisfy the most urgent
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requirements for linguistic survival in the most predictable situations
facing a visitor.

Vantage, as the name implies, carries learners with the same needs and
perspectives a stage further. What are the needs and motivations of
such learners?

First, they will be aware that the principles of ‘maximum exploitation
of minimal means’ will have given them a minimally adequate
equipment to deal with a wide range of situations in daily life, and
strategies to use that equipment to the best effect. However, they will
realise that their ability is very limited by comparison with their
ability to deal with similar situations in their native language. They
can deal with straightforward situations in a straightforward way, but
may feel some sense of frustration when a situation becomes more
problematicand they need to understand and express ideas in a more
developed way, making finer distinctions of meaning than their
linguistic equipment allows. They may feel that they are unable todo
themselves justice, that they are obliged to say what they can say
rather than what they want to say. This feeling is common, of course, t0
users of a foreign language at any level, and to native speakers too
when they are on unfamiliar ground. It is likely to be particularly
strong, however, when a learner can cover a wide communication
range, but with only a small vocabulary to deal with the vast wealth of
specificnotions in each area. Furthermore, whilst the exponents of
language functions and general notions will have covered between
them the major grammatical resources of the language, the learner at
T-level will be far from having these resources under control for
general purposes. They may well have figured as part of a fixed
formula for expressing a particular function. Even where a structure
rather than a fixed formula has been listed as the exponent ofa
function, the learner is not necessarily expected to be able tohandle
its full potential in such a way as fully to meet the criteria of accuracy.
fluency and appropriateness of usage. An obvious example is the
function of ‘reporting (describing and narrating)’ for which the
primary exponent is given as ‘declarative sentences’. This cannot, of
course, be interpreted to mean that when narrating an event or
describing a person or object, alearner after some 400 hours of initial
language learning is expected to have at his or her disposal the full
unbounded set of declarative sentences of indefinite complexity,
using all resources brought together in the Grammatical Appendix
and incorporating all the general notions set out in Chapter 6.

For these reasons, language learners who have reached Threshold level
in a particular language and want to continue to learn are not so muct
called upon to do entirely new things in the language, as to meet the
challenges of daily living in a more adequate and satisfying way, less
restricted by the limited resources - especially perhaps in vocabulary -
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which they have been abie to acquire in the time available. At the same
time, they will achieve a more fluent and accurate control gver the
communication process. Accordingly, Vantage level goes beyond
Threshold level particularly in the foliowin grespects:

* the refinement of functional and general notional categories, with a
consequent growth in the available inventory of exponents. In the
functional area (Chapter 5), the expansion is Perhaps mast notable
in the expression of emotions and in the conduct of discussion.

* aconsiderable enlargement of concrete vocabulary expressing
specific notions in thematic areas setoutin Chapter 7. It should be
emphasised that at Vantage level we make no attempt to propose a
defined recommended vocabulary. The needs and interests of
learners are by this time far too diverse forsuch a proposal to be
desirable or realistic, Experience takes us all in different directions
and we need to talk to other people about our own situations, jobs
and leisure interests. Of co urse, post-Threshold level learners will
continue to share a common framework of ‘universal experience
and to build up a shared vocabulary for referring to the people,
Creatures and objects that form the common contextin which our
lives are led. However, above Threshold level we expect learners to be
more autonomous, able to take increasing responsibility for thejr
learning and able to make more effective use of reference books and
other information sources in order to develop a vocabulary
appropriate to their own needs and interests. We therefore have
made more use of open word classes with suggestions for an
increased range of specific items whichwe should expect to figure in
4 common core.

* recognition and limited control of important register varieties. Up
to Threshold level we have advised learners tokeep toa ‘neutral’
register, avoiding excessive formality on the one hand and
colloquial or familiar usage on the other. In moving to Vantage level,
learners will gain more experience of the situations which calj for
more formal or more colloquial usage and Judge when they may
appropriately follow suit. Correspondingly, a number of coll oquial
eéxponents are given for those language functions in which theyare
more likely to occur. At the phoneticlevel, Vantage learners will be
able to cope with the degree of phonetic reduction normal in
informal spoken English.

* increased ability to understand and produce longer and more
complex utterances. Up to Threshold level, it is expected that learners
will mostly be participating in dialogues consisting of short turns.
In many cases simple sentences or very short sequences of simple
sentences will be used, the relations be tween them being inferred
by the listener, At Vanta ge level learners will be able to follow and
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produce longer discourses structured by such means as the use of
sentence adverbs, the anaphoric use of pronouns and generics to
refer back to items already menticoned, the use of intonational
prominence to distinguish given from new information, the
construction of complex sentences by the embedding of
subordinate clauses (though not too many!), etc. (See Chapter 8.)

+ increased range and control of goal-directed conversation
strategies. Up to Threshold level, learners are preparing to deal with
the simpler, more predictable situations of daily lifein a
straightforward way, following the Co-operative Principle (see
Chapter 4) and expecting their interlocutor to do likewise. They are
able to answer the question: ‘What do I say next?’ by reference to the
relatively fixed schemata (verbal interaction patterns) that underlie
most routine transactions and exchanges of information. They are
likely to have difficulty in coping with unexpected twists in
conversation, or with those complications in everyday transactions
that always seem to affect the customer just ahead of one in & queue!
They may then use compensation strategies to enlist the aid of the
interiocutor. More experienced {and sympathetic) interlocutors will
most prabably adjust their normal conversational behaviour to
simplify the communicative task for the benefit of the less
experienced foreign learner. At Vantage level, interaction is less
constrained and both partners can act in a more flexible and natural
way, following basic goal-directed conversation strategies rather
than adhering as closely as possible to fixed verbal exchange
patterns (see Chapter 8).

= greater sociocultural and sociolinguistic competence. Some earlier
criticisms of The Threshold Level centred on its alleged minimalism
and neglect of cultural issues. In fact, the level represented, though
it attempts to set out the minimal linguistic requirements fora
communicative proficiency sufficient to meet the demands of
everyday living, is far from ‘minimal’ in the learning effort required.
As for the neglect of sociocultural values, language is a socio-
cultural phenomenon central to human social existence. The
everyday use of any language is impregnated with the culture of the
community that uses it to organise its communication. All language
learning involves intercultural experience. However, in Threshold
1990 the relation was made more explicit by the addition of a new
chapter on Sociocultural competence, including a more detailed
treatment of politeness conventions in a variety of British English
often taken as a model for foreign learners. At Threshold level, the
sociocultural is largely a matter of awareness, though learners are
encouraged to actin accordance with that awareness. By Vantage
level, the learner’s grasp of interculturality will be that much
deeper, so that he or she will be able to respond more flexibly to the
nature of the situations of use and the interpersonal as well as the
social role relations appropriate to the situation. This flexibility is of
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course all the moreimportant when English is being used as a
means of commutnication between non-native speakers. It is not to
be expected that they will both conform to the same British cultural
norms. Sensitivity, awareness, Openness to new experience,
tolerance and acceptance of sociocultiral diversity are needed. To
actaccordingly is a sign of the increasing linguistic maturity
dppropriate to a Vantage learner (see Chapter11).

improved reading skills applied to a wider range of texts. Upto
Threshold level, learners are expected only to be able to deal with
written texts of a type related directly to the situations and topics
setoutin the extended characterisation of the global objective
(Chapter 3). They are largely confined to public signs and notices,
private and routine public correspondence and information in
hewspapers and magazines. Learners who choose to go on with
language learning may be expected to have a wider range of
interests, which they will wish to develop through written media —
perhaps increasin gly electronic as well as printed - and extended
listening. As their general and more specific vocabulary expands.
and their use of dictionaries, encyclopaedias and other reference
materials becomes more efficient, as well as their ability to deduce
word meaning from context, they will be able to select and
understand more demanding texts and become increasingly able to
differentiate their mode of reading, employing different Strategies
according to what they need to take from a particular text. This
flexibility will increase their reading speed so as to cross the
threshold of satisfactory ‘value for effort”.

a higherlevel of skill in the processes of language production and
reception. It has often been remarked that the use of language bya
mature adult native speaker is the most highly skilled activity
anywhere to be found. We have to accept the fact thatin attempting
todeal with a full range of communicative tasks which arise in daily
living Threshold learners will have problems in doing so with the very
limited resources at their disposal and that they will have further
problems in actually bringing those resources to bear ona
particular occasion in a particular situation. Whilst learner
aptitudes and abilities undoubtedly vary greatly, we cannot expect,
atany level, perfect execution of the tasks, activities and processes
setout in the objective, nor should we. Perfect execution would only
be attainable by spending a great deal of time on overtrainin gatthe
expense of broadening experience. There js a necessary balance to be
struck between extending knowledge and training performance.
Thus the Threshold learner not on ly has a wider coverage than the
Waystage learner, but also has a more consolidated and firmer grasp
ofthe Waystage objectives. Similarly, in moving from Threshold to
Vantage, the learner improves not only in the respects set out above,
but also consolidates the Threshold objectives and satisfies higher
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performance criteria in these areas. These will include greater
freedom from memory lapses, fewer mistakes and slips of the
tongue, fewer blockages and hesitations, fewer false starts and
incomplete sentences, a smoother utterance with better phrasing
and intonation and a higher speech rate with shorter delayin
response. There will be less need to use cOmpensatory strategies. As
Lo receptive processes, Vuntage learners will have less difficulty in
identifying words, phrases and sentences in the flow of speech,
especially when phonetically reduced forms are used orwhen a
slight foreign or non-standard accentis used. They will be better

Inall, Waystage., Threshold and Vantage now offer to all practitioners a
description of the language needed to assure 3 learner’s ability to deal
effectively with the challe nges presented by everyday life, presented at
three levels rising from a minimal equipment to deal with the highest
priority needs, through the minimum needed to deal with the fulj
range of requirements for a visitor Or temporary resident, to ap
enriched equipment adequate to deal effectively with the
complexities of daily living. Itis, of course, for the individual user to
decide how to make use of this descriptive apparatus, in order to
define appropriate objectives for a particular set of learners, whilst of
course bearing in mind the need to co-ordinate the efforts of different
providers in developing a learning/teaching System. Users can
supplement the specification if some needs of the constituency are not
met, or cit out elements they do not need. Items which are of
marginal value to the learners envisaged can be replaced by others.
The process can be articulated into more Stagesifa particular
educational system is organised in a ‘drip feed’ mode, or fewer if there
is a full-time intensive programme for expertenced and gifted
learners. With courses for non-beginners, the description can be used
to specify a prior knowledge requirement as well as the objective.
Modules can be derived by concentrating on some defined sub-part of
the specification, as can partial competence.

This flexibility is possible because a single model has been used for the
successive levels Waystage, Threshold and Vantage. We trust that al]
those concerned with Planning and implementing la nguage teaching
and learning will find it ysefiy] in setting objectives which are
desirable, appropriate and feasible for the particular learners towards
whoin they undertake res ponsibility.

J-A.van Ek

J.L.M. Trim
June 1994
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Y lefel drothwy Ar gyfer y gymraeg, 1994 (a Threshold level for Welsh / un
niveau seuil pour le gallois), Preface : J.L.M. Trim & J.A. van Ek
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Yr Athro Glyn E. Jones
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Preface to Y Lefel Drothwy (Threshold Level for Welsh)

Y Lefel Drothwy is the fourteenth in the series of ‘threshold level specifications for
European languages produced within the Council of Europe framework, following English,
French, German, Spanish, Italian, Swedish, Danish, Dutch, Norwegian, Pertuguese, Catalan,
Basque and Galician. Six more are in active preparation, with yet more planned. The
original Threshold Level, introducing the descriptive ‘functional/notional’ model for the
specification of language learning objectives and applying it to the English required by
temporary visitors, was developed by Dr J.A. van Ek in 1974 on the basis of preliminary
studies by a group of experts convened by the Council of Europe to investigate the feasibility
of a European unit-credit system for language learning in adult education. It is a tribute to
the strength and power of the original concept that applications are in full flow some twenty
years later modified, of course, in accordance with cumulative experience over the
intervening years incorporated in particular in the revised and expanded Threshold Level
1990 by J.A. van Ek and J.L.M. Trim.

At first, fears were expressed that the development of a powerful new tool for the teaching
of English as a foreign language would reinforce the tendency for that language to become
established as not only the primary, but indeed the only language taught in schools as a
means of international communication. Such a monopoly is far from the intention of the
Council of Europe. In its Recommendation R (82) 18 to member States concerning modern
languages, the Committee of Ministers considered “that the rich heritage of diverse languages
and cultures in Europe is a valuable common resource to be protected and developed, and
that a major educational effort is needed to convert that diversity from a barrier to
communication into a source of mutual enrichment and understanding’. Furthermore, on the
initiative of the Parliamentary Assembly, a Charter of Regional and Minority Languages has
been adopted, propesing a series of practical measures to protect the use of these languages
and to promote their development. It will be seen that the availability of a well-developed
descriptive model, far from reinforcing the hegemony of a single language, has stimulated
the teaching and learning of the smaller national languages of independent states and also
of regional languages. This has already occurred in the case of the languages of the
autonomous regions of Northern Spain, Catalan, Basque and Galician, which were subject
to severe oppression under the Franco regime. Nivell Lindar, Atalase Maila and Nivel
Soleira have each played an important role in the resurgence of these regional languages.
Their concern has, however, shifted from the temporary visitor in relatively brief, occasional
contact with the indigenous population to the resident population itself. They have acted as
a focus for the normalisation of languages sometimes fragmented geographically into dialects,
none of which, for political reasons, can claim to be the indisputable standard. They have
provided a common point of reference for all those concerned with the re-establishment of
the language as the medium of everyday social intercourse and public life.

The position of the Celtic languages is in many ways not dissimilar. Once widespread in
Central and Western Furope (as the place name element waf- or gal- attests) they have been
confined for more than a millennium, under the successive pressures of Romanisation and
Anglicisation, to steadily shrinking regions on the Atlantic Seaboard of Britain, Ireland and
France. In Cumberland, Cornwall and, recently, the Isle of Man, Celtic has become extinct.
Over the last Century, improved communications, immigration and emigration, mass
production and marketing of packaged goods, mass media information and entertainment
have increased the pressures, producing diaglossic situations in which the role of the Celtic
language in the public lives of its mother tongue speakers has become progressively reduced.
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There are now very few, if any, monolingual adult speakers of any Celtic language. In the
early years of compulsory education, draconian measures were taken to force pupils to use
only the official standard language of the state, even outside the classroom. Though these
policies have since been reversed, their social and psychological effects and those of the
values and attitudes underlying the policies have been deep and long-lasting.

Over the years, the situation of the Welsh language has significantly improved. Official
policies such as establishing the Welsh Language Act 1993 along with a more informed
public opinion, have led to an improvement in the status of the language. Welsh is taught
in aimost all of the schools in the country and is available as a medium of education to the
highest levels. Whilst it is not to be expected that modern conditions will make it possible
to restore Welsh monolingualism, ever if that were a desirable development, active
bilingualism in all domains of social existence is now a viable option, even a natural
development. We trust that X Lefel Drothwy will play a significant part in maintaining the
language in active use in the daily lives of all inhabitants of Wales, not only those born into
indigenous Welsh speaking families for whom Welsh remains the mother tongue and home
language. We trust that it may also help to make the spoken language more accessible to the
many anglophone immigrants and their children and enable them to understand and share
the language and culture of Wales. Y Lefel Drothwy is also, of course, well able to fulfil the
original function of the Threshold Level series, namely to provide access for tourists and
other temporary visitors to the Welsh language and culture as they find them in use in the

country.

A Threshold Level for Irish is already in preparation by a team set up at the Irish Linguistics
Institute (ITE). We look forward to its appearance and also, in due course, to versions for
the two remaining Celtic languages. Meanwhile, we congratulate Dr Medwin HUGHES and
his colleagues for the excelient work they have carried through and wish them every success
in applying Y Lefel Drothwy to the reinforcement and development of the use of Welsh in
Wales and the wider appreciation and understanding of its unique contribution to European
culture.

Jjohn L.M. TRIM
Jan A. van EK
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Niv.el‘ Soleira, 1993 (a Threshold level for Galician / un niveau seuil pour le
galicien), Préface : J.L.M. Trim

Nivel Soleira
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Xosé Antonio Fernandez Salgado, Henrigue Monteagudo Romero,
Manuel Pugal Moruxa
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Council of Europe Press, 1993
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Préface par [.L.M. Trim, Directeur de projet
pour le Projet Langues Vivantes du Conseil de I'Europe
"Apprentissage des langues ef citoyenneté européenne”

C’est un grand plaisir que d’accueillir le Nivel Soleira dans la famille des "niveaux-
seuils” des langues européennes. Nous rappellerons que la notion de "niveatu-seuil” est née
d'un travail visant 4 metire en place un systéme général d'unités capitalisables pour
Venseignement des langues aux adultes en Europe. 1l est ressorti notamment de ce travail
qu'un programme d'enseignement des langues, quel qu'il soit, doit partir d'une appréciation
des besoins, des motivations et des caractéristigues des apprenants concernés, et des
ressources disponibles. Cette appréciation permet aux personnes chargées de la conception
des enseignements de fixer des objectifs fondés, réalistes et appropriés, et, a la suite de cela,
de choisir ou de réaliser des méthodes et matériels pédagogiques adaptés aux objectifs
convenus. Il est apparu que la premiére des priorités pour la majorité des apprenants était
d’acquérir la langue de base nécessaire pour faire face aux situations de la vie quotidienne
et pouvoir échanger des idées et des expériences avec des personnes de rencontre. Le ‘niveau-
seuil’ a donc été une tentative pour définir ce que les apprenants ont besoin de savoir faire
dans ce genre de situation, puis de spécifier Ia langue qu’ils doivent utiliser. Ce concept fut
d’abord appliqué & Uanglais et au francais, puis successivement 4 d’autres langues
nationales: espagnol, allemand, italien, danois, suédois, néerlandais, norvégien et portugais.
Ces spécifications descriptives onf ensuite servi de base & de nombreux projets de réforme des
programmes d'enseignement ou des examens, mais aussi & Uélaboration de cours multimédia
pour l'enseignement des langues comme Follow Me et Viaje al Espaiiol.

Ces dernicres années, avec Vapprobation du Gouvernement espagnol, le Conseil de
I"Europe a soutenu diverses actions entreprises par les autorités des régions autonomes en
vue de rétablir la place de leur langue dans la vie quotidienne, aprés les longues années
consécutives a la Guerre civile durant lesquelles Uusage des langues régionales fut activement
découragé, voire interdit. Des niveaux-seuils ont été publiés déja pour le catalan (Nivell
Llindar) et le basque (Atalasa Maila). Ils ont joué un grand réle dans le processus de
normalisation et ont servi de base a V'élaboration de programmes d'enseignement dans les
écoles et, surtout, dans le secteur de Véducation des adultes; atnsi, le Nivell Llindar définit
la spécification de contenu pour le cours multimédia de catalan Digui digui. Les auteurs se
sont concenirés sur les éléments essentiels du modéle original présenté dans le Threshold
Level English (1975, republié par Pergamon Press en 1980): les fonctions linguistiques, les
notions générales et spécifiques avec leurs actes de parole, mais ils les ont modifiés et
développés en fonction des besoins spécifigues du public-cible, les résidents parlant le
castillan. L'équipe responsable du Nivel Soleira a suivi la méme démarche, dans la mesure
ou les problemes et les buts éducatifs de ces deux régions sont assez semblables et oi il est
prévu aussi d’élaborer un cours multimédia,

Ces éléments fondamentaux du niveau-sewil ne constituent svidemment pas un
programme d'enseignement, de cours ou d’examens. Ce n’est pas non plus une présentation
complete ou exhaustive d'objectifs éducatifs dans le domaine des langues. Depuis quelques
années, les experts travaillant pour les Projets "Langues vivantes” successifs du Conseil de
UEurope ont accordé une attention particuliére & certains aspects complémentaires tels que:

les  stratégies dont disposent les apprenants  pour faciliter Vinteraction
communicative;

la maniere dont les lectenrs et auditeurs abordent les textes (fcrits ou parlés) plus
longs, et les types de textes que sont susceptibles de rencontrer les apprenants du
nivean-seuil;

la connaissance de la société et de la culture qui sous-tendent la langue apprise;
les maniéres de préparer Vapprenant & continuer a apprendre de facon autonome,
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Les caractéristiques phonologiques et grammaticales de la langue peuvent aussi étre
utilement présentées sous une forme systématigue, pour aider les apprenants a intérioriser
un modéle cohérent de la langue. Une premiére tentative pour intégrer ces dimensions
complémentaires de la spécification des objectifs figure dans le Threshold Level 1990, de
JA. van Ek et J.L.M. Trim, publié¢ par le Conseil de VEurope.

Le Nivel Soleira contient une description compléte des fonctions et notions nécessaires
pour une communication simple mais efficace, Les responsables des programmes
d'enseignement, les concepteurs de cours, les enseignants et les apprenants avertis y
trouveront un instrument inestimable de planification de Uapprentissage de la langue. Pour
les autres dimensions, ils pourront consulter avec avantage le Threshold Level 1990, Nous
espérons qu'en temps utile, peut-étre dans la version finale du Nivel Soleira, ce contenu
complémentaire - adapté comme il convient aux besoins des apprenanits concemés - sera
directement accessible en galicien,

En attendant, il convient de féliciter Vinstituto da Lingua Galega de I'Université de
Saint-Jacques de Compostelle pour cet excellent travail qui permettra de structurer et
d’encourager avec force l'apprentissage et U'enseignement de cette partie du patrimoine
linguistique et culturel de VEurope.
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Waystage 1990 (1991), Preface : J.A. van EK & J.L.M. Trim
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Preface

Wuystage 1990 is the latest, thoroughly revised, extended, corrected and
reset version of Waystage: an intermediary objective below Threshold Level in
a European unitfcredit system of modern lunguage learning by adults by J. A,
van Ek and I.. G. Alexander, in association with M. A. Fitzpatrick. This
work was first published by the Council of Europe 1n 1977 and
republished in 1980 by Pergamon Press for and on behalf of the Council
of Europe under the title Waystage Fnglish.

Waystage was originally conceived in the context of the preparation tor
the broadcastled Anglo-German multimedia co-production Follow Me.
Overall, Follow Me was originally planned as a two-year English
language course for use by the DVV (Deutscher Volkshochschulverband) in
its adult education classes. The final objective was set as The Threshold
Level, first produced for the Council of Europe by Dr . A. van Ek, which
sets down in specific detail, exemplified for English, what a language
user needs to do by means of language in order to ‘communicate
socially with pecople from other countries, exchanging information
and opinion on everyday matters in a relatively straightforward way,
and to conduct the necessary business of everyday living when abroad
with a reasonable degree of independence’ (preface to Threshold, CUP
1998). An experiment conducted in Vienna Volkshochschulen showed that
the full attainment of this objective under the normal conditions of
adult education would take a full two years. Yet, realistically, it was
likely that local conditions would oblige broadcasting and education
authorities in many countries to use only the first year of the course.
Together with the Follow Me course designers, van Ek therefore
examined carefully the content of The Threshold Level and extracted what
were considered to be the most basic categories within each of its
parameters — the most essential situations, topics and functions,
inescapable general notions and their simplest and most basic lexical
and grammatical exponents to enable the learners to cope at least
minimally in those communicative situations which may be most
directly relevant to them. This specification then provided the basis for
the first year I'ollow Me course design drawn up for the Council of
Europe by L. G. Alexander. At first Waystage was not considered a
legitimate terminal objective in its own right, but rather as one of
many possibie intermediate objectives on the way to threshold level.
However, by 1980, cxperience with Waystage had shown that whilst ‘we
should not favour a *minimalism” which saw this first objective as a
terminal goal tor the mass of learners, it has in fact a coherence and
breadth which make it a worthwhile objective in its own right’.
(Waystage English p. viii) Learners who for one reason or another have
only a strictly limited amount of time available for learning English
will find its ‘cost-effectiveness’ very high.
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In broadcasting terms, follow Me was highly successtul. First broadeast
In 1979 to Germany, Austria and Switzerland, it has now been shown i)
some 70 countries to a combined audience of several hundred million
learners. The success of this venture in international co-planning and
co-production (noteriously difficult to achieve) was due. on the one
hand, to the high professional expertise of the many partners involved
in the planning, production, distribution and use of TV, radio and
printed componeiits, and on the other to what proved to be the
universal relevance to language learners of the functionaljnotional
framework set out in Waystage. However, no media product has an
unlimited life. By 1989, it was time to plan for a replacement serics,
which BBC English again wished to situate in an international context
under Council of Europe auspices. Meanwhile, a considerable amount
of work had taken place within successive Council of Europe Modern
Languages Projects towards the development of an enriched model for
the specification of language teaching objectives, resulting in the
publication in 1986-7 of |. A. van FK's two-volume study on Objectives for
Foreign Language Learning. The revision of the originai threshold level
specification as applied to English, ‘to take account of developments in
the fifteen years since it was conceived as a first pioneeri ng
experiment’ was included among the priority areas and themes for the
Council for Cultural Co-operation programme Lenguage Learning for
Furopean Citizenship initiated in 1989. BBC English ¢xpressed their
willingness o support revision of The Threshold Level and also of
Waystage, which would follow simiiar lines. A similar willingness was
expressed by the University of Cambridge Local Examinations
Syndicate in view of the relevance of this revision to their contin uing
programme of examination reform and by the British Council in the
light of 1ts more gencral concern for curriculum development in the
teaching of English as a foreign language. A thorough revision was
accordingly undertaken and carried outin 1989-90 and published by
the Council of Europe in 1991, That version torms the basis for the
present publication, which has been further revised, corrected and
reset.

The authors wish to acknewledge here with gratitude the support
received from BBC English, UCLES, the British Council and the Couneil
of Europe. We also wish 10 acknowledge our continuing indebtedness
to L. G. Alexander and M. A. Fitzpatrick for the skill and judgement
they brought to the fundamental task of honing down the original
Threshold Level specification Lo produce the compact yet comprehensive
Waystage. The results of that work are still apparent in the selection of
functional and notional categorics for Waystage.

Furthermore, van Ek's words in his introduction 1o Objectives for loreign
Language Learning are as relevant to Waystage as to Threshold Level: it is
‘one of the results of many years of intensive collaboration and genuine
Interaction with colleagues from several European countries brought
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together in the framework of successive modern language projects of
the Council of Europe. The number of those who in some way or other,
directly or indirectly, have contributed to our study is so large that we
can only say to them collectively. “Thank you all”.’

J.A-van kk

J-L. M. Frim

67



Threshold level 1990 (1991), Preface: J.A. van EK & J.L.M. Trim
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Preface

Threshold 1s the latest, thoroughly revised, extended, corrected and reset
version of The Threshold Level by Dr. J. A.van Fk, first published by the
Council of Europe in 1975 as part of u project to investigate the
feasibility of a unitfcredit system for adult language learning in
Europe. The Project Group set out to develop conceptual and planning
instruments te assist teachers and course planners to analyse the needs
of the learners towards whom they had responsibilities and to set,
consciously and explicitly, apprepriate learning objectives.

Learning objectives will, in principle, be as diverse as the learners and
the lives they lead. However, large-scale educational systeins have to
base their provision on learners’ commaon needs. By far the largest
single group of language learners everywhere consists of people who
want to prepare themselves to communicate socially with people from
other countries, exchanging information and opinions on everyday
matters in a refatively straightforward way, and to conduct the
necessary business of everyday living when abroad with a reasonable
degree of independence. The Threshold Level was the first attempt to set
outin systematic detail just what such an objective implies in terms of
the situations the learners might have to deal with and what they
should be able to do by means of language in those situations — what
feelings and ideas they would need to express, or ask about, or argue
about, and in general conduct persenal relations in daily life. It then
made recommendations as to the language needed to exXpress
functions and notions concerned, whether through the set formulae in
which every language abounds, or by the freer use of words in
grammatical constructions. What was revolutionary for language
teaching, however, was that the appararus of sentence formation, the
grammar and lexicon, werce not seen as ends in themselves, but as
means to communicative ends. Communicative effectiveness becomes
the criterion by which the learners’ success {and that of the teaching
programme} is to be judged, rather than the error-free performance of
formal exercises. The effect was to ‘convert language teaching from
structure-dominated scholastic sterility into a vital medium for the
freer movement of people and ideas” with an emphasis on the use of
language in direct person-to-person encounters.

Since 1975, The Threshold Level has been used on a large scale by the
designers of syllabuses of all kinds: for curricular reform, for
examinaiion development, for textbook writing and course design.
Functional and notional categorisation has been fully assimilated into
the established framework of language learning and teaching, The
selection of situations and topics, with the associated specific notions,
has stood the lest of time reasonably well, as has the framework of
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— strategic competence
- sociocultural competence
- social competence
+ pptimal development of personality:
- cognitive development
- affective development

Following the successful completion of Project 12 in 1987, the Council
for Cultural Cooperation of the Council of Europe launched a further
Project; Language learning for European citizenship. Among its priority
themes in the area of language learning and teaching methodology
was ‘Tevising the original threshold level specification as applied to
English to take account of developments in the 15 years since it was
conceived as a first pioneering experiment’. A number of institutions
concerned with the promotion of English as a foreign language: the
British Council, the University of Cambridge Local Examinations
Syndicate and BBC English expressed their readiness to support the
work of revising and extending both The Threshold Level and Waystage.
We should like to take this opportunity of thanking them warmly for
this. Accordingly, the Council of Europe commissioned a thorough
revision, which was undertaken in 1989-90 and published as Threshold
Level 1990. This edition is cJosely based upon that publication, but the
opportunity has been taken to make corrections and to improve the
presentation.

We wish here to acknowledge our indebtedness to L. G. Alexander for
his contributions to the original specification. [t will, however, be seen
that the present work is, echoing van Ek’s Introduction to the 1986
volume: ‘one of the results of many years of intensive collaboration and
genuine interaction with colleagues from several European countries
brought together in the framework of successive modern language
projects of the Council of Europe. The number of those who in some
way ot other, directly or indirectly, have contributed to our study 1s so
large that we can only say to them, collectively, “Thank you all””’

J. A.van Ek

J. L. M. Trim
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Nivel limiar, 1988 (a Threshold level for Portuguese / un niveau seuil pour le
portugais), Prefacio : R Richterich
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PREFACIO

Nao conheg¢o o portugués. Nio o falo, ndo o escrevo e, scbretudo,
nido o compreendo. N&o obstante, ponde em accio diversas estratégias de
leitura em relacdo ao francés, ao italiano, ao espanhol, até mesmo ao
latim, chego quase a lé-io.

Nao conhe¢o o portugués €, no entanto, orientei um grupo de
trabalho encarregado pelo Conselho da Europa de preparar a realizacéo do
Nivel Limiar do Portugués.

[sto poderia surpreender alguém que tivesse esguecido gque um hivet
limiar nido ¢ apenas uma compilacdo de actos de fala, de palavras. de
estruturas ou de regras de gramitica de uma dada lingua, mas & também
eu seria tentado a insistir, sobretudo um instrumento metodologico, uma
caixa de ferramentas, segundo g expressic de Louis Porcher, que ajuda o
utilizador a construir objectivos e conteitdos de aprendizagem em funcio
das suas necessidades.

No momento em que a didactica das linguas vivas sa debruca scbre a
sua historia, seria interessante tracar as dos niveis limiares. Desde o
primeiro esboco de Ian van Ek, aparecido em 1972, até ao Nivel Limiar,
do inglés ac portugués, passando pelo noruegués, o dinamarqués, o
ftaliano, o basco, uma duzia de linguas foram objecto de um tratamento do
tipo nivel limiar. Mas o modelo metodoldgico de partidas, o do inglés.
modificou-se durante o percurso, nomezdamente com o6 aparecimento dos
niveis limisres para o francés em 1976 e 0o alemfo em 1980. Hoje, a caixa
de ferramentas enriquecet-se e renovou-se mais uma vez com o Nivel Limiar,
que marcarg§ certamente uma etapa no desenvolvimento dos nivels limiares.
Intreduzinde novas componentes, tais COomo as estratégias de communicacéao
e de aprendizagem e o5 tipos de textos, o Nivel Limiar faz ji obra de
inovacao. Mas ¢ sobretudo ao apresentar sistematicamente, sob forma de
quadros recapitulatives, as interac¢des entre as componentes que ele
enriquece fundamentalmente g metodologia. A abordagem sisteméatica, que
procura assegurar as influéncias mais harmoniosas e eficazes Dossiveis
entre todos os elementos constitutivos de um sistema de ensino/aprendizagem
das linguas vivas, é uma das constantes dos trabalhos do Conselho da
Europa. Ela encontra agul uma expressio exemplar tanto na forma como no
fundo.

Aquando da primeira sessiao do grupo de trabalho, que reunia M. da
Piedade Mendes, 5. Parvaux, L. Porcher, G. Schneider e J. Trim, tinhamos
negociado com os autores um projecte ambicioso € exigente. Era um desafio.
Ele foi enfrentado com imaginagdo e competéncia por J. M. Casteleiro, A.
Meira e J. Pascoal.

O Nivel Limiar do_Portugués ndoc & s imponente pelo numero de
paginas, mas sobretudo pelas inovagdes que traz a definicdo dos
objectivos e conteudos de aprendizagem do portugués.

René Richterich

Membro do Grupo de Projecto "Linguas Vivas"
do Conselho da Furopa

{(Traduzido do Francas)
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Atalase Maila,1988 (a Threshold level for Basque / un niveau seuil pour le
basque) (out of print / épuisé) Hitzaurrea : J.A. van Ek
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EUROPAKO KONTSEILUA

Atalase Maila

Alan King-ek
Hezkuntza, Unibertsitate eta |lkerketa Sailarentzat
prestatua

Laguntzaileak:
Sorkunde Artetxe, Marian Astigarraga, Elena Beloki,
Ifaki Gaminde, Xan Goenaga, Idoia lbero, Irene Ithurssary, Edorta Jimenez,
Roger Labiano, Gabriel Piedra, Enrike Urrutia

KULTUR LANKIDETZARAKO KONTSEILUA

Strasbourg 1988

73



Hitzasurrea

Europakco Xontseiluak lehenengo Atalase Maila 1975ean argitaratu =zuen. Bertan,
hizkuntzen ikas-helburuak espezifikatzeko eredu berri bat aurkeztu zen eta
eredu hori inglesari aplikatu zitzaion. Zenbait akats teoriko gora Dbehera,
ereduaren arrakasta handis izan da. Arrakasta horren zergatia, ikas-helburuak
lehen aldiz hizkuntzaren erabilpenaren termincetan zehazteko prozedura
koherente bat proposatzean datza bein handian, ez hizkuntz formenetan. Honela,
hizkuntzen ikaskuntza gaitasun komunikatiboaren eskurapenaren inguruan
orientatzeko joeran kokatzen zen, diziplina intelektnaltzat edo erantzun-
mekanismoen eskurapentzatr Jjo ordez. Ereduareu arrakastaren aldeko Dbeste
faktore bat honen gardentasuna eta aplikagarritasun praktikoa izam zen. Bai
irakaslegoak, bai honen premiak betetzeko eginkizuna dutenek, laster bereganata
zituzten bertan proposatutako kategoria berriak. Bestalde, eredua hizkuntza
konkretu bati nola aplika zekiokeen goitik behera demostratzeak hau konben-
tzigarriago bihurtu zuen, balioari eta egingarritasunari zegokienez. Geroztik
kalitateok behin eta berriro konfirmatu egin dira Europako hainbat hizkuntzari
aplikatuz, hala nola frantses, aleman, espainol, italiera, daniera, suediera,
noruegiera, holandes, portuges eta katalanari. Ezinbestez, bertsioctako batzu
besteak baino gehiago zabaldu dira eta eraginkorragoak izan dira. Haatik ia
denek bultzada handiak eman dizkiote joera berritzaile sakonei Kkasuan kasuko
hizkuntzaren ikaskuntza eta irakaskuntzaren antclaketan eta praktikan. Honez
gerc ez da arrarca 3atalase mailaren eredua oso finkatua aurkitzea nazio,
herrialde eta erakunde mailetako programetan.

Guzti hau ereduaren sortzaileentzat arras pozgarri izan arren,
kanounizeturik eta fosilizaturik geratzeko arriskua dakar. Hala eta guztiz,
hobetzeko cta etengabe eraberritzeko potentzialaren lekukotasuna eman dute
bertsio berriek. Objectives for foreign language learning izeneko neure lan
berrian (Eurcpako Kontseilua, 1986), partikulazki ‘Scope’ delake lehen tomoan,
marke zabalago baten beharra defenditu nuen, han lortzeko bide batzu seina-
latuz., Atalase mailarik berrienak, hemen aurkezteko ohorea dudanak alegia,
kontuan hnartzen ditu esplizitoki marke zabalage horren zenbait ezaugarri.
Honek berak Euskalduntzerako Atalase Maila seinalatzen du aportazio mamitsu
bezala funtsezko ereduaren eboluzio jarraikorrean. Alan King eta honen
euskaldun laguntzaileek burututako lanaren orijinaltasuna, ordea, ez da honekin
agortzen. Lehen aldiz eredua hizkuntza ez—-indoesuropear bati aplika dakiockesla
erskutsi dute, eta lehen aldiz zenbait eskualdetako aldakin dialektalak jasc
dituzte. Euskalduntzerako Atalase Maila besteetatikx bereizten duen beste
ezaugarri bat, katalanarenarekin batera, bertako herrian erabiltzeke moldatua
jzatea da, eta ez atzerriko ingurune batean. Faktore honek, besterik ezean
ere, sartzeko edukiaren hautapenaren printzipicak eta xehetasunak birplan-—
teatzea eskatu zuen.

alan King eta haren laguntzaile talde tuxikiak, hain denboraldi
laburrean, beren proiektu itzel hau burutzea, eta hori egileoi berauei ez ezik
Europako Kontseiluaren Kultur Lankidetzarako Kontseiluaren Hizkuntza Modernoen
Proiektuari mesede handia egiteko moduan gainera, lorpen ohargarria lzan da.
Zalantzarik gabe, lanari jarraipen egoki bat ematen baldin bazaio, atalase
maila berri hau faktore nagusia bihurtuko da Euskal Herriaren nortasunarentzat
nain oinarrizkoa den hizkuntza honen berreskurapen ahaleginetan.

Jan A. van Ek
Europake Kontseiluaren
Hizkuntza Modernoen Proiektuko kidea
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Drempelniveau, 1985 (a Threshold level for Dutch / un niveau seuil pour le
néerlandais), Ten Geleide : J.L.M. Trim
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NEDERLANDS ALS VREEMDE TAAL

Armel Wynants
Universiteit Luik
{Univarsité de Liége, Institut supérieur des langues vivantes}

Strasbourg
1985
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TEN GELEIDE

I.

Het verheugt me ten zeerste het "Drempelniveau” te mogen verwelkomen onder de
steeds tairijker wordende leden van de famille van taalbeschrijvingen die nu ruim
tien jaar geleden "gesticht" werd door het Threshold Level en het Niveou-seull,
Toen hebben sommigen hun bezorgdheid uitgesproken : ze vreesden namelijk dat
deze nieuwe werken de "hegemonie™ van de twee officiéle talen van de Raad van
Europa alleen maar zouden versterken. Nu blijkt duidelijk dat die vrees ongegrond
was. Weliswaar werden de toen uitgewerkte modellen om te beginnen toegepast op
het Engels en het Frans, masr ook in alle andere lidataten hebben ze taalkundigen
en taalleraren ertoe aangespoord hun leerdcelen te herzien om ze beter te laten
aansluiten bij de communicatieve behoceften van de leerders. Daarbij kwam men tot
de conclusie dat de bestasnde grammatica’'s en woordenboeken in dat opzicht veelal
tekortachoten en dat het dus nodig was dergeliike werken te relateren aan de
situsties waarin de taal gebruikt wordt, aan de functies die ze vervult en san de
begrippen die ze helpt uit te drukken.

Herhasaldelijk hebben het Ministercomité, de Parlementaire Vergadering en de Raad
voor Culturele Ssmenwerking van de Raad van Europa er met nadruk op gewezen
dat de tasldiversiteit in Europs gehandhasfd dient te worden, want die hoeft niet
langer een hinderpaal te vormen voor de communicatie. Zij pleiten dan ook voor een
versterking van het vreemde-talenonderwijs, waardoor de diversiteit aan talen
inderdaad een bron van onderlinge verrijking kan worden, die iedereen te haat kan
komen. Het uitwerken ven "Drempelnivesu™-beachrijvingen voor een toenemend
asntal nationale en reglonele talen is een wezenlijke bijdrage tot dat doel, dat alleen
via permanente educatie waargemaskt kan worden. Wie op school een beperkte, maar
succesvolle en genoeglijke ervaring met het leren van vreemde talen heeft gehad,
kan wellicht bereid gevonden worden om een gedeelte van zijn volwasseneleven te
besteden aan het leren communiceren met een steeds grotere reeks mede-Euro-
peanen, in de tasl van de partner. De taak van de leerders wordt meteen e¢en stuk
vergemakkelifkt als ze dasrbij kunnen beschikken over expliciet omschreven en
vergelijkbare leerdoelen.

De Nederlanders en de nederlandstalige Belgen hebben - niet ten onrechte - de
reputatie goede vreemde-tslenkenners te zijn. Dat neemt echter niet weg dat zij ook
een levende cultuur bezitten, met oude en minder oude tradities, waaraan in de
eigen teal uiting wordt gegeven. 1k hoop dat het Drempelnivequ de mensen uit
andere landen kan helpen die cultuur te begrijpen en erin te delen.

John-L.M. TRIM
Project Adviser
to the Council of Europe's
Modern Languages Project,
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Et terskelniva for norsk,1988 (a Threshold level for Norwegian / un niveau
seuil pour le norvégien) Foreword : J.L.M. Trim

Et terskelniva
for norsk

Bjgrg Svanes, Jon E. Hagen,
Gerd Manne, Arne S. Svindland

Universitetet i Bergen
og Informasjonssenteret for Sprakundervisning, Oslo

Rddet for kultureit samarbeit

Councit of Europe Press, 1992
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FORORD

Det er en stor glede 4 hilse Er terskelnivd for norsk velkommen som et nytt tilskudd 1 serien
av terskelnivder. Dette er spesifiserte beskrivelser av det sprikgrunnlag den som lierer et
fremmedsprik trenger 4 tilegne seg for 4 kunne utfgre dagligdagse gjgrema4l pa en selvsiendig
mite og for 4 utveksle informasjon og uttrykke personlige fplelser, holdninger og
oppfatninger. Fra Europaridets side blir £7 rerskelnivd for norsk sett pA som et viktig bidrag
til 4 bygge opp tillit og samarbeid blant européere basert pd gjensidig forstielse og respekt.
Terskelnivibeskrivelsen vil vare av stor verdi for utlendinger som kommer til Norge for &
leve og virke der og for andre som gnsker A ta del i norsk samfunns- og kulwrliv slik

nordmenn selv opplever det,

Vi gratulerer Bjgrg Svanes og hennes kolleger for det grundige arbeidet de har nedlagt og for
den nytenkning de har vist som vil vare av interesse for kolleger som arbeider med tilsvarende
sprikbeskrivelser andre steder. Den systematiske avgrensing mellom eksempler pi
funksjons- og begrepskategorier og beskrivelsen av uttrykksmdiene er nyttig. Vi ser det
ogsi som positivt at det er tatt med en metodisk veiledning for norsklzrere som vil undervise
ut fra terskelnivibeskrivelsen. En ting er 4 inndele kommunikative aspekter i kategorier og 4
beskrive de mekanismene som uttrykker mening. Noe annet er det 4 hjelpe den som lerer et
sprik til A opparbeide ferdigheter og sikkerhet nok til & kunne kommunisere effektivt.
Kunnskap og innsikt er viktig men ikke nok.

Vi retter en takk tl Lars Stglen, leder for Informasjonssenteret for sprikundervisning og norsk
medlem i Europaridets prosjektgruppe 12, for hans stimulerende stgtte og veiledning i
prosjektarbeidet. P4 den miten han kombinerer nasjonal stolthet med en ekte penhet for
internasjonalt samarbeid og med sin praktiske sans og omtanke for lerernes behov 1

klasserommet har han vart en inspirasjon for oss alle.
J L.M. Tdm

Prosjektridgiver for Europaridets prosjek: nr, 12:
"Learning and teaching language for communication™
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Et taerskelniveau for Dansk, 1983 (a Threshold level for Danish / un niveau
seuil pour le danois), Introduction : Jorn Jessen
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Et taerskelniveau for dansk

Dr. J&rn Jessen

RADET FOR KULTURELT SAMARBEJDE
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Introduction

In June 1979 a group of experts met in Strasbourg to discuss the

possibility of Producing a "T-Level Danish". In June 1980 it was

decided to preduce a Danish version. I was Tequested to carry out
this work having formerly carried out a similar task, "Grundbau-

Stein Dinisch", for Deutscher Volkshoehschulverband.

Due to pPlanning and budget restrictions wWithin the Council of
Europe only a very short time, about one year, could be alloecated
for carrying out the work. Considering the size and the scope of
such a task this would normally not be considered sufficient.
Furthermore I was alone in carrying out the Job, whereas "Kontakt-
schwelle" (the German t-level) and "un niveau-seuil" {the French
counterpart) had both been carried out by project teams.

The fact that it has proved possible to perform this task is the
result of various favourable circumstances: T could base it on
existing editions of t-level (English, German, French and Spanish)
and a Danish group of experts was placed at my disposal.

I would like to take the ppportunity teo thank gll those who have
helped me during my work. Considerations of Space prevent me
from mentioning them all, but a few must be mentioned: Merete
Biern, Fl. Palle Hansen and Troels Dannerfjord (all members of
the Danish group of experts who have helped me enormously in the
Preparation especially of exponents, their relevance and lin-
guistic correctness), Martin Miller and Ginther Schneider (the
authors of "Kontaktschwelle”) and Jan van Ek (the author of "The
Threshold Level"), In addition to that I wish to thank the Minis-
try of Education in Copenhagen, and the Council of Europe, who
took the initiative to produce "T-Level Danish",

The assistance rendered by these Persons and institutions has
made many things easier for e, but T would like to stress that
any mistakes and Shortcomings are my sole responsibility.

Having consulted the Danish Unit-Credit group I chose the name of
"Et terskelniveau for dansk" for the Danish edition of "T-level".
The word "terskelniveau" Stresses the fact that the present cur-
riculum is intended for learnears beginning to study Danish in
order to cope with everyday situations, mlike the English
edition ("Iﬂg Threshold Level™) 1 have ‘preferred to call the
Danish edition "Et terskelniveau® as we have here one of several
Possibilities (dependent on target-groups).

By and large "Et terskelniveau for dansk" complies with "T-Level
Engiish" (Framework ¢f disposition and adoption of explanatory
text), but other t-levels have been taken into consideration
(especially “Kontaktschwelle"). I would like to thank Jan van Ek,
who allowed me to use his material as a basis. This is not a
direct translation but an adaption. Naturally the exponents and
the grammatical Structures have not been adopted, and the ap-
"Pendix "Udhlik" (“Prospects") has not either. The scope - and
with that contents - was limited by the time factor and conse-—
quently the numbers of hours I was able to put in. The Council of
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Europe in fact wanted a "T-Level Danish" corresponding in size to
that of the English edition. The structure of English and Danish
together with their linguistic affinity, made it easier to use
the English t-level than any other. "Kontaktschwelle" has many
advantages which I would have liked to have taken more into con-
sideration e.g. in the elaboration of wvariants of lexical and
grammatical exponents. Such considerations would have delayed the
work. A revised edition of "Et t®rskelniveau for dansk" might in-
clude more variants than this edition.

"Et taxrskelniveau for dansk" is designed first and foremeost for
authors of textbooks and authorities and persons responsible for
curricula., It is not intended as a textbook for teachers - still
less for students. So it is not a book where you can just pick
out some things and apply them directly in teaching. The material
has to be taken as a whole., It is a proposal - under no circum-
stances to be seen as prescriptive, something you must use or
must know. It is my hope that the material will form the hasis of
textbooks, suggest improvements, and call out discussions on the
subject etc. So this work is a presentation which will need re-
ad justment later on,

In my work I have taken it for granted that the reader is fa-—
miliar with Danish. This has been necessary in order to avoid
various explanations, additions etc. Besides, it naturally
follows that readers of "Et t@rskelnivean for dansk", who show an
interest in the problems, are no beginners.

I hope this book will be able to inspire. It is not a grammar nor
a dictionary. It is a proposal which tries to consider the needs
and individual interest of students. There may be things missing
here and there - there are many loose ends which call for further
work with this material. It does not come up with a ready-made
solution.

The ability of being able to express oneself orally and under-
stand is the central issue. Not knowledge of language but the use
of language.

T have not taken progression into consideration as this helongs
to methodology. I hope that teaching problems comnected with "Et
terskelniveau for dansk" can be dealt with at a later time.

The Danish language is rich in expressions which may be character-
ized as "understatements" and "slang". Understatements like "det
er da ikke helt galt" ("not altogether wrong") are very charac-
teristic and of great importance in Danish, but it has, unfortu-
nately, only been possible to consider them te a small extent -
they are too difficult for beginmers. In textbooks and teaching,
however, they ought to play a part, but only as receptive
structures. 3lang I have not inciuded as it often changes quickly
and can cause difficulties for beginners.

Readers who have suggestions for improvement or who wish to start
experiments based on this material can apply to: Council of
Europe, Division for Out-of'-School Education, F-67006 Strasbourg
Cedex.

D-27330 Kochendort
August 19561 Jorn Jessen
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Livello Soglia, 1982 (a Threshold Level for Italian / un niveau seuil pour
I'italien), Prefazione : J.L.M. Trim & J.A. van Ek

(new edition)

Livello soglia

per l'insegnamento dell‘italianc
come lingua straniera

Nora Galii de' Paratesi
Universita della Calabria

Consiglic della cooperazione culturale

Edizioni del Consiglio d'Europa, 1994
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PREFAZ IONE

La pubblicazione del Livello Soglia porta a cingue il numero di lingue a cui
€ stato applicato i1 concetto di "Tivello seglia®: esistono attuaimente versioni
disponibili in inglese, francese, tedesco, spagnolo e italiano. Chiungue riuscisse
ad acquisire i1 modesto livetlo di competenza che vi & descritto dovrebbe essere
in grade di cavarsela nella vita quotidiana e scambiare informazioni su idee,
intenzioni e sentimenti, con pill di 250 milioni di concittadini del)'Europa, nella
lero lingua madre,

Adesso siamo in grado di vedere con chiarezza che gli sviluppi sia teorici
che pratici dell'apprendimento moderno delle lingue straniere, che sono stati
iniziati nel 1971 e che hanno dato i primi frutti in The Threshold Level di
J. van £k, hanno avuto una forte influenza sul pensiero europeo a questo proposito,
ma non hanno presentato i rischi che si temevano all’inizio: 11 "threshold level"
non ha incoraggiato in modo specifico ed esclusivo 1'egemonia deiT'inglese e del
francese; non ha costituito una costrizione per 1'insegnamento delle lingue
spingendo coloro che si occupano di pianificazione Tinquistica ad adottare i suoi
dettagliati suggerimenti ovungue, indipendentemente da] contesto; non ha abbassato
gli standard di apprendimento linguistico ad un "mero” minimo di sopravvivenza.
[‘effetto se maj & stato contrario. G1i insegnanti di lingue diverse dal francese
e inglese hanno trovate un modello che possono usare come uno strumento per il
rinnovamento e 1a modernizzazione dell'insegnamento, un modello altrettanto utile
per stabilire obiettivi rilevanti e utili per discenti sia df lingue "minori" che
di lingue "maggiori". I processo di diversificazione sta diventando sempre pid
rapide e attendiamo ormai altri esemplari: presto quelli danese prima e olandese
poi, ed infine, forse, quelli riguardanti le altre lingue europee.

Di nuovo, ben lungi dal sentirlo come una costrizione, gl1i autori delle
diverse stesure successive hanno contribuito ad arricchire i1 modello dal punto di
vista concettuale e pratico, per venire incontro ai bisogni di destinatari diversi
in societa diverse, per espiorare pid in profonditi aree diverse dell'esperienza
ed i loro aspetti linguistici. Cosi come Kontaktschwelle metteva insieme alcune
delle caratteristiche migliori di The Threshold [evel e di Un Niveau-Seuil, cosi
i1 Livello Soglia costruisce qualcosa di nuovo sulle fondamenta di Tutti e tre,
valendosi aelie conoscenze della Prof. Nora Galli de' Paratesi come sociolinguista.

Infine, per quanto la competenza descritta sia modesta, essa & ben lungi
dall'essere minima. Chiunque sia in grado di fare tutto cid che & stabilito qui,
trovera che non gli sono rimaste molte barriere linguistiche per condurre una vita
indipendente, sia sul piano personale che sociale, abbastanza ricca.

A nome del Progetto Lingue Moderne del Consiglio d'Zuropa, vorrei ringra-
ziare la Prof. Nora Galli de' Paratesi per la sua dedizione e la faticosa ed utile
opera compiuta, i1 Prof. J. van £k e i1 gruppo di consulenti per 1'italiano
{W. D'Addic Colosimo, D. Coste, G. Francescato, V. Lo Cascio, H. Reiske,

G. Schneider, R. Simone) per 1'aiuto e la guida che hanno spontaneamente offerto.

J.L.M. TRIM
Consigliere per il Progetto Lingue Moderne
del Consiglio d'Eurcpa
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La pubblicazione del Livelio Soglia per 1'jtaliana come lingua straniera
segue quella di specificazioni simil per 1'inglese, francese, spagnclo e tedesco.
Come i suoi predecessori, i1 Livello Scglia & un obiettivo di apprendimento
linguistico in termini comunicativi, concepito per i1 gruppo pit ampie di discentd
adulti che si possa identificare in Europa ed anche al di fuori dell'Europa. Come i
suoi predecessori esso pud potenzialmente esercitare una forte influenza sull'inse-
gnamento della lingua in questione e, cosa forse amcora pid importante, pud
contribuire fortemente a diffondere un interesse g11'apprendimento di tale 1ingua.
{ discenti per cui & stato concepito sono colero che vogliono essere in grado di
comunicare in italiano, particolarmente, ma non esclusivamente, in situazioni di
interazione orale. 11 Livello Soglia descrive molto dettagliatamente che cosa
significhi questa abilitd 7 comunicare, la analizza nelile sue componenti, che
possono essere usate come base per programmi di apprendimento nuovi. Tali programmi,
e questo & i1 ruolo veramente innovatore del Liveilo Soglia, mireranno direttamente
a fornire ai discenti 1'abilitd comunicativa, dal momen%o che, essendo costruiti
espressamente con tale obiettivo, essi terranno conto pienamente dei bisogni e
degli interessi dei discenti.

L'esperienza fatta precedentemente con altre lingue, per le quali erano
apparse gia delle specificazioni, ci ha indicato che in generale si verifica un
aumento molto forte di attivita didattica innovatrice, che spesso sfocia nella
produzione di nuovi materiali per corsi ed 2 accompagnata da un aumento di motiva-
zione tra insegnanti e discenti.

Con 1'apparizione del Livello Seoglia, 1'italiano entra nella sfera del
Progetto Lingue Moderne del Consiglio HEEuropa e parteciperd pienamente ai complessi
sviluppi metodologici ispirati da tale progetto. Se, come risultato di tutte guesto,
1'apprendimento dell'italiano da parte di parlanti di altre lingue acquistera un
nuovo impulso, sard stato raggiunto uno degli obiettivi pid importanti del Progetto:
quello di contribuire ad accrescere la comprensione tra i popoli dell'Europa.

J.A. van EK

Membro del Gruppo di esperti
responsabile del Progetto Lingue Moderne
del Consiglio d'Europa
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Kontaktschwelle, 1981, (a Threshold for German / un niveau seuil pour
I'allemand), (out of print / épuisé), Vorwort : J.L.M. Trim

) EUROPARAT
RAT FUR KULTURELLE ZUSAMMENARBEIT

Kontaktschwelle
Deutsch als Fremdsprache

Markus Baldegger
Martin Miller
Glnther Schneider

in Zusammenarbeit mit
Anton Naf

L

LANGENSCHEIDT
BERLIN - MUNCHEN - WIEN - ZURICH - NEW YORK

85



Vorwort

Zuor Threshold-Level-Lamilic tritt mut der Kordahivelowelle ein viertes Familicnmitglied neben
J.ovaN brs Fhe Threshofd fevel (PO73Y, Ua miveau-sewd! (1970 des CREDIF und {7 nived
bl (19797 von PoSracire, [nsemner Pionierarbeit erforschie vas Bk, explizit wic niemand
vor thm, die sprachlhichen Handlungen, mit denen Jder Lemende je nuch seinen kommunikati-
ven Beddrfoissen veraussichtlich konfrontert wird. wenn er in ¢inem anderen Land Abltagss-
twattonen su bewiltgen hat und personliche und soziale Bezichungen aufzubanen beginnt. Vax
Exs austiihrliche Behandlung der Funtktionen von Aullerungen in der Kommunikation sowie
der altgememen und sperihschen Konzepie, die in der Sprache vum Ausdruck gebracht wer-
den, war die erste Konseguente Durchiibrung cines Ternerzentrierten, funktionaten und notio-
nalen Ansatzes zur Lornriclhestimmung for den Fremdspruchenerwerb. Dicses Werk st denn
auch i den tiint Jehren seit seiner Verotlenthichung aullerordentlich einflulireich gewesen,

En nrvean-seadd baut aaf den bor vas Ex geschalfenen Grundlagen auf, Bas von Dasua
Cosie geleitete Team des CREDIF hat jedoch eine Reihe neuer Aspekte cingefibrt, Statt sich
auf cine vinzelne Publikunsgruppe festzulepen und sich st deren spezifische Bediirfoisse su
komzentricren, bictet O aivean-vewil eine Fulle von Material, aus dem Kursautoren und Lehrer
auswiihlen kinnen, was fur ihr jeweilipes Zielpublikum benitige wird, Dic Darstellung der
Sprachtunktionen wurde erweitert durch ein kapitel Acres de parole mit eimer Sammlung von
Ausdrucksformen fir Sprechakie, dic nuch ihrer kommunikativen Funktion angeordnet sind
und tar deren Realisicrung cine breite Skalu stilistiseher Alternativen aufpezeige wird. Die als
Exponenten der cinzeloen Funktionen und der allgemeinen Begrilfe ctwas atomistisch hehan -
delten grammatischen Strukturen warden systematisch in giner kommunikativen Grammatik
erfalb.

Die Kentahtschwelle b wie alle guten Kinder die besten Zige beider Elernteile geerht
und weiterentwickelt. Teil |stellt prignant und klar die Grundprinzipicn der Lernselbeschrei-
bung dar. definiert dic Ziclgruppe und erldutert néher die verschiedenen Iimensionen des
Lernzicls, erplingt durch praktisehe Hinwelse fiir die Beoutzung, Teil [ biectet eine detaitlivrte
Darstellung der sprachiichen Fxponenten von Sprechukten und allgemeinen wic spezifischen
Begritfen. die nach cinem straffen Begriffsraster organisicrt sind. Im anschliefienden Grammae
ttkeeil sind auf plicckliche Art tormale und funktionale Kategorien verbunden.

Deutschlehrern in den verschicdensien Landern wied mit der Kostahischwelle cin wirksa-
mes und praktisches Werkzeuy tir cinen auf direkte Kommunikation uusgerichteten Sprachun-
terricht in die Hand gegeben, Wir von der Projektgruppe fiir moderne Sprachen sind zuver-
sichtlich, daft sic positiv aofgenommen und breite Verwendung finden wird und su zu einen
hesseren und zielgerichteteren Fremdsprachenlernen beitrdgt. Wir sind Gherzeugt. dald unscre
Fuchkaltegen, dic curopiaische Sprachen unterrichten. die Kontidktselweffe als das nehimen . was
st sein will: ndamlich nicht cine endgiltige Tosung, dic Behérden und Lehrer inadien Lindern
blindlings Gbwrachmen mutiten. sondern cine Grandliege. die os Planern, Autoren und | chrern
ermaglichen soll, dic Beditiisse der Lernenden. fiir die sic zustindig sind | sorgfiltip zu praten
und ste in ihre Arheit cinzuboevichenr.

Rl
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Un nivel umbral, 1980 (a Threshold level for Spanish / un niveau seuil pour
I'espagnol), Prefacio : J.L.M. Trim — Prélogo : J.A. van Ek

UN NIVEL UMBRAL

P.J. Slagter
Universidad de Utrecht,
Paises Bajos

Consejo para la cooperacién cultural

Ediciones Consejo de Europa



wyim, Dirgotor del Centro

nepias (CLIVLLT.) de Londres

prefacio por el Director del royecto, Seficr J.L.
P '

An

de Informacidn e Trventigaciones para 1a Enschanza 20 7T

Exte volumen forma parte de una serie de presupuestos de objetivos para el
vas, ¥ se inscribe en el proyecto del Conse o para la Coope-

aprendizaje de lenguas
raci&n Culturai del Consejo de Europa, due tiene por ctieto cl desarrollo de un s1s-
tema de unidades acumulables para el aprendizaje de lenguas por parie de poYsonas
adultas. Su obietivo es permiuir a todos los que se ccupan de la planificacidn de 12
ensefianza de lenguas para adultos la construccidn y utilizacidn de eficaces sistemas
de aprendizaje gque se basen eon un estudio de las necesidades de los alunnoes, hacien-
do el mejor uso posible de sus recursos y motivaciones. PoOr este motivo, el proyecto
tiene mayor alcance gue la mera determinacidn de obietlvos aproplados para un progra-
ma de aprendizaie que a la vez sean relevantes v aplicables, como el pasc mds impor-—

tante, de donde m&s tarde se derivaran otras decisiones necesarias para la ensefanza

v la evaluacidn en general.

cada grupo de alumnos, € incluse cada alunno, es un entidad Grica. & la hora
de preparar sistemas de aprendizaje, debemos plantearnce el problera ce cuil es la
mejor manera de hacer justicia a la Laturaleza vy a las necesidades de cada uno de los
alugnos que ostd balo nuestra responsanilidad; pero ya no podemas permitlirnes el lujo
volver a los principios bisicos vy est blecer programas nuevos pard cada ccasidn

e
rnueva. Debemos tener en CuenIa, especialmente en el casc de grandes grupos de alurinocs,
sué ticnen en comin la mayorfz de ellos. Por lo gue podomcs ver, es el deseo de poder

participar en la vida diaria de una comunidad lingifstica.y asi, ¢l Mnivel umbral' se
presenta como el mfnime dominic nocesario para incovporarse pficarmente en esa COMI-

nidad.

Los presupuestos de los niveles umbral pueden utilivarse de varios modosS.

Como son el resulvado de un profunde estudic por parte de especialistas, muchos cen-
tros de ensefanza, especialmente 1os que se ccupan de la ensefanza en gran escala, v
tampién aguellas gue se fijan primordialmente en los chbjetivas gue pusdan sSer carunes
antes gue en diferenclas triviales, se centirdn en cendiciones de adoptar los objeti-
vas en st estado actual. Qtras, val wez prefieren Lrilizarlss como bage para una <on-
sideracidn racional de objetivos especificos, teniendo en cuenta los recursos, neces
sidades y motivaclones de 1os alumnes gue estdn Bajo su responsabilidad. Esto sera
especialmente valido cuando no se puedan segquir los supuestos acerca del grupo al que
se dirige la descripcidn (véase capitule 4. Otros tal vez deseen uriiizar el docu-
mento como lista de contrel para determinar si los presupuestos, progranas ¥y CUYS05
contienen elementos supérfluos u omisicnes. En lo que a esto Hltimo se refiere, debe
hacersc hincapid enérgicamente en due esta comparacidn no puede hacerse simplemante
cotejando ¢l vacabulario y 1a lista de estructuras. Estos «dlo scn medios para la
conscoucion hacia fines comuricativos. La dimensidn funcional y nocicnal es la que

puede merecer nds la pena de un estudio derallado.

EL concepto general de Maivel umbral’, desarrclladc ¥ el anorads por el doctor
J.A. van Ex dentro del sistema europeo de unidades acumulables, aungue aplicado pri-
meramente al inglés por &1 misma, fue prescntade como marco descrivtivo no especifico
licacidn del concepto ai espafiol sigue de

-

in Adult Language Learning: The

para una sola lengua en particular. Laa
cerca ¢l trakaio de van Ekx, en Systems e Lo

Threskold Level in a Furopaan wnit—credi? system for medersn language learming by
adults, publicade por el Consejo para ia Cooperacidn Cultural del consejo de Europba,
Estrasburgo, 1275, Bl presente documento constituye, por lo tanto, comd lo dice el
doctor van Ek en su introduccidn, una pruecta de la aplicahil:idad general del concepto.
Las ventajas de un sistema con aplicabilidad general, si resalta faccible, apenas 51
hace falta destacarlas. Un marco de referencia comin con opjetivos arnonizados sim-—
plificaria el problema de ias eguivalencias en altisime grado. ndemds, el aprendizaje
de lerguas sucesivas hasta ol nivel umbral. podria verse facilivada por la estrecha
aproximacidn de los objetivos.
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. Finalmerte, hay e hacer hincapié (ya lo aclard suficierntements la introduc
cién del wor Slagter) que este docurento gue el lector ticne ante =i, al igual qu
Llene e st,

todos los donds G : e i .
s doemds documentos dentro del proyecto eurcpeo de uridades acumulables, se

o

ofrece como contribucidn a una discusidn y de mingung momera chedece a un espiritu
dogmatista o aw it i ivisid E 3 A ar rise
o : avtoritaric. La Divisidén para la Ensefianza No-cscolar del Consejo de

Euraop:

! : ?us csamgn?e recibira r§ﬁcciones de profesores y estudiantes de espafiol.
Ademds de la critica constructiva a csta descripeidn {especialimente <i la critica
basa en lo experimentade al intentar una utilizacion prééLicqj, Leédvia qr:r :1t‘q,
facc%én en poder disponer de irnformacicnes precedertes de 3Lanifi:ad;res ééjr;;‘;gs
escritcres de cursas, profescres y alumnos que estuvieran én condiciénvs dﬁuémﬂ;egg
experimentos pilotoe prdcticos ccn el nivel umbral de es v las iﬂnés qﬁc-é;n*;;
Al qru?o Ge expertos encargado de desarrellar el sisterma de unidades acumuldblesLWE
q;staraa ver cfectuada tal experimentacidn dentyo de una variedad de entidades ed;c
civas tan amplia ccmo fuera posible. h

Prélego

El desarrcllo de un sistema europec de aprendizaie de lenguas presupone un al-
to grado de gereralizacidén que va mds alld de las fronteras nacionales y lingtisticas.
tno de los supuestos en Los que se basa el congepto del nivel "umbral" es que inde-
pendientemente de donde viva un adulto, en cualquiera de los estados miembros del
Consejo de Europa, e independientemente de cualquiera que sea la lengua europea que
el alumno quiere aprender, sus necesidades de comunicacidn bisicas serdn idénticas,
=i su fin es el emplec de las micmas, en términos lingiiisticos, en contacltos tembora=
les con hablantes extranjeros en situaciones cotidianas, hien sea cormo visitantes o
en su propic pais, y para establecer y mantener contactos sociales. En otras palabras,
se presupone gue, a pesar de toda su variedad, la escena soccio-cultural en los esta-
dos democridticos de EBuropa, es suficientemente homogénea comc para poder generalizar,
Fsta generalizacidn incluye las sitwaciocnes en que laos alumnos se encontrardn nuy
crobablemente, el comportamiento linglistico que desarrcllardn en esas situaciones y
ia capacidad lingQiistica que coma minime se requiere para tal conducta. Esto no gquie-
re decir, por supuesto, que los objetivos de aprendizaje para diferentes lenguas han
de ser idénticos en todos los sentidos. El modelo usado en la especificacién del ni-
vel "umbral" deja margen a varias clases de adaptaciones. Sin emhargs, se habhfa pre-
visto que los niveles "umbral" para las diferentes lenguas europeas zerfan sustan-
cialmente los mismos, ¥ consecuentemente, en rigor, comparables en términos de con-
ducta verbal y de nivel de realizacién. El desarrollo del nivel "ymkral” para el es-
raficl fue un test de la validez de este supuesto. De resultar posikle la transposi-
cién al espafiol de las descripcicnes que originalmente habfan sido formaladas para
el inglé&s, con las medificaciones gque, sin alterarlo, permitiese ol modelo, la pre-—
tensidn de generalizacidn del chbjetivo podrla darse como reallizable. El presente es-
tudio, es lo que esperamos, suscitard suficientes reacciones para indicarnos si esta
pretensidn estaba justificada o no. S5i tales reacciones son positivas, no quedard lu-
gar a dudas respecto a la factibilidad gdel desarrcllo de un sistema de aprendizaje a

escala eurcpea y multilingtde,

Dr. J.A. van EkK
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\_Il_ngstage English (1980), Pergamon Press (out of print / épuisé), Preface: J.L.M.
rim
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PREFACE TO THIS EDITION

Following the publication of The Threshold Level in 1975, it became clear that lapguage
tcachers in Burope — and indeed further aheld — welcomed the approach i
incorporated and the maodel tor the explicit statement of communicative abjectives
which it presented. O the other hand, as had been expected, 1t also became clear
that although it had been devised as the lowest level ol general language proficlency
to be recognized tn a system of objectives (because unless the language we have learnt
is capable of covering a reasonably tull range of social needs we cannot speak of a
general level at ally such expressions as Jowest level” and ‘mintmal means” could be
very misleading. For adults starting to learn Enghish [rom the very start, it was 4 long
and demanding task to reach the goal of being able to move relatively freely in
another society. Moreover, since m most European countries English 1s now taught o
most if not all pupils in secondary schools, true adult beginners would olten be the
middle aged, or the educanonally underprivileged. One of the basic principles ol the
Modern Languages Project has been that educational provision should he appropri-
ate to the needs, motivations, characterisnes and resources ol the learner. For the
learner whio has no record of acadentic success, no cstablished study ability and
limited time and energy at his disposal, Threshold Level s not a ‘miinimal” but an
ambitious, far-oll objective. Remember that we are thinking not just of a knowledge of
the elements, but the ability (o put them into use in the hurly-burly of daily hite.

It is an important ecducatonal objective to bring the less successiul school leavers
hack into the educational process by giving them the experience ol success, tollowing
fimited short-term goals which are in themselves both usetul and within the reach of
the great majority. Swedish experience with the multi-media series Star had
demonstrated the value of radio and television in reaching this audience. [n 1977,
under the aegis ol the Gounal of Furape, with strong encouragement and support
from (he German Bundesmumsterium fir Bildung und Wissenschaft and 1t Austrian
counterpart, a powerful group ol mterests were brought together to plan a large-scale
multi-media Fnglish course for Germany, Switzerland and Austria, The 1elevision
programmes were (0 be co-produced by Norddeulscher Rundfunk , Bayrischer Rundjunk and
BBC( Engtivh by Radio and Television. Course books were planned tor fearners at home
and those studying within the framework of the Deulseher Volkshochschul-Verband (VHS),
which not only provided a network of classes, but also the programme co-ordinator
and an intensive programme of teacher trainiong, as well as tests at the end ol each
vear within the framework of the certificanon programme oi the Iuternationile
Zertifikatskommission. The associated AdulbGrimme- [nstitut undertook the task of
monitoring and evaluating the programme. This undertaking, now brought o
fruition, represents an extraordinary achievement and a long step forward
inter-institutional and international co-operaton. The specilic contribution ol the
Council of Furape was to commission a course design, produced by the distinguished
British designer of EFL courses, L (G Alexander.

In this context a developed objective tor a one-year multi-media course was urgently
needed, since it was agreed that the VHS Zerfifthat was, on average, 4 three-year
objective and T-level a two-year objectve, [n principle, many different routes o
T-level could be followed: hali the functional-notional areas could be covered:
structural skills could be developed 1n the lirst year and applicatonal skills in the
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second; m {act Dy vun Ek and Mr Alexander, working in consuleation with M
Flizpatrick as course co-ordinator, closely comcerned with (he development of th
corresponding Grundbaustein in the VHS svstem, followed what most jpreople wi
probably recognize 10 he the most sutistaciory principle. that of reeveling’ discussee
by Wilkins in his 1973 paper® As a result, there is as wide a coverage and as grear
simplicity of means as can be derived  [rom witlan the T-level

specitication
Accordinglyv, whilst Wapstaze s gtiven e status anly of ane of

a nunther of possibl
mtermediate objectives on the wav o Tlevel rand we should not favour s
‘minimalism’ which saw this lirst objective as a terinal goatd [or the mass ol learncers
1t has in tact a coberence and breadth which make it worthwhile objective in s owr
right.

JL M Trim
London, 1950

* Wilkins, T A *The lingustic and sircamnmal contenr o e
Svswemns Developuient in Adulr La
Press, Oxiied, 192105,

COETEIRGI CUre G0 enineredi sesiem®, in

shage Learning, Coangil ol Eurnga, Strashonre, 1975 . Perganion

vill
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Un niveau-seuil, 1976 (a Threshold level for French), Avant-propos:

Trim & J.E. van Ek
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BOTE AU LECTEUR

. ) '
Mans le systéme d'unités capitalisables gu'un Crovpe d experts
1 . ; P
du Conseil de 1'Europe met actuellement aw point pour 1 appren:;s.ugc ,
dF%.]ﬂhEuﬁﬁ wivantes, le "niveau-seuil” constitue une Gtape fondamentale.

Des expériences piletes, dont plusiecers ont qéji {Eg }Tn¢¢ts, .
permebtront de vérifier certaines hypothéses et de tirer d'uriles ense
énemcnts pour la suite des travaux.

Les personnes el institutions qui se proposent de contribuer doin:
L'eypérimentation en Cours, qui & pour bot deusonsour:r a la :;j:niigp
initi le de 1"&tude des langues .
définitive de cette approche nouvel : : 0
invitEes Z inf il de L'Burope. Il importe, en e N
sont inviteées 3 en informer le Gunse* “Eu ) .
non seslement gue le Groupe de travaill précité soilt aw fait dg Loutes les
experiences entreprises, mais aussi que soit assurée la coordipation
nécesgaire entre celleg-gi,

Toute correspondance relative au niveas-seuil ainsi que touta
demande de reproduction ou de traduction de rout ou partie du Erésizz o
] Divecteur de 1'Enseignement et des air
document doit Etre adressée an eur 5
culturalles et scientifiques du Conseil de L1'Europe (F - &700% Serashourg

CEREX).

Cepyright Conseil do 1'Furocpe 1976

AVANT-FROPOS

Le prisent cuvrage a &té rédigé dans le cadre dy Programmee de
travail du Crowpe d'experts du Conseil d¢ la Coopération Culturelle du
Congeil de 1'Burope chargé, depuis 1971, de mettre an point un sysrime
d'unitde capitalissbles pour 1'apprentissage des langues vivantes par
les adulbes en Europe,

Le Groupe d'experts & abordé sa wiche dans une optique systémique.
Il a entrepris d'aider les planificateurs er les admivistratesrs de
'enseignement, iles enseignants et les apprenants - bref, tous ceux
qu'intfragse 1"apprentissage des langues - en leur fournisssnt les outils
concepltuals dent ils ont besoin pour prémdre des décisions ratisonel les

et raisonnables, qui aient quelque affet sur 1le processus d'apprentissage
des Langues,

Concentrant notre attention sur 1L"apprenant lui-méme, nous PORONE
1a question de saveir comment et & quelles fing i1 aurg besoin d'utiliser
la langue qu'il apprend. Pour apporter A cette question une réponse
authentique ar Batiefaisente, nous devong comsidéirer attentivement er
objes tivement L'individu par rapport av sonde dans lequel {] se meut,
€ particulior, par fappert d la collectivité @ laquelle i1 appartient
et qu'il contribue i crEer. Nous devons examiner le r&le du langape dans
les tramsactions et interacticns sociales, de manidre concrite 2L oxErE-
mement approfondie. Mais i1 ne suffic pas de comna¥tre dane le détail ce
qui est ohservable empiriquement "ici et maintenant" . Hous devens sussi
Parvenic d comprendre les Eystimes er strucrypres linguistiques et saeia-
logiques qui sous-tendenr telle ou telle rencontre, ainsi que les principes
universels qui gouvernent ]es divers systimes et structuges Eux-mimes ,
Cetie comprehension n'est cependant pag ume fin en soi, Elle colore et
renforce notre maitrige de la réalits coneréte, maftrige qui demeure
Hetre présccupation primordiale. Notre Téussite se mesurera, en dernidére
Analyse, au nombre d'"Européens gqui serop parvenus i surmonter la barriéra
linguistique et & Erablir emEre eux un vEricgble contace humain.
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Le niveau-seuil de compftence linguistigue est congu comme 1'Encacd
des connaissances et aptitudea qu'un appremant doit acquérir pour pouvoir
s'affirmer de mopidre simple mais efficace en tant qu‘ininidu dang un
envirocmnement Strasger, en ne 8 contentant pas de “survivre", par exesple,
en arcomplicsant les forsalités liBes i un vovage, mais en z'efforgent
de commumiguer avec ceux gqu'il rencontre en voyant en eux non pas fculen!nt
des "guides”, des “commergants” ou des “fﬂnttiﬁﬂnaltld",_mila auaai des
Etro bumeins donr il arrive & comprendre, appriicier = volre partager —
les préoccupaticns et le mode de vie. Tel =st, pensons-nous, le bot
recherché par 1a plupart des gens gui décident d'aspprendre une langue.

Les avantages économiques et professiommels, quoique non négligesbles,
viennent, en pEnfral, au second rang dams leur esprit. Un sfveou-ssuil donne
une idée de la richesse limpuistique gqui a‘offre 3 1'apprenant pour pour-—
suivre ces objectifs soeiaux, Lei-méme, op les engeighants et les concepteurs
de cours qui sont 13 pour 1'eriemter et 1'aider, doivent arganiser 1'appren-
tisasge de mani#re 3 progresser régulifrement wars le but rechercha.
Lorsgu'il 1'awra atteint, 1'apprenant me voudra certes pas en rester au

stade des formes les plus simples de le communication, Une fois le seuil
franchi, il y a un monde pouveaw & explerer.

Le niveau=seuil oceupe dome une position elé dans 1apprentisrage
des langues wvivantes, mais il n'en corstitue nullement 1'aboutissement
ultime. Tl s'insére dans un systéme global et cohérent d'ohijectifs parmi
ceux qui vont de cibles 3 la portée du débutant complet jusqu'i celles
qui se confondent presque avec la compétence d'un "narif". La syatéme
doit en outre pouvoir englober toute une pamme 4'intérérs splcialisds.
Nous pensons que les enseignants et les producteurs de matériel pédago-
glgue, concernés par la langue frangaise & tous les niveaax, trouveront
dans le présent suvrage une source utile de documentation en wéme temps
qu'un cadre conceptuel permettant de ratiomaliser la planification et la
téaligation des cours. Une Stude attentive des priocipes mis en oeuvre
sera Ggalement profitable aux personnes concernées par d'autres langues .,
L'applicacion de i mivequ—sewil aux besoinag dTun groupe particulier
4'apprenants sera de toute Svidence une tdche d@licate. [] reste beaucoup
& apprendre sur la manidre dont cecte application devra Btre faite. Le
Groupe d'experts chargé de la mise auw point du systéme eutopden d'unitéa
capitalisables serait heureux de comnnaftre 1'avis deg apprenants
enseignanta at Etablissements qui entreprennent des expériences i ceot
fgard. C'est, en effet, par la mise ¢n0 coemun, 3 1"Echelle internationale,
de nos données d'expriences gue nous serviroms le mieuw notre ohjectif
ultime : permettre aux Furopfens, tout en comservant leur diversitd at
leur intégrité culturelles, de commnigquer librement entre sux et de
parvenir i une compréhension motuelle,

John L.M. TRIM
Directeor de Projet
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Dans tout projet Educatif se référvant i une approche aystémigque,
il faut niécessairement accorder une trEs grande prioricd & la spécifi=
cation des objeceifs d’apprentissege. L'enseignement est par définitiom
une activicd dirigée vers un but et si 1'en veut rassembler dans un
sytéme global 1'Enorme varifté d'expiriences @ducatives offerce sux
apprenants, il ast indispensable de carastériser clairgment les divers
objectifs d"apprentissage. Ce n'est que lorsgue ces spéeifications
anront éré établies que 1'on pourra déterminer les interrelations entre
les objectifs et assigner & chacua d'entre sux une place su sein du
systéme, Dans le systéme sctuellesent mis au point par le Groupe d'experts
du Conseil de 1'Furope, trois priocipes fondamentaux somt & la base de
la spdcification des objectifs d'apprentissage, qui doivent Stre :

1. awés sur les besoina ;
2, centrés sur l'apprecant ;
3. fonetionncla,

L'application de ces principes ewige au moins deux procédures
analytiques

1. 1'analyse des besging des apprenants ;
2. l'analyse du comportement langagier dans la langue (Etrangdre).

Le premier ohjictii g frre fondE& sur de telles analyses a Eré
“The Threshold Level™ ©, £laboré pour un seul proupe cible d'apprenants
adnltes et réalisé i titre d'exemple pour l'anglais. Le présent document
ifn nivegqu-geull s'@earte du Thresheld Level par au moins treis aspects
importants. Tout d'abord, il a auvgment? 13 puissance de 1'appareil
analytique en introduizant la catégorie des “actes de parale”. Bien que
considérablesent plus complexe gque le systéme de cacdgories employid dans
le Threshold level, la classification qui en résulte permet bisn davantage
de repdre compte de toute la richesse de 1'intersction limguistique.
Ensuite, in wfvgou—seuil cuvre une nouvelle voie en offrant une
grasmaire de communication plutdt gu'une grammaire linguistigue, Moins
habituelle dans sa structure que les splcifications grammaticales
figurant dans le Thresinld level, cette grammaive raprémpente wne Centa—
tive pour donner ga juste place au pripcige primerdial de foncriomnalité
¢n prepant comme point de départ 1'emplai de la langue plut@c que les
formes de la langue. Four l'instant, sz portée ne peut ECre que cobjec—
turée. Ce n'est qu'en acceptant le défi gqu’elle pose et en explorant ses
potentialités que 1'on pourra vraiment décermimer cette portde. Enfin,
la différence la plus imporrante entre le Threshold Level et Un nivame
seuil réside dans le caractére global de ce dernier document. Flutée que
d'ispler un groupe cible particulier er de spécifier 1'emploi de la langue
susceptible d'en satisfaire les bescins, i wivemu-s2utl offre un matériau
tréa divers dans leguel on peul opérer une sélection pour tour groupe
cible particelier conformément aux besoins et intérirs spécifiques de
celui-ei, Fa dautres termes, il se présente comEme une sourcs o pulser
pour déterminer des objectifs d'apprentissage splcifiques & 1'intention
d'une multitude de groupes cibles potentiels. Ce faisant, ses auteurs
asgurent la cohérence systématigue de ces ohjectifs, tout en offrant
1'éventail le plus large possible de variations individuelles,

Fondées sur les mémes principes, le
C + les deux approches adepticn dans
le Mreshold Level et dans Un riveau—sewil ne sont pas cancurreztgs mais

complémentaires. Bien que ces deux documents puissent apparaitre comme
d:gfiyantarau l?c:eur non prévenu, ils constituent des applications de
Principes ldentigues &, ansemble, dEmentrant le riche potentiel 4'une
approche systémique de l'apprentissage des langues vivantes.

"Ii-&i- Van EE
Préisident de sous-groupe
"Wiveau-geuil”
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Preface

The present study is based on the author's earlier publication, The Threshold
Level in a European UnitjCredit System for Modern Language Learning by
Adults, Council for Cultural Cooperation, Council of Europe, Strashourg,
1975. This latter publication was drawn up as part of the work of the expert
group set up by the Council for Cultural Cooperation of the Council of
Europe to develop a unit/credit system for adult language learning. The pro-
Ject, which has since been extended to other sectors of education, is directed
by Mr. J. L. M. Trim, Director of the Centre for Information on Language
Teaching and Research (CILT).

For the extent of the author’s indebtedness to contributions by numerous
colleaguesthereaderis referred to the introduction to the earlier document. In
preparing the present study the author has again benefited from the en-
couragement and advice generously provided by a great many government
officials, teachers and researchers in several European countries. He would
like to express his gratitude to those who organized meetings for him and to
all those who participated in them. Without these consultations it would not
have been possible to give the *‘threshold level” the form in which it is now
presented. The author can only hope that when reading the present document
all those who in any way contributed to it will fee] their advice has not been
wasted. He also hopes they will forgive him for not referring to them indi-
vidually. A fall list would contain so many names that this preface would
have to cover several pages. Special thanks, however, are due to the Austrian
Ministry of Education, who, in the best European spirit, have once again
taken the lead in initiating practical experimentation. The author would also
like to thank the Dutch Minister of Education and his staff for enabling him
to carry out his present task. Without the facilities provided by them The
Threshold Level for Schools would not have been written.

The author is also particularly indebted to the Schools Council Modern
Languages Project of the University of York, whose draft examination sylla-
buses, made available to him by Mr. Antony Peck, have provided some of
the behavioural specifications used in the present document. He is also grate-
ful for having been allowed to include the “structural inventory” onginally
prepared by Mr. L. G. Alexander for The Threshold Level for Adults.

;ﬂ:mf;}:irttll::&r [c]?nftiﬁbutjon by Mr. Alexander is added as a supplement. [t
©s the first major analysis of various metk ical implications
the approach used in The Threshold e vel, some ooy cal i cations of

wilh‘ in the study itself (1.4). Strictly speaking O reach are devoreg ocal
speclfication of an objective is not the night plat
Yet,‘ if an objective is to be considered for in,
curnicula, insight into the problems involved

this_ objective 1s obviously required. Mr. Ale
subject should provid

¢e to deal with methodology.
Corporation into educational
In enabling learners to reach

xander’s contribution
Ale ont
¢ at least some of this msight, he

Bussum, March | 976 J A
an. A, van Ek
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PREFACE TO THIS EDITION

The Threstold Level U] -levell s probably dhe best known ot the documents issued by
the Council tor Cultural Cooperation emerging rom the work of the group o experts
established 1 1971 o s estigate the leasibiliny of the Furopean anitYeredit scheme
for toretgn language learmng by adualts.

The origin and carly development of the concep s outlined 1o the introduction o
Sittems Development o Adielt Language Lewrnimg (19737, also published in this series. The
concepts embodied in these papers were presented 104 governmental synmiposinm
hield ar St Woltgang, Austria in June 1973, The symposium welcomed the concepl ol a
1-level in primeiple, but urged that research should be undertaken, on a shore-term
basis, ‘o the specification of an elementary level i1 a unitreredit svstem lor
mdividuals who, lrom time 1o nme, have {personal or professional} contacts 1o the
target countnes' and that ‘work towards defining this level should continue along the
lines of the studies made by Witking and van Ek, that is, in terms ot soclo-semantic
categories and their prammatical and lexical realisation.” (Doc EESisymposium 57,9,
P

tin the same vear De K Bung was commissioned o produce, in elose consalration with
the Project Director, & model for the specification of ianguage leaming objeciives, in
wlich the dillerent parameters separately presented in the Sypstems Deselopment
contributions were bronght weether into a coherent whole. and w apply the model wo
the definition of the language needs of hotel statll [n the New Year of 1974 4 short
‘bhrasworming nrecting was held m Selwyn College, Cambrnidge, at which a small
uroup of experts with experience in functionalinotional and situational classitication
examined as many relevant documents as possible and produced extensive lists ol
sertings, voles, topics, tuncrions, general and specific nadons, The present doecument
is then the result of intensive eflort by Dr ] van Ek during the greater part of 1974, for
whict time he was treed fronn other responsibilites by the Netherlands Minisuy of
Education.

The Threstold Lecel 1s remarkable for the systematic way in which the language
hehaviour appropriate (o the defined rarger audience is specilied in 115 various
interretated parameters. As such it has aflorded a basis for the decnted and concrete
examination of syllabuses in schoals, colleges and universities as well as moaduh
education. Farly fears that icwould be slavishly tollowed und put Earopeun language
teaching nuto a straitgacker have proved fulse. The spirit of independence among
European decision makers is too strong! A refaled, hut somewhat difterently
concelved and orgamized French speciication tn Niveau Sewif* lolowed in 1976, and
closely reluted versions for Spanish, German and Ialiao are o be published o the
near hieure, A modificd version for schools was published in 1977, The intfluence of the
work an the teaching of languages, not only in the member states of the Council of
Europe but also in Eastern Earrope and other continents has been very considerable.

As g prefiminary work, The Threshold Lerel makes no claim 1o be definitive. 1os 2
Starting point rather than an end point of development. Early criticism, rooted in thie

COSTE, Dt ol 0 meean-iendd | Gounail of Euvope, Sieazbourg, 1976
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virhier approach as developed in Lo Srangaa Forwdumental ¥ comcentronel o details o
thies Tesaeon, o criticized e Virttenit gl l.llh’l't‘q;ﬂ'(_] b oslinistiel orsreri. ()] i
Giutaticanee are criticisrs direered e the disregard g ontomiion e a0 tHeans o

sence of characteriza

realicing i tionat cateporios, and tose whicl: poon vy e
Lot Hl‘{!‘l“,‘t'\]!i[‘ﬁt‘ and conversatonal structures abowe e senrence. No doubit mor
seeplisticared specilichnons will be e vloped tcnrpoT g Hhiese orther panaameter:
v working group within the project i currenih iteslivating the proablem, ane
deiding witl the questions, at present Hule unders:oisd. ol e oren s processes whict
govern the production and TeCCpLon o specch anel cotnttianiviy e inleracin T
gonerally.

Be thay as it awly, e Tl hoddd Feso? vemiaines 1 1o prowerind tol lor those eechen
aud course planners who are corvertng langicige reaching trom sirnetnre-domimasiec
schotastic steriliny into o ital mediom for the treer niovernent ol people and ideas
and dor those language learieers whe travel fuster and more purposicel or knowing
where they are going.

J LA Trim
London, 19860

* Fraoce, Minsiere de MEducation Nanonale: Le frangars fokdamental | premoer dewer Cird edny SEVPEN foce
[nstrue Pedagogique National, Paris, VUGt and Fe francan fuondamental, deavieme deyre, VEEN fur
[nstiine Pédugogigue Nationul, n.d.
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FOREWORD < oi'e

This specification of a ‘threshold” level of language proficiency has been drawn up by
Dr | A van Ek, Director of the Iustitute for Applied Linguistcs in the University of
Lirecht, on behall ol the expert group convened by the Counal for Culiural
Cooperation ol the Counal ol Europe and charged with the development of
unitieredit system for adutt fangnage learning in Europe, The project is direcied by
Ar ] LM Trim, Director of the Deparunent of Linguisties at the University of
tambridge and is under the generat oversight ot the Comniittee for Out-of-School
Education and Cultural Development and the Steering Group on Educanonal
Technology, for whom it has the status ol a pilot project i the applicaton ol the
principles of vducational techinology m the uiternaiional field.

The overall aim o the Project is 10 make the free movement of men and ideas in the
Furopean area casicr by increasing the scale and cHectiveness of language learning.
Partly, this aim can be achieved by offering every Luropean child the ORPOTTUILLY (0
learn — and use — one of the major languages of international intercourse during the
period of comipulsory educauon. But i the middle term, we can expect very lange
muithers of people who discover in adult lile the urgent need o be able (o use a
jorcign language they have either =ever had the opportunity to study, or else have
forgorten. 1t is part ol the responsibility ot society, especially in the tramework of
permanent education, make availuble to them etheient facilities to learn the
language they need for the purposes for which they need L

Accordingly, the expert group, with the active and wholehearted cooperation o1
linguists, experts in language eaching and tesung, as well as educational adminis-
trators all over Furope, have set ont o create the conditions for the development af
large-scale language learning.

In this task they have been guided by the principles of educational techoology. Fhis s
not a maiter of gadgetry, nor even necessarily of radio, television and other
audio-visnal aids — though audio-visual aids are always uselul and the mass media a
highly desirable locus for learning systems on the grand scale. Educational technol-
ogy is much more a question of the rational planning of learning systems. We have to
analyse the operational needs of learners and translate them into a reasonable set of
operational learming objectives. On the basis of what the learner aleeady knows, we
can then identify the set of learning 1asks he has 1o lace. We have 10 make assessment
of the resources, human and material, that we can place at the learners” disposal and
ascribe 1o cach s appropriate role in an often complex teaching/learning system. We
have o devise methods tor testing the effectiveness of learning — not so much in order
o classily people into the good, bad and indifferent as to let them know what they
have and have not achieved. There is satisfaction in knowing that a job has been wet]
done, and i there are gaps and deticiencies, itis as well (o know them us a guide 10
future work. Above all. teachers and planners need 10 know whether the system they
are operating works, where its strengths and weaknesses lie, so that the stirengths can
be exploited further and the weaknesses overcome. O course, the systemn must be
flexible enough to make it possible to learn trom experience — and this 1s not nearly as
casy as it sounds’

The early work of the expert group and their collaborators has been devored to the

102



analysis of needs and the detinition of objectives. Flie st grougp ol stsdies st
published by the Council tor Culturd Cooperiation aader the Urie: S Ihovinpmend
i Adult Larguage Lecoming. Further theoretical amd exempliticaton stndies are [isred wt
the bibliography at the back of this velume, Much o s work was ]n‘nu‘lun:||n.ilit‘
and methodological, since or one thing 10 s alwavs advisabie o clisriy |;ri;u'|p|t‘:i
hetore settling down 10 conerete work and Ty another she srongs bus abaass lyeen
concerned to develop conceprual and plannine isieanienss whicls wall Tre ol use 1o
teachers and course planners in the tiebd, casting. as 0 were s Beadd npson ithe
waters. Adter all, language learning s going oo oall e omie all over Forape nneler the
most diverse conditions. There can be no queshan of putting his s ianius,
mamy-sided activity o the stran-jacker of o simate mooolinhie sssten Aevordingh.
we want 1o help people o analyse the needs o the learuers they e ]'t'\']][)!l‘si!]]{‘ lor.
and to set. conscioush and expliciily L appropriate learning objecuves, These will he
as diverse as the learmers and the Bves thes lead. and we would not wishoi vt st

Nevertheless, by far the Licgest single group of learners, everywhere. Connists Tot
people who want to prepare themselves, iy a general way 1o he able 1o comminicate
socially oo straightforward evervday matters wuhi people trom other conntries who
come their way, and 1o be able 1o get around and lead o reasonably normal social lile
when thev visit anorher country. This is notsimply a matter of buy ing bread and milk
and wothpaste and getting repairs carried out to 4 car. People want w he able to
make contact with each othier as people, to exchiunge information and opinions, talk
about experiences, likes and dislikes, to explore our similarities and dillerences, the
unity in diversuy ol our complicated and crowded contnent.

[t is to this type of learner that the organizers ol mass adull education necessarly
look, and the group fele that it could perform a useful function in providing, on the
basis ol its principles for the operational analysis of objectives. a detailed specitication
of what, in its opinion, the learner of a foreign langnage ought o he able ta do with iy,
il he was to be reasonably in control of his social intercourse with speukers ol that
language — whar teelings and notions he would need to express, or ask about, or argue
about, and in general how to order the busincss of daily lite. Then, of course, comes
the question of Ao to express these notons, and so on. We must, of course, control a
certain vocabulary and grammar, an indeterminately large set of uuerances, partly
remembered, largely specially put together for the purpose. But - and for the
approach of the group this principle is ol primary importance — this apparatus ol
sentence formation, the grammar and the lexicon is not an end in itself, 101s simply a
toul for the performance of the commuunicative funciions, which are what really
matter.

[t is in this spirit that the threshold level is to be undersiood. It s NOT a
recommended (still less a prescribed, or quasi-officially endorsed: minimal vocabu-
lary and set of structures for a language, with some useful hints on how to use them in
situations. Anyone who turns straight to the grammar and vocabulary and learns
them off by heart, or checks the course he is producing against them and pats himself
on the back if they are all there {or {its the absentees in willy-nilly} is not using the
document but abusing it. Maost essential are the language functions and the general
notions; then the more concrete specific notions. Since thesc are very much dependent
on the concrete situations and topic of discussion, no definitive list could possibly be
set up. As Dr van Ek makes plain, the details given here oi topics and situations, and

X
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the concrete vocahulary derived trom them. are bt one variant of a threshold evel
equipment. On balance, we consider that this selection will suit the needs of the
average man rather better than any competing equivalent selection, Glearly, there 1s
room for some variadon, especially where the needs of some special gronp can be
more clearly specified. [t some topics and vocabulary were replaced by others, an
equally valid specilication might be ardved at. But, the substitutions should be
conscious, explicit and justified  and 1t should not be torgotten that the more
dillerent groups of learners can agree on a common objective, even it it be 1o some
extent arbitrary In some detatls, the more language they share and the more
effectively they can intercommunicate.

To some extent then, the threshold level 1s a kind of standard reference level, Because
it s, so far as we know, more expheit m more dimensions ol lingaistic analysis than
any previous statement of linguistic objectives, the content of any ather course, any
other examination syllabus, any lnguistic or communicative proficiency can be
measured against it in so {ar as it can be made equally explicit.

I thus way, it is sultable as a basis for the establishment ol'a system of equivalences.
It also acts as a ‘kevstone” in the erection of a wider ‘unitferedit’ scheme covering the
whole area ol lunguage learning. It is possible, for mstance, to define more himited
objectives, short of the general social communicatve ability it represents. [t s
possible, on the other hand, to define more advanced levels which presuppose the
threshold level, whether thev cover the same Leld but articulate it more finely, or
cxtend the coverage perhaps in o way appropriate to detinable specialized needs.
Studies are at present in progress in pursuancee of both these objectives. Furthermore,
the threshold level concept is currently being applied o French, German and
Spanish, and in these cases too, the possibihity ol estublishing one or more ‘waystages’
is under investigation. 1t should be emphasized that these applications are no mere
translations, but independent (though congruent) applications of the same principles
to different languages. When these vacious specitications have been praduced, case
studies and pilot experiments will tollow, with a view 1o testing the appropriateness
and feasibility of the proposed ohjective in a variety ol educatonal sertings and under
a variety ol condinons.

Following the pilot experiments and case studies, the threshold level specificanon wall
be revised, harmonized across languages and republished in a final torm. 1t will he
clear that, pending that finahzaton, the specilication is provisional \n character,

J.L.M. TRIM, 1975
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