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Abstract

Within initial teacher training and in professiomaports, evaluation holds a marginal, though
real, place, and one which apparently varies greationg trainers. It is linked to reflections
on autonomy, directions and correction of studewsik. We observe, however, that, with
respect to languages, trainers and (thus) traisaehers still often content themselves with
the four basic skills, with the fifth one, spokerteraction, remaining virtually untouched.
This raises the issue of the diffusion of innovatiaccording to Jean Hébrard, it takes twenty
years to diffuse an innovation, and even so, iy o@aches on average 20% of the population.
With the European Centre for Modern Languages (EEMIe hope to raise this percentage
through targeted and interactive measures (theohioar project).

We shall note that problem-situations often trigg@ncern about evaluation: oral activities in
the classroom, marking, language activities tramgrseveral subjects, or specialised classes
for students in difficulty.

Furthermore, one can wonder whether trainee teaches not themselves sufficiently
preoccupied with the system of evaluation that Wwél carried out on their own work and
stage(placement) and are therefore not as availabotsider evaluation in the classroom,
more particularly formative evaluation.



Finally, during collective meetings with teachethe word “evaluation” is sometimes
negatively perceived and gives rise to suspicianpb@bly because it is understood as the
opposite of the “daily life in the classroom.” Th#éare, it must be said that, even for us,
evaluation is located within and beyond tests aw@nénations.

A - |. The French education context (the example ddurgundy)

A few local data and figures

Trainee teachers are required to write a professiaal report.
The IUFM of Burgundy (University Institute for Tdar Training, a specialised
department of the university) each year welcomes:
- from 150 to 180 lower-secondary-school traineehers (lower secondary level
= students aged 11-16) in various subjects, manaths, French and English,
- about 300 primary-school trainee teachers (pymevel = pupils aged 6-11;)

who teach all subjects.

Professional reports available

All teachers complete a report on a theme theyshounder the supervision of a
teacher-trainer (who takes part in or guides tbieaices). Some of these reports (from %2 to %
according to the subject and teaching level) agstisied. These digitised reports can be

consulted and downloaded on thetp://dijon.iufm/fr website (espace documentaire /

catalogue / mémoires professionnels).
The reports now available cover the years 200842&nd 2005. They are more
numerous for primary-level teachers in their lastining year, that is, 382. Concerning

secondary-level teachers, the sum total of re@wadable for these three years is 167.



However, figures are varied: teachers of Germantlae least numerous and also the
least likely to accept the digitising of their refsp while teachers of English are the most
numerous and also the most numerous to have #yarts digitised. Forty-three reports on
English teaching are available; but just three a@rn@n teaching (with a German section
comprising about 5 or 6 people according to the)yda French language and literature, both
modern and classical (teachers of French in Frarad®ut 20 reports are available, which
over three years corresponds to fewer than halthofe who succeed at tfo®ncours
(recruitment examination).

The decision to digitise a report rests with ti j(who may put forward a negative
opinion) and with the author (who must provide prgitten consent), while the choice of the
subject and the manner in which the report is eteztware influenced by the trainer
supervising it. A few reports posing technical pgeobs, however, have not been digitised
(information from Alberto Garcia, who is in chargé this task and also manages the

statistical data. | want to thank him for that.

Technical point:
We chose to focus attention on secondary-level hexac (students aged 11-16), most

specifically modern language teachers, in accoelaith the objectives of the ECEP project

(http://ecep.ecml.yit To make comparisons between levels and to seeaghers’ culture of

evaluation along complete schooling trajectories, also analysed primary-school (students
aged up to 11) teachers’ reports and a few repaiteen by teachers teaching French as a
native or quasi-native language in France — whessdhreports addressed the issue of

evaluation.

Il. Trainee teachers in Burgundy (France) and evalation



Trainee teachers’ professional reports were reatl than selected on the basis of their
keywords and actual content. Our aim was not tgguithe academic quality of these written
works, but to seek information on the culture odleation as it is experienced, diffused and

disseminated.

A.ll.1 Lower-secondary-school teachers (students ged 11-16): problem-
situations trigger reflection on evaluation
Although | shall focus on language teachers, llsilab examine the case of those who teach
other subjects or are even involved in specialteeghing (teaching specifically designed for
or adapted to students in difficulty) insofar asyttare concerned with evaluation and can
provide information on the culture of evaluatiorr Feach of these three categories, | shall

focus on one or two reports particularly reprederegaeamong the selected ones.

LANGUAGE TEACHERS

In English(as a second or third languageiotivation,correction of errorsassistance
and repair action

Among 43 reports, it is possible to note someyimtterms of themes and approach
that, without a doubt, is owing to the trainerse ttudent(s) — that is, the individual or
individuals the reports are concerned with — isegelfy considered as having an insufficient
level and/or as being not greatly motivated andlisged to see English as a compulsory
language whose interest remains to be proved.
Two reports address the issue of evaluation irtiogldo oral activities, one dealing with the

role of evaluation in the treatment of errors (@nle considered in several reports), the other

' | do not consider German, since the unique regigitised held no relationship at all with evalwatin modern
language.



with its role in reading. A single report addresfi@s notion ofautonomyby showing how
important it is in the language classroom. Thisoregleals with the contribution of oral
improvisation in Englisk, drawing on an experience with a fourth-form classa lower
secondary school (students aged 14-16).

Again, therelationship between oral activity and evaluatio®s made: probably
because oral activity is not easy to evaluate a@$ chot count as much as written activity in
summative evaluations, but also because oral #&ctiids connected with classroom
management, individual expression and motivatiochss the contribution of these reports.
This is also true for reading. Concerning erroatiment, it runs from grammatical technique
to error observation more or less in relation ®ldarners, their backgrounds and learning.
The dominant approach revolves around language andthe other hand, students in
difficulty, who need “help” and for whom the teacheust find “repair actions.” The
reflection on learning, however, seems to be activaust be noted that most of these trainee
teachers have made one or several stays abroadchets and/or tourists and that this fact is

integrated and referred to in their reflections.

In Spanish(as a second or third languag&arning signification,motivation and
evaluation

Among the 18 reports written by teachers holdilgA®PES (Certificate of aptitude for
teaching at secondary level) in Spanish, one iglehtDonner du sens aux apprentissages
par la verbalisatiofl — “Giving meaning to learning through verbalisatio- (with a fifth-
form class; students aged 15-16), with most of tha#ection focusing on formative

evaluation: €valuating as a way of assisting learning ratheartras a way of measuring a

2 Marceline Evrardl'improvisation comme déclencheur de la parolecet le dans la qualité de la
production orale supervised by A. Morizot, 2005.
3 Anne-Lise Gagnon, supervised by M. Soumier and.&bel, 2004.



performancé (p. 22). Thus | focus here on this report. Theeos deal with communication,
language, etc.

In this report, the teacher’s aim is to identifgseisses and errors, to lead each student
to do so, and to repair errors through readjusttrafegies (p. 26).

Giving meaning to learning is — on the part of thacher — a matter of allowing each
student to engage in it, which does not necessaoilyespond to play activities. Thus, the
usefulness of student/teacher verbalisation islayso with questions like, “Why am |
learning this?” “What is the use of it?” and “Whaexpected of me at school?” as an integral

part of the continuous and formative evaluatiortesys

In French(as a first languagegral activity, learning-building and evaluation

From among 20 reports written by teachers holdi@ARES in French, | selected two
which open the reflection on evaluation: both foomsoral activity, which is by no means
coincidental.

The first one -Comment rendre la parole de mes éléves construgtiyéHow to
make my students’ speech constructive?”, with as@dorm class; students aged 12-13) —
directly integrates evaluation in its consideratidroral activity in the classroom. The teacher
thoroughly analyses the issue, seeking the bestgogital approach and taking into account
the heterogeneity (in terms of levels and sociakbgeounds) of her class. Relying on lived
experiences in her classroom, she also noteshbathioice of media and the consideration of
students’ speech are very important factors, wigcmetimes upsets the preparation the
teacher has made for his or her lesson. She hastmeeived of an approach “functioning on

the mode of a discussion in which the teacher besaan'stage director’, for [...] everything

4 Héléne Paris, supervised by P.-A. Chiffre, 2004.



rests on the organisation of the lesson and tlehées capacity to guide students’ remarks”
(p. 10).

Following from this, to deliver a good lesson iniscessary to “know one’s students”
and “evaluate” them: to take interest in their indliality rather than simply in their
conformity to the model or level required. This wguteacher is concerned with what
“making progress in learning” means and notes thportance of continuity. Continuity
unfolds when the teacher moves his or her studentsrds autonomy: thus these students can
build their own learning, rather than merely reagiv(or not) what is transmitted.

The second report | chose is callédtitudes et pratiques de I'écoute dans
I'enseignement et I'apprentissage du francais eassk de 8" (“Listening attitudes and
practices in French teaching and learning in tleeisé-form class”). At the outset the report
focuses on students, their motivation and capdoitye attentive and then it shows through
examples how to develop listening (not only listenio the teacher, but also listening to one
another). Thus it becomes possible for the teathélisten instead of explaining” and to
“make the student take part in the evaluation msicé. 30).

Other reports focus primarily on reading, literatuhistory of literature, image, and

attention in the classroom. Written production srensparsely dealt with.

TEACHERS IN OTHER SUBJECT MATTERS

| then looked at other subject matters, for my psearch with keywords had shown
that in reports on classes in physical educati@toty/geography or the sciences, the issue of
evaluation was more present or addressed moretlgiréds this is beyond the scope of our
investigation, | shall content myself with a briekemplary parenthesis showing the

differences from language-related subject matters.

® Stéphanie Varriot, supervised by A.-M. Achard, 200



The example of history/geography

In history/geography, several reports deal withtthasmissiorandcomprehension of
directionsin written or spoken activities. | selected thpae Améliorer les consignes pour
une meilleure mise en activité des él&y&snproving directions for improving the student’s
engagement in activity”; with a first-form classudents aged 11-12) becausdéocuses on
learning through individual styles of learningn knowledge and know-how through a re-
examination of directions (direction + criteriatfustures / procedures) and also because it
takes steps towards a self-evaluation grid, whiahl varely the case.

Moreover, the issue of interdisciplinarity is raisthrough language in the various
subjects. In fact, the language activities proppeethbly written activities (the most likely to
be subjected to marking), are common to variousiestd) while the explanations or
directions given to the students are not necegseoiinmon to those subjects. We can note,
for instance, the summary, reasoned paragraphresuing for understanding directions and

representing the task to execute and its execution.

In specialised teachingresenting the physical education task in the spised first-

form clas$

Lower-secondary-school specialised classes hawewvastudent population (twelve
students in this case study). They welcome childreserious difficulty, either over the
course of their schooling trajectories or owingat@ensory/motor/mental disability (mainly
deaf students here). In physical education, thehtrais thus led to think even more about

how to organise activities and give directions saaavoid rejectionand wearinessand to

® Laetitia Duval Améliorer les consignes pour une meilleure misaativité des élévesupervised by J.
Thivilliers, 2005.
" Etienne BaudComment présenter efficacement la tache®apécialiséesupervised by C. Fourot, 2005.



make sure that all students, whatever their diffiest and the manner in which they learn,
understand well

Experience shows that the teacher must ghvarter and clearer directiongissociate
verbal communication with non-verbal communicatjorost specifically visual supports, but
also gestures)avoid contradiction and visually present the taskcomplete in order that
students can achieve the abstraction necessampfoopriation, mastery and transfer. This
abstraction is also necessary for the studentegcesent for themselves an organised space.
The teacher also uses a video camera on a tripakbte students to look at themselves.

In other wordstrainee teachers are led to ask themselves questidren they are
faced with a problem to solvdhe action-oriented approach of the Common Ewaope
Framework of Reference for Languages is still tallfissed and explained, so as to be used
in teacher training and in lower secondary classimols the situation different in primary-
level education? It will be noted that primary-leveachers are a little more involved. This
may simply be explained by the following facts:ytHeave to teach all subjects, students are

younger and there is no examination at this level.

I1.2 Primary-level teachers and their reports: more evaluation and more autonomy than

for secondary level. Is this because they teach allibjects?

Out of 382 reports, | selected 20 reports relet@oiur theme:
- 6 reports deal directly with evaluation in thasdroom, rather than solely in
languages.
- 6 reports target languages (French, French asand language and English).
- 2 reports are concerned with directions.

- 1 report considers students’ work.



- 3 reports are concerned with the learner’s autpno
- 1 report deals with communication in the languatgssroom in relation to
skills and evaluation.
- 1 report addresses the issue of the student'sgrgiion in relation to
evaluation.
As has already been mentioned, the reports wemtedl on the basis of their
keywords, abstracts and tables of contents. | chasport that stood at the limit (on French)
in order to highlight representations on languaigeteaching and learning — representations

which are the very fabric of the culture of evaioat

Remark

Words like evaluation directions and autonomyare keywords found in the reports
mentioned in this article that refer to a teactengiure that clearly include evaluation. Is this
because of the national evaluations carried o@E2 (Year 4 in the British school system;
students aged 8-9)?

It does not seem so — for two reasons. First, eti@los are also carried out at the
secondary level: in the first form (students agéel2) and in the fifth form (students aged
15-16). Second, according to the primary-levelheag interviewed, the practice of formative
evaluation long-established in primary-level teasheulture typically considers both the
child and the student, as against what happereaar Isecondary school, where the focus is
on the student only, with the child being not titdi considered. Again, the presence/absence
of examinations seems to make a difference in teinise culture of evaluation.

In agreement with our work for the ECEP projedelected the reports that dealt — at

least a little — with the issue of evaluation. Taxplains why, for example, | did not choose
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the reports that dealt with “communication” at kr@n reading, narration, drama practices,

etc.) without addressing the issue of evaluation.

What do trainee teachers (and their trainers) thinkabout evaluation?

I have already discussed teachers’ choices andtth&iers’ influence. This influence
lies in the fact that those who are inclined tol agth evaluation are trainers specialising in
the treatment of learning difficulties, thus foawugsion learners, their difficulties and the

conditions for their success.

Evaluation appears to be a formative practice tovalep and there is no trace of

summative aspects in the reports examined. Sumenaspects, however, are a little more
present in the report that deals with the “goody wécorrecting students’ works, though not

as present as among lower-secondary-level teachers.

Evaluation in languagesloes not acknowledge as much difference betweenckr

language and foreign (or second) language lower-secondary-school teachers do, and
everything proceeds as though there were a langoaggnuum. This may be because the
emphasis is laid on the student rather than orulage; Fatima Necer’s rep8tEvaluer l'oral
pour mieux l'enseigner“Evaluating oral activity to teach it better’)pduses on oral
formative evaluation at pre-primary school with aimdspite of the diversity of pupils:
diversity insavoir étreor “existential” skills (great/medium/reluctantegker, according to L.
Lentin) depending most particularly on individuabafamily background.

Another reportL'anglais et le francais en langue secoh@&nglish and French as

second languages”), focuses on evaluation in Freamth English during two different

8 Fatima NecerEvaluer I'oral pour mieux I'enseignesupervised by N. Charvy, 2003.
° Aurélie Colombol"anglais et le francais en langue secondepervised by J.-M. Sandon, 2003.
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placements, one in a French school, the other ikraglish school. This is the only report
addressing the issue of CEFR. It shows the diffe¥rsrand similarities in the way the second
or foreign language is perceived in the two coestrifor parents, the social aspect of the
language is very important in both countries (usefss of English language in
France/uselessness of French language in Englam@pte when in relation to cultural
consumption and shopping); practices largely mavayafrom official guidelines, which are
strikingly similar in both countries (less commuation than required, situations often
stereotyped in France, hence the idea of makingfipes evolve).

The author also notes that while multiplying oceoasi for communication and
acquisition of micro-dialogues and set phrasestgaeher must nevertheless shed light on the
functioning of language. Otherwise, learning witite firmly fixed in students’ minds and
will run the risk of being blocked quite soon (@slg as lower secondary school). At any rate,
one can note the coexistence of languages as aortemp initial step, especially when

considering the next report.

Emilie Froppier's report,Enseigner la langue francaise par son observafion
(“Teaching French language through its observajiostarts with an investigation — “What
grammar is useful for” — carried out amoeyrle 3pupils (Year 4 to Year 6 in the British
school system; pupils aged 8-11), the results a€lvshow pupils’ representations and the
bearing these have on the pupils’ relation to laggu Flowing from this, the author
concludes that there is a need for setting up anmetation with new practices. Drawing on
Célestin Freinet’'s observations on the necessitihaie the student the actor of his or her
learning, the author then develops an account obha reflective observations of language

sessions and of her “graphic workshops” (in orthpdy). In this case, although it is

1 Emilie Froppier Enseigner la langue francaise par son observatiupervised by N. Charvy, 2004.
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concerned with making the student the actor obhiser learning, the report does not refer to
“evaluation” or “autonomy” and thereby only partipswers my criterion for choice. It sticks
to teaching without investigating learning any ffiert Is this because of its subject, that is,

French language and grammar?

A reflection on directionsannot avoid a reflection on evaluation. This nsalte

possible to go beyond summative evaluation and imgukith the help of a global approach.

A 2005 reportDe I'importance des consigneg“On the importance of directions”), analyses
with respect to several subjects (physical edueatimaths, French, etc.) the lived experience
in the classroom and pupils’ representations: Hoey understand directions (what they have
to do and the results) and how they consider wiet have to do. This is sometimes unclear,
and the non-representation of the task to perforas wbserved to lead to failure. The
transmission of directions must lead students &sgthe part they play in their learning and
thus to move towards autonomy by giving significatio their learning. The transmitting of

directions must appropriately situate the lattethini the learning of such or such knowledge
and know-how.

A 2004 reportLa compréhension des consigtfg&The understanding of directions”),
analyses directions and distinguishes various tydedirections (with much/little guiding),
addressing the issue concerning their choice acaptd the advancement of learning. Above
all, the author shows how to make students ap@tgpdirections so as to gain autonomy and
be successful in the activities relevant to thearhing: an investigation on what a direction is
(document in the annex to the report); directioitiag and mutual evaluation through the

carrying out of the activity required by the teacfgair work).

1 Aurélie LengagneDe I'importance des consignesupervised by F. Bourbon, 2005.
2 Delphine Vassaux,a compréhension des consignsspervised by P. Grosjean, 2004.
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How to do well with correctionsPhis question has relevantly been set alongside th

issue of evaluation by a 2003 repdrfThis report first traces the evolution of the ceptions

of error and shows that it is now given a placéimifearning. Then it focuses on the various
possible ways to correct. This goes from correchgrthe teacher to self-correction by the
student. This report also highlights the importaoke that interactions (student/student;

student/teacher) play in a successful processroécion.

Thereflection on learners’ autonornig classroom practices is above all related to the

issue of group work. The teacher examines how gmanix makes it possible to develop all
the dimensions of learners’ autonomy: spatial @mdpioral; bodily and intellectual; but also
moral and language autonomy (p. 8): “knowing hovexpress oneself, to use appropriately
spoken and written language, but also daring tomigate what one wants to say” (language
autonomy); “for guiding or judging one’s actionfeeto rules that have value in themselves
instead of merely submitting to the teacher or gfogmoral autonomy). This work goes
against a long-standing individualistic and elitistdition in showing the social stakes in
relation to autonomy and raises the question alimeitrole played by the teacher in the
development of the student’s autonomy.

The other report dedicated to autonomy (DelphingriEasupervised by R. Gasparini,
2005) relates autonomy with evaluation and with-eealuation and co-evaluation. As the
young teacher sees it, the development of autonienaylong-term project. Autonomy is
neither an acquisition nor a prerequisite. It musstead remain an objective. In effect,
nobody has ever been totally autonomous. One le@rrisecome autonomous in situations
that favour or require autonorfiyR. Brunot, p. 168). Then, according to het,i$ necessary

to offer students situations that will require b&éim more and more initiative and the taking of

13 Sophie Royl'utilisation des corrections dans les apprentissagupervised by F. Bostel, 2003.
¥ Damienne Poulet,’enseignant et I'autonomie des élévespervised by P. Durand, 2004.
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responsibility (p. 6) over the years at primary school. Mutualeation in common as early
as Cycle 2(pupils aged 5-8) at primary school can lead teealuation and then to self-
evaluation inCycle 3(pupils aged 8-11).

How and why to value students in the classraenan original reflection on the

teaching practice that has been derived from a 20@&ment in the United Kingdom. The
teacher shows why it is important to “have a pesitriew of the student,” to listen to his or
her speech, taking the drama out of error, so awéocome the student’s fear to learn and
lack of motivation. Given the destructive characi€strong negative criticism, in itself and
with regard to school missions, this teacher recemds drawing on the English model with
respect to continuous positive evaluation in thenagement of the classroom. However, she
sets limits to this model. She experimented wiessthlimits: ‘Sometimes the teacher has to
dare to punish and he or she must be neither a degue nor a demiurggCarol Breysse’s

report, 2003).

Communication and evaluatiorappear to be marked by the communicative

approaches developed since the 1970s that haveentased classrooms. At primary school
they associate under this appellation part of tt®@a-oriented approach: approach by skills
(some skills only, expression-reception at the deakel, but this is at primary school);
importance of “speaking and doing”; “the studenttesactor of his or her learning” (Virginie

Servais’s report, 2004).

To conclude:

The CEFR is still little considered and yet primdayel teachers are the most open-
minded. This is confirmed and reinforced by teaglerperience abroad. Thus the importance

of trainee teachers’ placements abroad must berscated.
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Differences in focus can also be noted accordirtecsubject:

- Foreign language teachers are massively concem#u motivation and the
signification of learning;

- Teachers of French (as a native language) disc¢beestudy of oral performance and
relate it with motivation.

Evaluation, class management and learning aretstllsparsely associated. In this

respect, awareness needs to be raised.

B - Teachers of French and English as foreign langges
and evaluation

Professional reports and accounts of practices

The following information was derived from diffetesources:

1 Accounts of evaluation practices taken friaster (first year) reports or collecteda the
media or organisations (supervised by M. Berchoud).

2 Master “Research on evaluation” (second year) and doctheses: a few significant

excerpts about Malta and Latvia (supervised by krcBoud).

1 An example of good practice; an example of a ém@k good practices and an example of

good practice on the student’s part

1.1 A practice successful in motivating learners ahin enlightening the teacher
and students about the latter’s learning and levehchieved
Perla, a young Mexican teacher in Switzerland,ltead-rench as a foreign language

at a Swiss establishment that welcomes students Hgid 5. She narrates how she suggested

16



to her students that they take a final evaluatiofront of their parents, so as to show the
parents that their children already knew many thiagd dared to express themselves orally.
In each class, the students were given the opgtyrioinchoosing between three activities:
Second-form students

- Producing an original dialogue with a classmate

- Interpreting a song

- Introducing oneself

These activities were analysed and their resped¢ivels of difficulty were gauged by the
class. The song was considered as the most diffctlity; no one chose it. Two activities
were still to be prepared for.

Third-form students

- Introducing a famous French speaker

- Creating a poem and reciting it

- Presenting and describing one’s favourite sport

All three activities were very successful. Whilegps generally alleged to be a very
popular subject among boys, the boys were the masierous among those who chose the
poem and its recitation.

With each class, she made her students write directhemselves, while assisting
them to do so. The starting constraints were devist individual work; marking from the
description of the activity and from the expectatio relation to the level of the written
examination taken at the end of the school yeat ¢éithe 2° or 3¢ year of French).

Finally, Perla became aware that the success ®ktf@luation lay in the fact that “the
students found in it [the evaluation] a means tpress themselves and assert their identity,
sometimes including a more buried part of it.” Rert her objective was clear. In effect, she

wanted to “show [her] students that they were ablespeak French appropriating the
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language as their own to express themselves.” 3heeiof time is more difficult to deal with
as it depends on the class.

1.2 An approach to a few brakes on evaluation in Eylish as a foreign language

Valérie, a 35-year-old, teaches English and Frefioteign language and native
language) in France. At lower secondary school (wéige was 13), her teacher of English
insisted on oral practice and spoke exclusivelgmglish during the class. Twenty years later,
her daughter now learns English with the same ®&Fachhis brings back memories for
Valérie. What can she say about the past and #sept? She explains that her teacher “was a
passionate and dynamic man who was nonethelesardggul by a lot of students because he

‘says everything in English’ [...] ‘We do not undeastl anything’. She continues: “I'm not
sure | understood all that he said better thanothers did, but | successfully managed my
evaluations and | liked his lively and passionayées’

This latter aspect is without a doubt very impottas the teacher aroused her interest,
young Valérie looked for the logic behind the tast®rder to pass them and she concluded
that they were always about a grammatical poinemtg studied and that students were
merely required to learn to manipulate the langubgéevery carefully, that is, using thight
form. Thus, no risk of expressing oneself was to berako risk at all was to be taken.
Today, as she sits back, she considers the tesielasvorked out. “The difficulty of the
exercises was often progressive and the formulatat®d in the grammar part could be re-
used in the expression part. In a spiral fashicnaiso met again with elements from previous
lessons.”

Now as in the past, however, no more than two stisda each class are successful in

doing tests. Then what is wrong with such lingaigests, which, nevertheless, are well

worked out, and with such intensive oral practice?
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Firstly, it must be noted that oral practice essdlgtrevolves around listening (non-
guided; without repetition) by students and spegkin the teacher. Students have little or no
opportunity to produce a continuous speech andiangly required to answer questions.

Secondly, evaluation is writing for evaluating amalgoractice. However, the teacher
gave and still gives very few written elements. leéis his students take notes by themselves,
but afterwards he takes spelling into account (whanthe process of marking).
Notwithstanding, learning to take notes is far frbeing natural for students.

Moreover, “this oral teaching did not open on aeglroral ability, unless the student
was able to transpodewas having a bath when the phone ratgother situations. But
absolutely nothing in the course and practiceswadth students tospeak this foreign
language. There was moal teachingas such. The teacher, who obviously knew the laggu
very well, simplyexplainedin theforeign languagegrammatical notions. We orally studied
sentences and we were to reproduce these sentmgeg evaluations. Unfortunately, this
technique does not foster any communication skill.”

Finally, relational aspects were as follows: thacteer explained neither his method
nor the way he carried out evaluations, so thalesits as a whole opposed him to a certain
extent. In fact, his evaluations measured the wé&heaching rather than the students’
learning.

Then how did Valérie manage to succeed all the 8a8tee had efficienteading
strategies with respect to evaluations (in a wag, svaluated the evaluations) and she was
able andmotivatedto work by herself at home and look up the meamind spelling of the
words that she missed when taking notes duringclhss. Besides, she already knew her
mother tongue very welshe had the capacity to sedkfer, relate and so on, and she also

had ataste for all that concerned language
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Today, Valérie continually trains herself. For amste, she has taken part with her
colleagues in the development of a portfolio desigto help students advance with respect to
skills and to situate themselves in their own leagmpath, so that they may take steps towards
autonomy. She concludes, however, that “the diffjclies in the articulation with the
selective, and possibly certificative, evaluatibattpervades our system and which cannot be
totally eluded.”

2 Evaluation: a culture and pratices

2.1. Oral activity in French language in Malta

Angele completed a Master (second year) “Reséaroim evaluation” at the
secondary-school level in Malta. There, oral skalte evaluated at the end of the school year
by means of a “role play” in which the teacher i treceiver of the student’s oral
performance and on the basis of heterogeneous amtedise descriptors. While
acknowledging the effort made to improve evaluatbthe secondary-school level in Malta,
she noted how the culture of evaluation in this itou focuses on writing, which is
considered nobler. Still, people in Malta are fdgnand expressive and oral expression is
very important in their daily lives. So why doeglswa dual scale of values exist? Why does a
scale based on both daily life, in which oraliteyails, and a more academic context, where
writing predominates, exist?

Some teachers associate oral activity with disoaaelr time loss while the programme
in French is very full. This programme is basedtb@ communicative approach and on
language description. Oral activity is includedhis programme, but teachers consider that it
is very hard to practice oral activity with 30 stmdls in a class: each student has very little
time to speak and those who speak are always the, ghat is, those who know the answers.

Besides, French is the fourth language taught idylafter Maltese, English and Italian.

!5 Angéle Vella Lauwerd,Jne approche de I'évaluation de la production oratefrancais langue étrangére a
Malte en situation scolairesupervised by M. Berchoud, 2007.
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The author of the study also shows that modernuageg teachers do not rely enough
on multilingual skills and do not use teamwork (Estgas a teaching language along with
Maltese, Italian and French) even though they krmve another in their private lives.
Language switching, for instance, is forbiddenhie tlassroom (except when a difficulty has
been observed), while such moments should be wsédévielop knowledge and know-how,
more particularly the observation of languagesointact.

Generally speaking, teachers who innovate and tremselves do so in their own
subject, that is, in relation to the language tte&ch, its grammar and literature. Whether it is
possible to go beyond this compartmentalisatiomas certain. In effect, there exists an
identity cohesion among teachers who teach the samgeiage, a language they have chosen
for its culture, literature, and so on.

Then is it possible to take steps towards increasetmunication and common action
among teachers of modern languages?

An investigation among teachers in Malta shows ¥hatf them are women, of whom
one in two is between 30 and 40 years old, andtkigatraining they receive revolves around
language and literature, while pedagogy remainggparse. Most teachers say they teach
the various standard skills; one in two consideriivg (reception and production) as more
valuable than oral work; and all deplore the fheit they do not have enough time to dedicate
to oral skills. Above all, the part devoted to cshills in examinations at the end of the year is
very small, so that it is the final examinationttdatermines what is taught during the year.
Teachers say their goal is, “to make students satcte

Thus, tensions can be observed in programmes, wtiechbine linguistics with
communication, in examination tests and in teacheractices. However, most teachers
recognise that students like oral work. Teachdws diral work too, but they lack tools and

references to design motivating classroom situateomd activities. Most often, evaluation is
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carried out individually; only a few teachers haxied evaluating students by pairs or small
groups; and very few record students’ oral produnstj thus depriving themselves of a
valuable tool for listening again and improving lgreoduction.

The tensions mentioned above certainly result franparticular history and the

attendant experience. Change starts with this meavemess as derived from a research study.

2.2 Latvia: continuing training and learners’ autonomy

Jonathan is studying the Latvian context and shbew the ways of doing and
behaving in language teaching and leartirage still marked by the past — both close and
remote. Latvia has joined the European Union, imctviit has to find a place for itself, while
simultaneously it has been reconstructing itselaasation state since 1991. Therefore the
issue of national language is pervasive in Lafust, like the issue of national identity.

At the same time, Latvian people and their govemtraee well aware that successful
integration in the European Union is subordina@dheir being able to show autonomous
attitudes and choose an approach to languagedetatdessions that acknowledges skills
likely to be evaluated, transferred and harmoniséuis, there is a need for autonomous
learning, but it develops against a background Homlarked:

- by traditional culture, which focuses on langugdglology and linguistics, with a
strict hierarchical view of people’s places witlsiociety and in human relationships, hence in
language situations and activities, and

- by the Soviet period (1940-1991) culture, cent@dund the organisation of
teaching, consideration of students and promotioth@® best students on a grammatical and

linguistic basis.

16 Jonathan Durandit,es apprentissages autonomes en Lettonie (coniaitersitaire) ongoing thesis
supervised by M. Berchoud.
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Thus, the culture of learning is only emerging nawd even that depends on the scale
one refers to: the European Union or national levdie culture of teaching remains
traditional, as it is marked by the student’s deleeryvis-a-visthe teacher, within which
evaluation is evaluatiosanction in every sense of the French word: punishmentthe
result achieved is insufficient, acknowledgementsaotcess when a grammatical level is
achieved (generally in writing). Thus a dual nead be observed: a need for autonomy with
regard to foreign language learning and also fer strengthening of and refocusing on

Latvian, the national language.
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