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The Third Nordic Workshop on Developing Autonomous learning in the Foreign
Language Classroom took place in Bergen, Norway, in August 1989, It was the follow-up
of two previous workshops, the one in Helsinki, Finland, in 1987, organized by Viljo
Kohonen, University of Tampere, and the one at Kgge, Denmark, in 1986' organized by
Gerd Gabrielsen, Danmarks Larerhgjskole and Leni Dam, Karlslunde skole.

The idea of the Nordic Workshops originated in 1984 when during one in a series of
international workshops on "Communicative Curricula in Modern Languages” instituted
by C.M. Candlin, C. Edelhof and H.-E. Piepho, some of us realized that it might be
worthwhile to organize a separate workshop focusing on the development of autonomous
learning in a school context. The intention was to bring together teachers, teacher trainers
and research workers to discuss, on the basis of classroom experience, the notion of
learner autonomy in language learning and conditions for promoting it, to suggest Kinds
of research needed to elucidate and concretise the various aspects of learner autonomy,
and o share experiences and concepts in order to establish a network of inter-nordic

cooperation for the dissemination of ideas and research-based innovation.

The general focus of the Bergen Workshoop was the dissemination of learner autonomy
in the foreign language classroom. This issue implies differing interpretations of the
concept of learner autonomy and of the learner-fteacher roles, interpretations which the
group wanted to debate and concretise through exchange of experience from the two-year

period since we last met,

The aim of the present report is primarily to account for the current status of debate
within the group, to state various and varied experience and to give tentative suggestions

for further developments,

==

' This was the first Nordic Workshop. Report: Developing Autonomous Learning in the
FL Classroom, K@ge, September 18-21, 1986, edited by Gerd Gabrielsen, Danmarks
Larerhgjskole.



Developing autonomous learning in the foreign language classroom is an Ongoing
process. Although we have been through different stages, the Bergen Workshop
underlines the importance of developing the process further. Conclusion at this point
would be immature, even though today we understand better the nature of autonomous

learning and are better able to operationalize it.
A fourth workshop has been agreed on to take place in Sweden in 1991.

We wish to thank Statens Larerkurs, the Ministry of Education, for their support of the
workshop and Institutt for praktisk pedagogikk (Department of Teacher Education),
University of Bergen, for making it possible to send out this report.

Turid Trebbi

Institutt for praktisk pedgogikk
Universitetet i Bergen

October 1990
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BASIC CONCEPTS AND CURRENT ISSUES
Gerd Gabrielsen

It has fallen into my lot at the ocutset of this workshop to
explain why we are here together, why it is that we, although
clarely inspired by central trends in international thinking
about language learning and teaching have based this workshop
mainly on participants from Nordic countries, why we have
invited participants specifically from Heolland, Ireland and
Spain, and what we are hoping to achieve.

The idea of starting a series of Nordic workshops on
autonomous learning in the FL classroom first came to us in
1984, at one of a series of international workshops on com-
municative curricula held that year in Copenhagen®, where we
represented one of the first groups attempting to work system-
atically on autonomous learning in a general school context.
The interest shown at that workshop in what we were deing and
in the approach we had developed was encouraging. It was our
feeling, however, that at that precise moment in history the
conditions for discussing with others our experience as based
on practical work in the classroom and on grassroot-level
dissemination, might be most easily found in the Scandinavian
countries. Thus the idea of the Nordic workshops.

What we hoped to achieve was to establish a broader common
basis of experience and ideas before taking the discussion
inte a wider and more culturally diverse context.

We are grateful to have with us colleagues from Holland,
Ireland and Spain. It shows that what we are attempting to do
is not exclusively of interest to us. Our Dutch colleagues
have taken part in and contributed to the workshops right from
the beginning and should be considered part of the original
group. They, like our colleagues from Ireland and Spain, have
come, I believe, because of a common interest in the issues we

‘See note 1, page 1.
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are dealing with, in the strictly language teaching issues, in
the general pedagogic approach, and in the issue of dis-
semination.
our interest in autonomous learning builds on the realisation
that for our pupils language learning is of overriding im-
portance for their later opportunities in life, and further-
more that within the 600 to 700 hours of teaching that we have
in school what we can hope to do is to get them started. As
John Trim (1988) writes in a Council of Europe report on
Autonomy and self-directed learning: B
"Learning is a life-long process. HNo =school or even
university can provide its pupils or students with all
the knowledge and the skills they will need in their
active adult lives. Adult life, in its personal as well
as its vocational aspects, is far too diverse and too
subject te change for any educational curriculum to at-
tempt to provide a detailed preparation. It is more
important for a young person to have an understanding of
himself or herself, an awareness of the environment and
its workings, and to have learned how to think and how to

learn."

What we are attempting to do in the classroom may be described
at the level of aims by terms almost identical to those used
in Holec (1981): autonomous learning iz characterized by the
learner’s ability and his willingness to take charge of his
own learning,

- deciding on personal aims and objectives,

= choosing which materials and activities to use,

- organizing and monitoring his work, '

- evaluating his persanal.learning outcome, relating
this not only to language learning but alsc to gene-
ral aims and requirements in schools, and to his
later life.

Although the work we are engaged in is thus clearly inspired
by the development we see in Europe towards mobility, geo-
graphical, wvocational and personal, it is alse and in an
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equally important sense a centinuation of earlier, related
developments within the Scandinavian context. Both aspects
.are impertant, the national and the international, since both
have a part in shaping our ideas on what is practically
feasible and what is desirable.

The influence of local experience and lecal debate is felt
primarily at the level of what Hunan (1988) terms the level of
curriculum realized. At this level the experience of teachers
and learners has a decisive influence. Working within a
Scandinavian tradition has influenced and to some extent
facilitated our work on learner autonomy:

1.

As all our countries are small countries, foreign
language learning is highly regarded. Having a werking
knowledge of cne or more foreign languages is more or
less taken for granted on a par with reading and writing.
English, and to some extent German and French, are widely
used in the media, and children know about and hear for-—
eign languages spoken from early childhood.

In the Scandinavian countries general language teaching
in schools was introduced in the mid-fifties at a time
when equal opportunities in education was the overriding
issue. This starting point has had two main effects.

One is to do merely with time. Today we have very few
pupils in school whose parents have ne foreign language
at all. This makes teaching easier, there iz a fairly
relaxed attitude towards the feasibility of learning, and
a general confidence in the methods used, which makes
experimentation easier.

The other is that learner autonomy in the foreign
language classroom is often seen by teachers and parents
as a patural extension of work done during the ‘seventies
and ‘eighties on differentiated learning within mixed-
ability groups. During that period, at least in Denmark,
learner involvement in management of classroom learning
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was introduced as an official regquirement in primary and
lower secondary schools, and in Norway streaming and
setting was entirely dene away with. Working with
learner responsibility and awareness of learning takes
this only one step further, and to a considerable extent
builds on experience from the previcus perieod.

3. Finally, we have a tradition - at least in Denmark and
Norway, for bottom=up or teacher=driven development of
practical classroom teaching, which began with the
development of mixed-ability teachiﬁg in the ‘seventies
and which has strongly influenced the work in study
groups and courses.

At the level of precise theory and theoretical reference our
work differs. In legitimizing eur aims or in disecussing in
detail the pedagogic implications of our work, we tend to
refer to differing universes of linguistic or pedagogic
theory. As teachers of English, German, and French respec-
tively, we are trained within differing traditions, and
reference to national debate on educaticonal issues will carry
culturally defined implications which will not be easily
accessible to colleagues not familiar with the particular
context. However, we may find a common basis in our ex-
perience at the level of practice and from there work our way
to relevant theory.

AS a group we (and our learners) have experienced that it is
possible to learn a foreign language in the classroom without
the structured guidance of a foreign language textbook or a
pre-determined syllabus. We have experience supﬁqrtinq the
idea that it is within the potential of our learners to some
extent to structure their own learning and that it is within
the teachers’ capacity to advise the learner and to accept
that his adwvice is not always taken, and we have all had the
experience that learning to learn is a task which will some-
times exeed what the teacher had pre-conceptualized. That, in
fact, as teachers we are constantly learning from our learners.
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From what I have seen and read in various reports I believe
that we and those teachers who have stayed on in our working
groups have a possible common point of departure at the lewvel
of curriculum realized in certain basiec ideas and beliefs
which we share:

a readiness to accept a distinction between teaching
and learning,

a belief that it is possible for teachers and
learners to structure and learn from their own ex-
perience, .

a realisation that it is not possible in practice to
distinguish language learning from other, concurrent
aspects of learning (cognitive, social and emo-
tional/attitudinalj,

that working with and influencing the whole pupil or
student, is therefore not an ideal, but a fact of
life,

that if we wish to know about this procass, ob-
serving the learner is not enough, we must ask him,
that the basic task of the learner is social
learning, coming to terms with himself and the de-
mands of society.

Our next task in this group, I would suggest, would be to
clarify further our conception of aims, to discuss e.g. where
we stand relative to the three interpretations of autonomy
deseribed by Chris candlin in the Kege workshop: in-
dividualistie, instrumental, and emancipatory’. Further
issues werth discussing would be the content of teaching
relative to the idea of learner autonomy and to discuss in
details the precise import at classroom level of concepts
which we tend to use frequently and easily, such as responsi-
bility and awareness.

*See note 1, page 1.
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THE EFS-PROJECT
Turid Trebbi.

The EFS-project * was run last school-year at the Department
of Teacher Education, University of Bergen, by 4 colleagues,
amcng them Per Orten and myself. We had the chance of having
Gerd Gabrielsen with us in the first part of the project; she
spent 5 months as a guest researcher at our department.

The primary intention of this shert presentation is to put
forward some principles of in-service training which seem to
relate to some of the concepts that lie behind learner auto-
nomy .

Secondly, I also want to peint out 3 areas in in-service
training that I would like to develop further.

But first I will describe briefly the model we tried out and
also give the main reasons for having chosen this way of
proceeding.

For a more complete presentation of the project I refer to the
final report which will be published later.

Model
The model is a combination of
* the trainee’s own planning, trying out plans in the

classroom, evaluation and renewed planning, trying out
plans, evaluation and so forth,

* support, exchange and collaboration in network groups,

* plenary discussions of trainee experience on the basis of
trainee or group reports from the classroom,

* course input,

* contracts between trainee and trainer

The model was built on Danish experience as described by M.
Breen, C. Candlin, L. Dam and ¢. Gabrielsen.®

‘Etterutdanningsprosjekt for FremmedSpraklasrere/Project. of In-
service Training for Teachers of Foreign Languages.

"M. Breen, C. Candlin, L. Dam, G. Gabrielsen: "The Evelution of
a Teacher Training Programme" in K. Johnson (ed): Evaluation
1 . CUP 1987.
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The paper gives an account of "a long-term evolution of an in-
service training programme that transformed gradually from
1)training as transmissien, to 2) training as problem-solving,
to 3) training as classromm decision-making and investi-
gation"®

This paper has had a substantial influence on our thinking.

We found the strong interrelationship between classroom ex-
perience and training input especially interesting.

Organisation

The programme covered one school year.

The 12 trainees formed 4 subgroups or network groups, 2 of
English, 1 of French and 1 of German.

Each of the 4 teacher trainers were attached to one particular
group .

We divided the scheool year into 4 pericds of & whole day and 2
half-day sessions for the whole group as illustrated below.

Period 1 Period 2 Pericd 3 Period 4
2 days 2 days 1/2 day + 1/2 day 2 days
Sept. Howv. Jan Febr Apr.

During each period separate network group meetings were
organized by each group. We had no common schedule for these
meetings.

Specifie training sessions on materials and methodology were
offered.

*ibid.
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Contract

The participants agreed to try out one new thing with their
pupils during each period, make written reports on this and
share their experience first with the members of their network
group and then with the whole group in the plenary sessions.
The participants were offered a reduction in teaching hours of
1 hour per week, which is 63 hours per vear.

Background

In Morway as in all Europe we have an urgent need for in-
service training. In-service training is a joint demand from
teachers, teacher trainers and school authorities.

This demand has a double motivation: The first one is not new.
It goes back to the seventies when streaming was abolished in
primary schoeol in Norway and the second foreign language was
made optional. Conseguently access to secondary school was in
principle open to all pupils regardless of prior choice of
subjects. Obvicusly the teaching staff was not prepared to
handle this new situation, especially not foreign language
teachers who have a strong tradition for teaching only "the
chosen few". At the same time objectives were changed to
communicative competence and the new syllabus stated the right
of every pupil to get instruction according to personal
abilities and capacities and not according to an average
defined within a given course. It is also stated that in-
dependence and responsibility of the pupils are primary
educational aims. As a conceguence the teacher was given
great liberty with regard both to content and methedelogy.
This means that the teachers have to develop a process-
oriented curriculum together with the pupils.

However, teachers in general find it difficult to use this
liberty in a feasible manner. The remedy in this situation
was expected to be in-service training

The second motivation is more recent and of economic order.
Increase of knowledge is the repeatedly quoted remedy for
economic problems. Foreign language education does noe re-
spond to the needs of the society either guantitatively or
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gualitatively. If this is commonly agreed, the discussion of
remedies follows at least two lines, one claiming elitism:
back to basies and streaming of the pupils, and one claiming
more democracy in education: make foreign languages accessible
to all pupils. Adherents of the first suggestion accuse the
others of professing a decrease of guality, the others try to
convey the view that teaching according to indiwvidual learning
processes and social interaction is both desirable and
possible.

In this situation the responsibility of £he teacher training
institutions to give in-service training has been emphasized,
and we on our side, feel urged to find new directions in this
field. We have reached the point of realizing that the well
known courses of the type "teachers-listening-to-experts" do
not work if we want in-service training teo have any con-
siderable effect on practice in the foreign language class-
room. We have te focus on the problem of transfer from the
training input to the reality of the classroom. This has to
do both with content and organization of the training.

We asked the two guestions:

What does the process of develcoping classroom practice look
like? What promotes this process?

Then the following aim of the programme was formulated:

"To raise the awareness of foreign language teachers in
developing their own teaching systematically and according to
national curriculum cobjectives™.

We decided to start from each individual classroom and its
reality, which demanded a general framework for the programme
rather than specific objectives. Thus we hoped to create room
for all participants to make individual planning and decisions
and work with specific issues defined by themselves. This
meant that we would rather focus on the teacher and learner
roles seen in relation to national curriculum and to theories
about foreign language learning than focus on learner autonomy
as such. It should be added that there was not consensus in
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our trainer group on the feasibility of learner autonomy. So
thiz was made a specific issue only by some of the partici-
pants.

Some principles for in-service training

We are not able to draw any firm conclusion from this project,
also because the evaluation has not yet been finished. We do
not know at this moment if the participants have made
consistent changes in their classroom practice.

Nevertheless we trace some principles for in-service training
that confirm the Danish experiences of Bféen, Candlin, Dam and
Gabrielsen” In this respect, the educational context in the
two countries tends to be very similar.

The principles seem to relate to some of the same concepts on
which learner autonomy is based.

I am thinking of the concept of learning seen as a self-
initiated process and a continual develepment of the res-
ponsible individual, I am thinking of the concept of knowledge
seen as the outcome of an ongoing communication and of the
concept of communication seen as a genuine social exchange and
negotiation of meaning.

Principles:

1. The classroom itself is the base and the resourse of
innowvation, and it is the research field for changing
processes.

2. The teacher him-/herself has to initiate the process of
innovation, not the "expert”.

3. The trainee and the pupils possess knowlegde about their
own classrocom that the trainer does not have and which is
crucial to innovation.

Tibid.
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4. The trainer participates actively in the analysis and
discussion of specific classroom practices.

5. The trainer is learning as well as the trainee, this is a

shared experience.

6. Development of teaching practice is based on planning,
trying out, evaluation and reajustment, a process that
should continue after the "course".

7. Training input has to be rooted in the classroom of each
trainee.
Bg. In-service training has to be a long-ternm process if we

want to learn from our mistakes. Then mistakes are not
seen as failures, but part of the development.

9. Mutual sharing of experience is adeguate course input.

10. Support both from colleagues and trainers is crucial
because changing established practice is complicated and
often threatening.

These principles are familiar te our thinking of learner
autonomy. Changing classrcocom practice seems to involve
trainee autonomy in the same way that learning a foreign
language involves learner autonomy. "You can’t make pupils
learn a language. They have to undertake the learning them-
selves™. "You can’t change teachers. They have to undertake
changes themselves",

Theoretically this seems= obvious. But when it comes to
operationalization to trainee autonomy, it is not that simple.
Leni Dam has demonstrated how learner autonomy can be
operationalized through the ways she organizes her classroom
and how one can cope with interaction between learner projects
and the project of the teachers which is that of promoting the
learning processes of the pupils.
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The teacher trainer project is to promote the development of
better teaching and learning in the classroom. The model and
organization we tried, was a door opener in the sense that new
principles for in-service training emerged. But the model is
only the first step towards cperatiocnalization.

Several problems were uncovered and demand further development
of the programme. I want particularly to consider the

following ¥ areas.

The content of the programme

We did not put the trainee "on the track"ahy introducing new
procedures or methedology because we focused on their free
choice and self-initiative. The content was defined in a
general way - "a new teacher and learner role".

The positive about this was that the trainees could work with
the reality of their individual classroom. But this also
turned out to be frustrating in the plenary sessions where
totally different classrooms were presented, so different that
it was too difficult to engage in all of them and give proper
feedback. On one hand there were too many items to handle and
on the other hand the participants did not want te involve
themselves when the topic appeared too remote. The plenary
sessions suffered from this and did not function as mutual
exchange of information in the way we wanted, although some
new possibilities of procedures came up and were adopted.

It seems that a greater degree of agreed focus is necessary,
at least in the selection and grouping of the trainees.

The trainee and trainer roles.

As we formed 4 different subgroups with one trainer connected

to each of them, I will at this point only refer to my own

experience.

In my group we experienced three different types of inter-

action between trainees and trainer.

Type 1: The trainer presents examples of classroom
procedures and technigues, which the trainees imp-
lement directly in her/his classroom.
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Type 2: The trainees come up with classrcom problems, and
the trainer respond by asking back for more specific
information, thus aveoiding to generelize for fear of
making the genuine case less comprehensible.

Type 3: The trainees and the trainer interpret together
classroom experience using both a general theory and
specific examples.

It is my experience that the success of all three types of

interaction depends on mutual confidence and a certain

consensus with regard to roles. If the trainer feels assigned
the expert role and objects to assume that role, the problem
remains the same as when he simply assigns the role of expert
to the trainees. Trainees do not necessarily regard them-
selves as experts in their classroom. The roles are not
granted. They have to be established and defined in an ex-
plicit way. In deoing this, petacommunication and pegotiation
seem to be keys. Trainees and trainers have necessarily
different approaches to the classroom reality - on the one
hand we have genuine events, genuine because they are real,
and on the other hand we have theoretie representations of
events, representations because they are generalizations. It
seems that the possibilities of rewarding co-action between
trainees and trainer lies in this double and interdependant
approach which sheuld therefore be investigated and focused on

in future programmes.

Change/innovation

We do not know encugh about the nature of change.

One peint is that change is not necessarily positive in it-
self. Inevitably we have to ask the guestion "change towards
what?" This implies the paradex of setting up aims.

Planning a new practice demands a defined aim, but aims are
not predictable, they are changing during the process.
Perhaps we should rather talk about development.

It further has to be recognized that changing is a wvery
personal matter.

Some people have a negative starting point like "I am not goed
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enough - I have to change". This implies a static conception
of change which may be difficult to build on in a processual
programme.

A positive starting peoint like "I am doing well, I want to
develop this further" proves to be far more fruitfiul'. The
trainer can truly influence on the attitude of the trainees
who should of course not have the slightest feeling of guilt.
But to be more clear in this matter, I believe that we have to
leave the usual trainer discourse and really take into account

the complex nature of classroom practice.

Conclusion

We have learnt a lot about the process of developing cne’s own
practice, and we have experienced a model which seems to be a
useful framework for the kind of in-service training we are
searching for. But we still lack knowledge in how to promote
this process.

Developing one’s practice is a personal matter and can only be
undertaken by the individual her/himself. At the same time
better language education is a common concern of society and
is as such directional for the in-service programme.

As pupils must find their own personal ways of foreign
language learning, trainees must find their personal ways of
learning how to develop their classroom practice. As a
trainer, my concern is to make such learning possible, and in
thiz work I realize that to a large extent I can draw upon
experience in developing learner autonomy. Pupils have to
realize that teachers can be used for their own purposes.
This i=s also true for trainees. In my view, we should as
teacher trainers in this phase, rather be concerned with
pedagogic approaches to trainees’ classroom realities than
with the implementation of innovatery technigues, methods and
and content. This might promote the autonomy of the trainee
in the process of development, which I think is as crucial as
learner autonomy in the language learning process.

*This was clearly demonstrated by Gerd Gabrielsen in the EFS-
project.
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DIFFERENTIATED ENGLISH TEACHING
IN-SERVICE TRAINING FOR TEACHERS OF ENGLISH
Rigmor Eriksson.

The origin of eur "Karlstad" project, Differentiated English
Teaching, (Diff-Eng for short) was the GEM project, grouping
of pupils in English and Maths, which was carried out in the
years 1983 - 1987. The titles of the project indicate that
they both deal with the issue of how to cope with students’
very varying abilities in language learning (although the
first project also concerns Maths). To &Efferentiata the
pupils in various forms of ability grouping may be cne way;
another is to differentiate the teaching within the classroom,
or to individualize as it is fregquently called.

Differentiation in the Nordic schools.

In all the Nordiec countries we have had the same school
ideclogy and the same discussion about school differentiation,
and on the whole our school systems for students up to the age
of 16 are rather similar. We have comprehensive schools where
pupils go together in socially mixed classes and in principle
there is no permanent ability grouping. However, the develop-
ment from parallel school systems via a comprehensive school
with alternative study programmes in the upper stages has not
been identical in the different countries. In all the
countries courses on twe or three levels in maths, foreign
languages and one or two other subjects have been provided,
i.e. a kind of ability grouping. For ideological reasons
Norway abolished all permanent ability grouping in 1975.
Finland followed in 1985, after vears of experiments with
small mixed ability groups. Since 1975 the Danish schools can
choose mixed groups or ability grouping in English, maths and
physics/chemistry from the eighth grade. Today about 60 per
cent of them still choose to work on two ability levels,
whereas the others have gone over to mixed ability groups also

in these subjects.
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In Sweden pupils from grade 7 to grade 9 (aged 13-16) choose
between an easier and a more advanced course in English and
mathe. These are now the only subjects with alternative
courses. In 1978, when preparing the new curriculum, the
Hational Board of Education (HBE) suggested that the alter-
native courses should disappear, but because of strong
opposition e.g. from teachers’ organizations the courses were
wreintroduced”. In connection with this, the government
instructed the NBE to investigate what would happen in schools
if the course system was abolished: what ways of grouping
students would be used, and what would be the effects of
different groupings on student proficiency and other student
characteristics?

The GEM project.

The task of carrying out the investigation was entrusted to
the Department of Education at Gothenburg University, and
there I worked with the English part of the GEM project, as it
came to be known. Most of my time was devoted to classroom
observations, teacher and learner guestiosnnaires and other
more informal contacts with the participating teachers. We
did give language tests, too, although we were well aware af
the problems and limitations of such studies. To cut a long
story short - what we found was that according to test rosults
frem 3 084 pupils, classes changed their relative position
considerably between the pretest in the autumn term of grade 7
and the post-test in the spring term of grade 9. There was,
however, no connection between grouping models and proficiency
growth as measured by the results on these tests. Pupils who
had been in mixed ability groups one, twe or all the three
years had developed just as well as those who had been in
various forms of ability groups all the tree years. in
Finland and Denmark comparisons have been made between test
results or grades in the final exam in ability groups and in
mixed ability groups, and the results have been similar to
ours. These results evidently do not support ability
grouping, as long as this is against the school ideclogy.
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on the other hand it was obwious that a majority of the
teachers in the project preferred some kind of ability
grouping, which is natural as that is what they are used to,
and as language teaching in general is not very indi=-
vidualized. My classroom observations confirmed the general
opinion that most English lessons in comprehensive schools are
fairly teachercentred. The communicative approach has had an
influence on language teaching in many classrooms and made it
more learner-centred than it used to be, but to a large extent
pupils in the same classrocom follow the same course and have
in principle the same objectives. '

Attempts to develop individualized methods.

For 30-40 years teachers have been told to individualize their
teaching, but how this could be accomplished in the language
classroom is still an open question. The programmed teaching
of the sixties, which was supposed to be a solution to the
problem of individualization, had no success in language
teaching. Maybe it was too atomistic and gave too little room
for oral communication and for the "human" z=ide of language.

In the seventies the Nordic council published a manual on
individualized English teaching based on experiences from the
Nordie countries. The manual, which gave ideas e.g. for theme
work, interest groups and "the station system", was sent out
to the upper stages of the comprehensive scheools. It seems,
however, that only a few were inspired to try out the ideas
themselves, and those who did it only had fairly short pericds
of such work in between periocds of teacher-centred lessons.
Some pupils cbviocusly liked the periods of {comparatively)
free choice and thought they learnt more than during the
ordinary lessons. Others seemed to take these periocds more as
a nice break. It was fun, but it was not real, substantial
work, not like "the course" represented by the textbook.

A guestionnaire to the pupils in the GEM project who had
experience of theme work and/er of interest groups gave the
following answers:
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Which lessons do you like best, textbock lessons or themework

lessons?
A0% . ..s:520. TEextbooK lessons
0% ..22..... Themework lessons (H=750)

Which lessons do you like best, textbook lessons or interest

group?
0% ......... Textbook lessons _
T0% ......... Interest groups ' (H=700)

In which lessons do you think you learn best?

B0% ....:2..+ Textbook lessons
0% .ueve.... Themework lessons

TEE ...ss.0... Textbook lessons
25% ......... IDterest groups

1t could be that the pupils’ doubts about the learning effects
af themework and interest groups were due to the fact that the
working methods were new both to them and their teachers and
that both sides would benefit from more experience. It could
alsc be that the pupils were used to regarding learning and
knowledge as something more connected with what the teacher
taught and did not guite rely on their ability to learn on
their own. In informal talks with the teachers I also had the
impression that some teachers had doubts about the learning
affects of this kind of work, as they could control neither
the process, nor the product as closely as in ordinary
teaching. Besides, this type of work often forced them to
spend hours on finding and organizing material and tasks for
the work.
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Individualization in the seventies - as presented in the
manual - focused on the contents of the language (e.g. theme-
work) or gave oppeortunities for the pupils to choose tasks and
subject matter according to their needs or interests., It did,
however, not give pupils and teachers a feeling of systematic
and controlled proficiency growth. HNor did it entail that
pupils used the language more in face-to-face communication
(except in interest groups for conversation). It was in-
dividualized work, no doubt. Pupils had different tasks, read
and wrote different things in English, gave their
presentations in English, but usually they did not cooperate
in English. There was guite a lot of real communication
going on in the classrooms, but in most classes the "real”
communication was in Swedish. There were classes where almost
all the talking was in English, but in most cases not even the
teacher seemed to think that it was possible for the pupils to
use English as their working language.

These were my impressions from classroom observations during
the first years in the GEM project. I had been locking for
classrooms where tasks and objectives differed in relation to
pupils’ different abilities and needs, but where there was
also a great deal of communication in the target language
between pupils and between teacher and pupils in small groups.
After a couple of years I had a feeling that I would never
find such classes in a comprehensive school.

Autonomous language learning.

Late in 1984 I came to Leni Dam’s class in Denmark. There I
=aw pair work and group work where pupils chose their own
objectives, found suitable material and decided how to work
with it. Afterwards they talked about how they had managed to
reach their objectives, what had functioned well in their
cooperation and what not so well etc.... you all know. And
they used English nearly all the time. This was the utopian
classroom I had given up hope of ever finding. It had taken
me years to realize that individual development for students



23

cannot be administered by a teacher - it has to be based in
the students’ own awareness of what they want to learn and how
they can go about it.

I thought then I had found something which might be an alter-
native to the alternative course system. What I didn't know
was whether it was possible at all to spread the ideas to
other teachers. Would it be possible to make them come to in-
service courses, make them interested and willing to practice
the ideas in their own classes? And would the teachers be
able to make pupils understand and accepﬁ?and work in
accordance with an appreach which would be teotally new to most

of them?

The recommendations from GEM.

The final recommendations from GEM to the NBE actually aimed
at effecting changes in the language classrooms, urging on the
development which has been started by the communicative wave
but which is rather slow as pedagogic changes usually are. We
hoped that the recommendations - if fellowed - would create
situations where teachers have to cooperate and have to con=-
sider other ways of teaching. A flexible grouping model
within each work unit (usually 2-3 classes with parallell
English lessons) would be a basis for cooperation. HNot
flexible ability groups, which many exXperiment schools in GEM
had chosen, because that almost always leads to rather perma-
nent groups on three levels instead of two. In such groups
the frontal teaching often worked better than before, so there
was really no need for cooperation and development.

We recommended first of all that the different marking scales
for the easy and the advanced course be abolished, since this
iz a prereguisite for a change of the prevailing system.
Furthermore we suggested mixed ability groups of about 20 in
the 7th form. (Swaedish classes can have up to 30 pupils, so
two classes would make three groups of 20. Three teachers for
two classes with parallell lessons in English is what many
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schools have now in the alternative course system.) The 20-
groups would be the basic groups as long as they worked well.
Periods with for example themework or so called interest
groups once or twice a year, when pupils from the unit could
choose group according to activity, would emphasize that
groups can vary and that another type of grouping could take
over if the mixed-ability groups were too difficult to handle.

It was obvious that teachers needed in-service training for
working with mixed-ability groups. We suggested an affiliated
project where we would not only provide in-service training
but also follow the effects of it in some classrooms.

Inservice training.

Today it is almost two years since we handed over the final
GEM report with our recommendations te the NBE and they gave
theirs to the government, including the recommendation to
abolish the different marking scales. There is still neo
decision in this pelitically controversial issue, and if I
have understood things correctly it is now a matter of "give
and take" between the political parties. However, the NBE
supported the idea of research on effects of in-service
training and funded a three-year-project, Diff-Eng, of which
the first two years have now passed. We, June Miliander and
I, have had two-week-courses for 82 teachers so far, and one-
week courses for about half as many. We will alse run courses
this final project year, but the teachers that we are
following more closely are the 62 that took part in courses in
Gothenburg and Karlstad in 1988-89.

The following is a brief outline of the design and contents of

the two-week courses:

* The courses are split up on three occcasions: one week in
September, three days in October-November and two days in
February-March.
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* A theoretical basis is established through literature
{which the participants are expected to have studied to
some extent before the course starts) and theory
lectures, e.g. on autonomous language learning and on
language acguisition with special focus on weak language

learnes.

* Questionnaires at the beginning of the course are meant
to give the participants the opportunity to reflect on
their teaching, to consider what they are content with
and what they would like to change or develop.

* Various ways of working with texts and grammar from a
learner-centred approach are demonstrated, and time is
provided for the teachers to adapt the ideas to their own
classrooms. Autonomous language learning is a vital
jissue in the courses, and teachers who have been working
in that line give of their experience. (When possible we
invite both Leni Dam and one of our earlier course par-
ticipants as lecturers.)

* In individual contracts the participants write what they
want to try out in their own teaching in the period be-
fore the next meeting.

* At the second and third meetings teachers share
experiences of how their "experiments"™ have turned out in
practice, get new input and write new contracts.

We assume that teachers in general are not prepared to make
too extensive changes in their classes. Conseguently we
advise them to start with reascnable ambitions. Model D in
"Four teaching models® is what we imagine that most teachers
can cope with, i.e. the same material but different ways of
using it depending on interests, cbjectives chosen and levels



of ambition among the students.

The class can kKeep the common

coursebock, and the teacher will not necessarily be regarded

with suspicion by sceptical colleagues.

FOUR TEACHING MODELS

Teacher centred teaching

A. Individual work

Different ocbjectives, material

and tasks. The teacher diagnoses,

provides tasks and evaluates.
Mainly individual work.

C. Frontal teaching

The same material, the same
tasks. In principle the same
objectives. Mainly indiwvidual
work. The teacher plans and

evaluates.

What happens in the classroom?

Pupil-planned work
B. Learner autonomy

Different objectives,
material and tasks.
Pupils plan and
evaluate together with
teacher in small
groups or indivi-
dually.

D. Towards learner
autonomy

The same material,
different cbjectives
and tasks, or tasks
which can be solved on
various levels.

Fupils plan in groups
or individually within
common frames.
Evaluate with teacher.

The final project year will be devoted mainly to studies of
what effects remain of the inservice training a year after the
course. OQuestionnaires, classroom observations, formal inter-
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views and informal contacts will provide the material for our
report, which we hope to be able to present to you at our next
workshop, in Karlstad.

Three teachers who have participated in the courses will tell
you now about how the ideas influenced their teaching. None
of them chose model D, though; they all preferred to let their
classes try learner autonomy as in model B. They will intro-
duce themselves and report about their experiences.

Birgitta Risholm teaches English, French and German. Attended
the first course, a pilot version with the whole course on one
occasion, in January 1987. Had tried differentiated teaching
before and was particularly interested in acquiring the theo-
retical basis of the development within language learning and
teaching.

Agneta Olsson teaches English and French. Attended a course
in 1988-89, where Birgitta took part and reported about how
she applied learner autonomy in her classes. Had felt a
growing desire for a more active and responsible learner role
and was prepared for an orientation towards teaching methods
focusing en the individual learner.

Jérgen Tholin attended the same course as Agneta. Teaches
Swedish, History and English. Had had individualized work in
Swedish and History but had never found a way to fit English
intoe the pattern.

Before meeting our classes we all felt the need to consider
and plan how to present learner autonomy (LA) to our pupils
and what material to use. We also revised the documentation
handed out to us concerning both the theoretical and practical
aspects of LA. We used about a week for the introduction in
the classroom. None of us experienced any particular relue-
tance from the pupils. ©On the contrary they showed great
enthusiasm at the prospect of being free to choose themselves
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what to do, and they alsc showed great creativity in coming up
with ideas for activites. One of the things we had been
worrying about - not having encugh material - turned cut to be
of minor importance since the pupils provided a great deal of
it themselves. The following shows how some aspects of LA
have turned out in our classes.

Planning their own work

Some pupils had no real interest in planning. They were too
eager to get started. They have to be taught to see the
importance of planning, and this is an ongoing process.
Others used too much time on planning. Some had difficulties
in estimating the time aspect.

Diaries

Diaries are of major importance to both learners and teachers
to keep a record of the process. They contribute to a close,
personal relationship between the teacher and the individual
pupil. They provide a good way of keeping track of each
pupil‘s homework. They are something to show the parents.

Presentation

The pupils’ presentation of their work has gradually removed
initial shyness about acting in front of the class. They have
been very inventive in finding new ways, and the standard is
constantly improving.

Evaluation .

From the beginning evaluation was pointed out as the pivet of
the process. Through evaluations we try to raise the pupils’
awareness of the learning process. The evaluation sheet
undergoes constant revision.

Some consegquences of the courses

Other teachers’ reactions ranged from a genuine interest to
scepticism. We have tried to inform and spread the ideas
about LA in different ways:
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* by opening up our c¢lassrooms to colleagues and other
interested people

* by having demonstration lessons at an offieial schoeol
fair

# by arranging and participating in in-service training
days

* by organizing a study circle

* by writing an article for Lingua (forthcoming), published

by the National association for Swedish language

teachers.

An increased pleasure in work is visible in both ourselves and
our pupils. We see this as a great result so far. The pupils
show both responsibility for their own learning and a growing
readiness to help and support esach other. We act as advisors
and resource persons, supporting our pupils in evolving aware-
ness of how best to learn English. We have developed a closer
relationship with our pupils which favours the learning
process and helps us to solve together the problems that
arise.
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CURRICULUM ISSUES.

"PROPOSALS FOR NATIONAL CRITERIA MODERN LANGUAGES IN THE FIRST
PHASE OF SECONDARY EDUCATION". INTRODUCTION.

Wim Galjee.

In February 1988 the Dutch minister of education appointed an
independent committee, chaired by the well-known Prof. Dr. J.
van Ek, to draw up proposals for National Criteria Medern
Languages for all types of secondary education in the age
range 12 to 16. In January 1989 the first proposals were
published in a small brochure. It contains identical general
and concrete core cbjectives for English, French and German,
explanations and adstructions, and a few appendixes {on
grammar and text-types).

The Hetherlands has known a fierce discussion on the structure
of secondary education since the early seventies, particularly
concerning the first phase for pupils in the age range 12 to
16. In the past 15 years three major proposals to change the
structure of this segment of education failed to get a peliti-
cal majority. The current reform bill aims at renewing the
content of the curriculum WITHOUT attempting to change the
schools structure. The idea is that every school type for
this age group will offer a core curriculum that will mini-
mally lead to national criteria for 15 school subjects.

Around the core the schools can offer anything to retain their
specific identity (academic orientation, combination with
vecational training, religious education, pedagogical
philesophy etc.). The name of this innovation is BASIS-
VORMING, which means somethin like "basic education".

With the introduction of these national eriteria the Dutch
government hopes not only to introduce a common core program
into an extremely diverse practice, but also to raise the
general level of achievement. There is no precedent for these
measures: the Dutch tradition is one of great freedom for
schools to shape their own curriculum. This freedom has even
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been laid down in the Constitution. It is the intention of
the government to have national tests developed on the basis
of the criteria. Whether this will happen or not, is by no
means certain. Some critics have condemned the reform bill as
basically unconstitutional.

Some more background information on the eriteria themselves:

The national criteria consist of general and concrete
core objectives. The general objectives briefly
characterize the entire common core; the concrete
ocbjectives form minimum attainment ﬁirqets for all
learners. These have been formulated on two levels: a
general level that represents a basic communication
level, and an extended level that represents the minimum
necessary to continue the subject in further education.
The objectives are identical for French, German and
English.

The objectives must be reached within the (new) legal
minimum of 240 lessons for French and German, and 280 for
English.

The criteria may eventually be included in the Secondary
Education Act. This made very precise and detailed des-
eriptions impossible. As it is the objectives are far
more concrete than anything existing in the Netherlands.
The order in which the concrete core objectives are
menticned represent priorities: the highest level is
demanded in the area of reading skills, and subsegquently,
in descending order, listening skills, conversation
skills and writing skills.

Not included is an appendix with a list of grammatical
structures for the extended level. There are no explicit
grammatical objectives for the general level.

The committee has chosen not to specify vocabulary ranges
for the two levels. After ample discussion the decision
was to recommend further research inte vecabulary
selection and control.
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For more information you may apply to the Secretariat of the
committee at the Institute for Curriculum Development (SLO).
The adress:

committee on National Criteria Modern Languages

c/o the secretary drs. W. Galjee

SLO Institute for Curriculum Development

F.0. Box 2041

7500 CA Enschede.

DISCUSSION
Gerd Gabrielsen.

Towards the end of his contribution Wim Galjee asked us
whether we could see the proposed specification and proposal
for national criteria as a possible prototype of a common
European FL syllabus specification.

This question was the starting point of a lively and at times
heated debate. Objections were raised to the idea of using
minimal criteria. Participants found it difficult to see the
relevant pedagogic use of these. Norwegian participants
warned against the use of too closely specified aims, which in
their experience were generally counteractive to classroom
experimentation and'innavatinn, not least when, as was the
case here, they were specifically geared to testing. There
were also strong objections to the principle of setting im=
plicitly accepted in the proposal. Further the level of
language proficiency to be aimed at was found surprisingly
modest considering what participants felt their learners could
actually do. This also went for the weaker learners. As
regards content the plan seemed rather narrow in scope. Most
text types explicitly indicated were of a pragmatic nature,
and there was no mention of work that might be done with text
types closer to the text types used in mother tongue teaching,
and which both teachers and learners found more interesting
and rewarding than what could be done with just pragmatic
texts,
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LEARNING HOW TO LEARN.
AWARENESS IN THE CLASSROOM AND IN WORKSHOPS.
Leni Dam/Hanne Thomsen

The first part of our paper will be concerned with teachers’
work with learners’ awareness of learning.

We will give an account of what we have done in our classrooms
in order te focus the pupils’ attention on learning, and we
will give examples of how our pupils have discussed various
elements involved when learning, e.qg. materials, activities,
own role and the role of others (co-learners and teachers),
planning and evaluation.

We also raise the question to be investigated further whether
a pattern similar to that identfied by H. Holec (1) may be
discerned in the classroom development of learner autonomy.
Finally we briefly touch upon the guestion of teacher training
where, according to our experience, the same principles would
apply as in the foreign language classroom.

CLASSROOM WORK

Learning how to learn in a 5th and 6th form.
Hanne Thomsen.

I'm going teo talk about my experience in one of my English
classes. It is a 6th form, 25 pupils. They began learning
English 2 years ago, at the age of 11.

From the very beginning these learners have written a diary in
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English. Every lesson they noted down what they did, what
they wanted to remember, what to do at home, etc. In pre-
paration for this workshop I have gone through these diaries
and will now attempt to give an account of how I worked in the
classroom in order to further the learners’ awareness of how
they learn from the work that they do and how to use this
experience in further learning. The gquestion I had in my mind
when going through the diaries of my pupils is one that I have
often thought about and discussed with my colleagues:

The learning-to-learn sessions in evaluaéicn and planning that
we = teachers and learners undertake
- are they the best cnes possible to help my pupils
evolve real learner autonomy?

- do they develop in the learners’ awareness of the
learning process the way we want them to do?
- is it possible to identify a progression or prin-

ciples in the work we undertake - induced by me as a
teacher or by the learners’ comments.

In the two years’ work I have looked at, we began by focusing
on the fact that we learn from what we are doing and that is
worth talking about. From this I went on and attempted to
direct the learners’ attention to work done and ideas brought
forward by other learners, te planning as a possible activity,
te the classroom as a social and working environment etc.

Fer this class I had chosen the coursebook "Project English"?
=0 that the pubils were introduced to learning English through
"small projects". The book offers input to motivate the
pupils to go on working with their own project.

*Tom Hutchinson, "Project English", Oxford University Press,
1986.
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Our work in the 5th form consisted of 3 important elenents:

projects - presentation - homework
1. term Aug-Dec. 1987 5th form
1. MY OWH PROJECT

what do you learn?

2. FRESENTATION
what have you done?
how did you work?
what was good/bad
what can we all learn from it?

3. HOMEWORE
what did you do?
describing materials/activities

My constant gquestion to the pupils as they were working with a
project (a poster, a tape, a book, a play) was: "What are you
learning?" Often they answered "I den’t know" or "I have
learned how €0 S8Y..eas ", Later they seemed to be more aware
of the process and more certain when and what they learned.
The pupils and I spent a lot of time presenting the products
of their projects: the pupils and I praised the nice things to
encourage them to go on with their work, the learners des-
cribed to the whole class how they had done it, and they
pointed out what they felt had been special about it, and I
began asking them what they could all learn from it to em=-
phasize the importance of spendig time presenting the 4if-
ferent products.
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Homework was also important for me to discuss. In the beg-
"Wefll have to find out how you can work on

inning I =aid:
You must tell me/each other

your own outside the classroonm.
how". They tried out different things and the material facti=-
vities were described in the classroom and by Nov. 17th -

after 40 lessons of English - we had a list of ideas for

homework . S .
Idens for homework
17 & Vor:
24 term Jan-June 1988 5th form “make o book
- reged.
. i Pfﬂcﬁiﬁ _mmglfﬁrhg
) "_{m_ff Wt begiatiey
PROJECTS ’ ' Wbl e b.cord
List of activities to choose: from make o .'?'
o T omake & st oo
-
ER - maks G Gecs-wh
COMMENTS E. - R
what was good to-day 7
what was bad 2
what was it like to=day 7
what did you learn to=day ?
MAKING HOTES
lfﬂ;nmmm . -
Jhirf s MM‘.& ihﬂ.: Where
Ay When
'E : § Planning ahead
- 'g l; Plan for next lessen
L =]
E 5iE
p o '
. & AGREE S, about worlk
-
3]
o
5 ] b
o P PRESENTATION - EVALUATION
=

‘what can be learned 7
good things 7
what could have made it even huttarﬂ

what is your next project ?-F :
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After Christmas we had worked with "the most interesting
projects" (pupils’ comment) in our courseboock. We had many
posters with activities and the pupils were very eager to have
time to work with some of the other sets of material that had
been brought into the classreoom, so the coursebook was put
away.

The pupils now designed their own "projects/tasks". At the
beginning of a new period we decided in commom which
activities should be on the list now, and I saw to it that
suitable sets of material were there. I still asked them
"What are you learning?" - but as a new thing they were now
asked to note it down in their diaries.

Comments
H‘Hi ‘}ﬂr‘rh'-ﬂfj :

6‘00:1 :

Irene s group made a-fu.mq‘y pfa‘y
Gr.ru'.ﬁfma. and Christel wprbeg wed  Dad - P
wikh Rande * .

Bﬂja’f{,; dad kﬂt‘ﬁr . .
Lhesr m’d"ﬂ'}”ﬂy. n  had U{wr wr bh

The ﬁfﬂdﬁrrr wos too .{:uu-.f}-
Tt Wy nm'i;,f.

Comments like: "I was lazy to-day, so I didn’t learn much", "I
had fun", "The group is nice", "The beek is boring", were
often heard/seen. My question to the negative comments was
"What can you do about it?»

One of my pupils came up with an idea about how to make notes.
He always framed and underlined important words/phrases/
grammar etc. in his diary and it seemed to me that is was
important for a period to make the other pupils used to such a
technigue. A nice (coloured) frame around what you want to
remember! Individual notes as well as common notes from
presentations.

At this stage they also began planning/deciding how to go on
to the next lesson. They were used to being told from the
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beginning of the lessen what to do, so often they sat there
waiting for me to tell them to go on with their project from
last time. In the end of a lesson the now wrote: "I'll go on
reading...®, "I’1l start writing....".
often I had to tell them the set of rules I wanted in the
classroom - often they were not different from those of my
colleagues’, but some were. Agreements or perhaps classroom
rules like "I don‘t want you to ....", "You must....", "The
teacher must...". So at this stage we had a poster in the
classroom saying: )

"Don‘t interrupt the tqacharjfellcwastudents when..."

"Bring your own glue".

"Decorate your diary".

They still liked presenting their work and I started calling
it evaluation and I asked them to decide on beforehand -
before they presented the product, what they would like to go
on with and to give reasons for it. When they wanted to go on
working in the same group with the same task was it then ....7
If they wanted to do semething totally different was it
because...?

Once a week they had to do something in English at home and
this was presented and evaluated openly in the class. They
gave each other ideas, advice, ete.

This term before Easter I asked them "What was the best thing
about English this year?" Most of them mentioned activities
that they had preferred and guite a lot of them said: "That we
can decide ourselves about homework". I asked: "What would
you like to be changed?" Among other things sone said: "We
want to do more things all together"™.
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3. term Aug-Dec. 1988 6th form

SAME MATERIAL
books, tapes, videos, etc.
RIEEERENT ACTIVITIES
suggested & chosen in the class
COMMENTS ON TODAY S WORK
I worked well because
PRESENTATION QF ACTIVITY
HOMEWORK
is shown to a fellow student
EVALUATION
of material

activities

diary

groupwork /homework

outcome {expected an unexpectedj
what can it be used for?

At the beginning of éth form I decided to give the same
material ot all pupils. Books, tapes, letters, videos, etc.
And again we put up a list of activities.

ctivities :

- write text to pictures

- retbell /rewrite  the ino!;(f
- Wsten to the tape

moke @ p.l"a;(

W

Wam’ga,m 1z

- describe maincharactors

- Make quizzes e
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For a period they were asked every English lesson to consider

how they had worked today and to write it in their diaries and
they were then recommended to change plans according to their

comments - if necessary. "I have worked well today because.."
The "because" is still difficult for them.

I alsc tried to focus more on the presentation of the activity
than of the preoduct. They still enjeyed watching each other
perform or present tapes, posters, etc., so we still kept on
taking that into our evaluations.

At the beginning of the lesson they afteﬁ-shmwed their home-
work to a partner/a group.

When we had finished working with a certain set of materials,
we evaluated in common and we ended up setting new plans for
the new set of material.

After Christmas this year things changed a bit again. For the
first time I asked them all, "What would you like te be better
at?" "How would you like to work? Suggestions, please". And
"Who would you like to work with?" I collected their plans
and suggested groups and they then planned their work in the
group/with a partner.
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L. term Jan=June 1989 Bth form

PLANNING INDIVIDUAL

I want to be better at ...
How 7 ' o
Whe would you like to work with ?

PLANNING IN THE GROUP

What would you like to be better at
How are you going to work 7
What are you going to do teday ?

Groupwork

keep an account of :

= what did you do 7

= comments : how did you work / wha
did vou learn 7

.= plans forlnaxt lesson

= homeweork

PRESENTATION

receive comments

EVALUATION
¢ L
heay phnﬂfng

Some examples: Toth Jan ¥

!Wﬁaﬁ woudd yow ke fo be betier ot :
Bogr ¢
40 I want o be belttr ol wndesban. C: opelling, tn.f-{-,fnj and* understanding
ding more wprds. Tl listen to"a story on tage

I'd like {o read books :
D: To write words and spel words

B: %o spell ana tate I'm going b0 make o wrd'-a'?tfn.érﬂq
I'll read twe pages, listen ko g tape, hear o story and try fo write it
spell woprds. and moke & Chain-story

—
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Alnd Hay I

Plans fJor &he nert peciod :

@

Ao want E mabke o rnc:’r'qﬂh:nunp‘ Y
the tnd of the period T want fo
rod o sy, ' )

' -
paciise part W Jupr. R beme I il read 3 chaple
/ . a""r,r" trery bime ., At elass T wilf read ¥
Lowise, (Lisboth, Hia, ). Chagher ande b2l whout i in My v
. s, Thonas [ fusper)

I will reed books ﬁ:ﬁcf-‘r# 't

I will translefe “The H}-JL:-:;« of the

Loch Vess Honsber ' i home and wr @ A big play.
-f‘.'.-;—-c. Horewore © lisE ate vocabulary . This iy alo

Fimry
And while they were working they had to keep an account of
what they were doing. It turned ocut guite clear now that
nearly everybody had understood the value and importance of
the diaries. The diary was the backbone of the organisation
of the groupwork, and it was very easy for me to follow the
different steps that were taken. From now on the diary was a
more personal one. You could infer a lot about the learning
process of the individual by the way the diary was used.
Bafore end of term this year they described their English
lessons and some of them compared their English lessons to
other subjects and the difference was clear:

-a lot af d:'lfl.f:rm(‘. aedividies
- the ti":b.rJ

- free choice of makeiaks, activits
Partnges .-'.Er.f r Gedtties

These are often the same reasons they give when they are asked
why they like English.
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LEARNING HOW TO LEARN IN THE 7TH AND 8TH FORM (3RD AND 4TH
YEAR OF ENGLISH).
Leni Dam.

Lol "E“”" nodel of a
waching/Tearning

= What did I/fwe do?
= ¥hat was good/bad? WhyT
= What can it be used for?

FLANMING:
= What are we going te dar Whiy P
= Mow are we 9o0ing ks do L7

\ e

EVALUAT TON?
= WhaL wam good/bad? Why?
What next?

.-""‘-.r'.

HEW PLANNTNG

l

The above simplified model shows the pattern of our "classroom
work". -In our work we have learned the importance of

continuously asking the learners as well as ourselves the
questions:

What are we doing?

Why are we doing it?

What have we experienced?

How can and will we make use of our experience?
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Questions which the learners will then gradually start asking
themselves. What seems equally important, however, in the
process of learning to learn is that guestions, answers, and
decisions taken in the process of learning become open and
shared knowledge via diaries, posters, guestionaires, inter-
views, and discussions. It is not until the learners make
explicit to themselves and others their awareness of what is
going on when learning (at whatever level) that they can
freely and purposefully draw upon their environment (fellow
learners, teachers, and other sources of supports) for help
and possible participation in this learning.

Diaries.

In my classes learners’ diaries are indispensable. So far
they have been the best way for me to keep track of what the
individual learner and the groups are doing and how they feel
about what they are doing, (I have of course told my pupils
this.) Most of my learners claim that they also find the
diaries useful:

"I think the diarys has been a good help, because you can
sea what kind of homework yeou‘ve got. And when you're
writing contracts then you can loock back in the diary."

(3rd year of English)

Below I have shown 2 pages from a 7th form diary. Apart from
the information given on the page, the example gives an im-
pression of how classroom work was structured at the moment of

writing (1989).



45

&

#iw qﬁg\p\nhw‘lﬂfts: Sdmm

A _ﬂ;i?z.qﬂgg :1_,...
| A ?E%f.-.a s
- ___mr pl- o o |
. . __ ._.:..1__._____{.!.“\ L__\.__. v J._...,swm
.__..,....3._.._3 *ﬂr{uﬂp e u.__:__u..: 4._.,.“1. -"| e -

u\___\_r i ..ﬂﬁ-...hhd

x._a..ur:., ..Eu. EEQ&%&. H\S\ m&.ﬁ_ﬂ
w&.«uh\ JHJ_ Au__._.__ .3_\ J.w.:._._.._w_w\.h ;@P:ﬂ..rg_____.m

B r S

oﬂ)ﬁié iaddwc_ﬂ_xt ._E\dﬁ Eiﬁp

J&ﬁéw%Lé%% 433‘_\...

L.u_a.m) ﬁ.‘ﬂ

[ oy Ay b doyy

Wy

._.;.tv?. T.&u.__ St .ﬁ .-.__%.m\ uJ.__r..n.;.,...-.__ﬂ ,n
43«3?% e |

h.

|

: IJ._.S-..%QI._"\.Q J.W...xu ....“_55.._.3\ w‘ Qﬂgb..ﬂ hn

- &z%%ela%i H:qﬁ

.,- JE&\EE\?%% -

s L\w._._-‘ ' ..w.....r)..\ -
g e .MYVY..NA:E%II..

AP &:@Tﬁﬁ@
éﬁ ) ) v e

_ k.

ST J@Ea
.1]111@?.3&)4%‘ wrwmjsso%

S -




46

The diary will be filled out as the lesson proceeds and the
following items will normally be included:

1. Day and date.

2. Entries of the day’s activities, including new
words, dialogues, problems/successes, things to
remember, etc.

3. Homework/Plan for next lesson.

4. comments on today’s work/Evaluation.

In the 3rd and 4th years of English the Yearners will as a
rule decide for themselves what to do - in class as well as at
home. "We can decide what to do ourselves as long as we learn
something from it", a learner wrote in an evaluation. Their
decisions will be part of and a result of our procedure for
"Classroom work" (fig 1).

As seen in Hanne Thomsen’s account of work in the first two
years, however, the teacher’s role in this process should not

be underestimated.

A diary is kept by the learners not only to keep track of
tasks undertaken and materials used but also for personal
comments on the individual learning process. Keeping a diary
is an authentic communicative activity in itself. The
following extracts from "Comments on today’s work" are taken
from diaries from the 3rd and 4th years of English. They
cover the spectrum in these classes.

- I think the newspapergroup was good because we had a
good time and worked well. I liked to translate
adverts and I liked to help the others with the
cartoons.

L - Good/why: Alice in Wonderland - not too easy and not
too difficult. _
Bad/why: All the times where Leni were angry, be-—
cause we should hear on that every body was "so" and
" SO" .

- I think I have learn much and whrite much and then I
have had it funny. A good day.
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It was funny to be in the computerrcom but it was
not so funny to read about Christmas in England.
It has been so noisy that it was hard te work, I,
mysalf, took probably part in it as well.

I think we talked too much Danish in the group.

We didn’t learn much because we mostly used the
words we knew beforehand, but we learned a little
about how to devide the parts in a play between us
in a fair way.

The diary is furthermore a good possibility for direct,
authentic and persconal communication between learners and
teacher as well as being an important link between learner,
teacher and parents:

Posters.

I don't think I have learned so much today, but a
little. It has been funny to talk with Leni again.
Teacher: I am sorry you had to wait for me thak
long. I liked to talk to you too!

I think that it has been funny, because we tried
something new. But I don’t think you had enough
time to help everybody.

Teacher: Neither do I!

Things I have learned today:

A. Windscreen = Vinduesvisker

B. It is funny to speak English all the time.
Teacher: 2 good things to learn!

Parallel to the diaries posters are used in the classroon to
make wisible:

plans for lessons,
ideas for activities,
instructions,
contracts,

things to remember,
grammar,

evaluations.
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The posters are one way in which the teacher’s ideas for
organization of work and suggestions for alterations can be
made explicit in the classroom. ©On the whole, though, the
posters are a result of jeint negotiatien and evaluation in
the classroom. The posters are kept on nails in the class-
room, and are later reduced in size te be kept by the teacher.
Examples of posters from the 2th form:

Hon 03431 I 15
(e =

,.;,,c!-a,e.ﬁm

Y orning o werk for ugusl s Whol | \Whed
ﬂj,r’_li;:"einf:‘ M? .."'El ﬂze T/Hﬂﬁ'ﬁ{:" Hﬂ-ﬂdﬂlﬂ.
. ::fﬁ > pley L:‘ _: Thomas; ?n;l:::f. (Rurz. t
: f.l:zr ‘-‘Mﬁi‘;r . ' Smld'rﬁ, Camille.| Poems.
T eoders” anre odvren . "ﬁ{.hnfsi Anders Bo, :
Y Mok oy Wi - forten | Libhvania
ffla'nl';acf/ﬁ:'c.ﬁluf. -ﬂ'!cﬂl‘"{l/ ]}ni

| P52 hﬂ' . 'Fuhm;-ﬂ:f; o SLMJ A ”&’Eﬂt ﬁﬂﬁfﬂ st o
‘shacd sz L
_ ’fl'"“ % 47 AL gt Sortn Belina ??Hfi

Ht—.l’."-t

H uman r:'? A

London.

Readen ] /i

Niklas Poems.




49

Evaluation
Evaluation of the year:

Positive things:
I think it has been a wonderful year! I enjoyed all the
hours I’ve spend in the computerroom, because I think
that I get a lot done down there.
I've also enjoeyed makin "Qur Songs", because we learned
spelling. I think that it is nice with "monthpages™,
it’s nice looking at!

Hegative things: .t
More wvideo!li!!
Work sheets! I forgot to write on them, and yvou didn't
have any glue.
"Project English": I HATE IT!iili!

Anocther example of an "End-of=yvear” evaluation:
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When the learners are asked about the difference between
English lessons and other lessons, the most common answer from
learners at the first stage of developing autonomy is "free
choice™. At a later stage they will add te that things like
"I feel responsible for what I do" and "I have learned to
think about what I want to learn". Some years ago a school
leaver Wrote:
"I have learned English, planning my own work, co-
operation. Know more about people in other parts of the
world. Have had and used an independent responsibility.
Have taken part in the planning of learning (it makes cne
want to do, learn something for oneself).”
What we see mirrored in the classrcom context are the three
interpretations of the cencept of autonomy found by Holec (1).
Within the individual learner there seems to be a development
from a "free choice" stage to an explicit awareness of what
and how and why he or she wants to learn.

This brings to mind the guestion:
Is there a pattern? Or is it an outcome of the way we work in

the classroom? The gquestions we ask? The areas we focus on?
Would other ways of working with the learners’ awareness give
different outcomes?

WORKSHOPS
Learning to learn in workshops.

If we move on to looking at our workshops with people involved
in education, especially teachers, it seems that we have found
a way of passing on our experience and our ideas which makes
the audience listen and even start experimenting for them-
selves. Why is that? A reason could be that we see a clear
parallel between our classrooms and our workshops and that our
point of departure in both cases is based on concepts similar

to those stated by D. Barnes (2):
nsgchool knowledge’ is the knowledge which someone else

presents to us. We partly grasp it, enough to answer the
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teacher's guestions, to do exercises, or to answer
examination guestions, but it remains someone else’s
knowledge, not ours..... In so far as we use knowledge
for our own purposes however we begin to incorporate it
into our view of the world, and to use it to cope with
the exigencies of living. Once the knowledge becomes
incorporated into that view of the world on which sur
actions are based I would say that it has become ‘action
knowledge’"™,

"One difficulty in thinking about knowledge is that it is

both “out there’ in the world and ‘in here’ in ourselves.

The fact that it is ‘out there and known to the teacher

doesn’t mean that he can give it to children merely by

telling them. Getting the knowledge from ‘out there’ to

*in here’ is something for the child himself to do: the

art of teaching is knowing how to help him to do it.®

Az with diaries, posters, and evaluations from our classroom
work we have gone through our from several workshops over the
years. It is our impression that the following elements
included in our worksheps seem to have been of importance:

- Focus on learning rather than teaching.

- Build up confidence on the part of the participants.

- Build the training on the participants’ own ex-
perience and knowledge of teaching/learning and
classroom precedures.

- Engage the participants in tasks - reviewing, com-
paring and analysing teaching/learning activities
(own and/or others) leading up to the planning of
new activities concerning any aspect of the
teaching/learning situation ("The Flower" (3)) to be
tried out in their own classroons.

- Present relevant theory in a format which allows for
use in evaluating and planning classroom practice,
and if possible alsc in a form which is simple
enough to be used in planning and evaluation with
the pupils.
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- The role of the trainer/organiser is eguivalent to
the role of the teacher in an autonomous
teaching/learning environment: to be a participant
in the whole process.

Following these lines we seem to have managed to get into the
elassroom of the teachers, to get teachers to investigate the
process of their own teaching and learning, to make them
experiment ie. work systematically at changing/adjusting their
teaching to varying needs, to make them autonomous teachers.

conclusion
Working with "Learning how to Learn", in classrooms as well as

in workshops, implies a development of awareness going on in
teachers as well as in learners. This again implies teacher
training as well as learner training. When developing learner
autonomy, we, as teachers, must make ourselves aware of WHAT
we want our learners to learn. WHY we want them to learn it,
and HOW it can best be facilitated. But at the same time we
must realise that we haven’t got the answer as to what, why,
and how. Learning based openly on the learner’s awareness of
aims and means is an ongoing process in which learners and
teachers are egual partners, evaluation and negotiation being

the backbone of this process.
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THE OSLO PROJECT
Rita Gjerven/Berit Jansby/Liv Hagen

The Osle project comprises three locally organised projects,
(1) the SLS project, a study group at the University of Oslo,
(2) a project at Hovseter Skole, Oslo, and (3) a project at
Stabekk Videregdende Skele, Bsrum.

In the following, we would like to give a brief description of
the models for teacher-to-teacher transmission which we have
tried out.

5L5

The first project, the SLS project, began in 1987. During the
first year it was very loosely organised, consisting of only
three teachers of the S5LS staff (Department of Teacher Edu-
cation and School Development at the University of Oslo).

We were all primarily interested in developing our own class-
reom practice, starting from articles on learner autonomy and
communication, reports, and suggestions for evaluation.
Throughout the year we held regular meetings discussing our
classroom experience. At the end of the year we wrote a
report describing what had happened in our classrcoms, which
might serve as a starting point for future work.

This year twelwve forelgn language teachers of English, German
and French have been involved in the project. They all come
from the larger Oslo area and teach at secondary level
('ungdomsskolen’ and ‘videregdiende skole’, 13-15 and 16-19
years of age, respectively). .

seme of the teachers were familiar with learner autonomy from
the beginning, having applied the principles developed in
their classroom already, while others were rather in-
experienced, but wanted te try it out.

The group has met six times this year, receiving no external
support in the form of either money or reduced teaching hours.
At the meetings, which toock place over three to four hours in
the afterncon and early evening, the teachers brought class-
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room documentation (worksheets, evaluations, and examples of
learnera’ work) teo be used as reference points in discussions
of what had taken place. We then went on to set up and agree
on outline plans for the period leading up to the next
meeting, based on the experience we had now established in the
group.

The two members of the SLS staff who were in charge of the
project (Svein Johansen and Rita Gjerven) made a point of
letting participants find their own course. We saw ourselves
as advisers, but first and foremost as participants at the
same level as the others. )

The group has now chosen to work aleng the same lines next
year, and will further attempt to focus more on theory behind
the idea of autonomous learning. Members will prepare "themes
for discussion" based on their reading, and people from ocut-
egide the group will be invited for input and support.

Ten eut of twelve teachers are staying on in the group. One
guit because she thought that working in the group on a "con-
tract", with implied obligations towards other members of the
group, represented extra work which she couldn't cope with.
another left the group because she had found out that she
didn’t agree with the principles implied in learner autonomy.
The participants are noe working on a report. Every teacher
will focus on one or more aspects of her experience which she
finds of interest. The report will thus cover a wide range of
classroom experience in the area of foreign language teaching.
Themes we have focused on in the group are learner assessment
and evaluation, partly inspired by Mats Oskarsson’s
suggestions which some of the participants have found helpful
when taking over new classes and introducing them to the idea
of autonomy. Some teachers have let the learners themselves
construct tests as part of the classroom work, or have focused
on process evaluation and talking with the learners about the
divisioen of work and responsibility in the classroom, or have
discussed intentions behind lesson plans with learners,
eventually letting them take over the planning. As a con-
segquence of learners’ changing from one type of school to the
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next, learning to learn has been a prevalent theme of interest
to all.

HOVSETER

Hovseter is a large comprehensive school with about 500
students and 60 teachers.

We began working systematically with autonomy two years ago,
setting out on a very small scale: three teachers of English
working together, meeting once a week to discuss our classroom
experience, exchanging ideas, reading learner evaluations and
plans, and generally supporting and cheering up each other
whenever necessary. ’

At the beginning of the automn term, one of the three (Rita
Gjerven) gave a brief lecture on autconomy at a staff meeting
so that the other teachers would have some idea of what we
were aiming to do in our small project.

Last year we formed a new group consisting of twelve teachers,
not all of them language teachers and not all committed to
attempting a change in their teaching, but all of them inter-
ested in learning about autonomy.

This group met once a month, and four of the teachers are now
also in the SLS-group at the University of 0Oslo. (The twelve
teachers at Hovseter were all paid for the time they spent in
meetings as the project received support from the Oslo scheol
authorities).

Early this spring we arranged an evening meeting with the
theme of autonomy when we invited colleagues who might be
interested in hearing about our experience during the year.
About half the teachers at our school turned up. To me this
indicates that we have a good climate for work with learner
autonomy at our school.

STABEKEK

This year three teachers (Dag Fjeldstad, Reidun Hindrum, Liv
Hagen) began a cooperative project in social history, German,
English and Norwegian.

Our aim was to develop learner autonomy, i.e. the students’
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sense of responsibility towards their cwn work and a basis for
fhe individual student to see her/himself as coping well
gocially and in their work.
In the beginning we worked out teacher based outlines for
theme teaching in our four subjects. At the students’ reguest
they later began to attend and contribute actively to our
planning meetings.
Autcnomous work was also developed during language lessons
where the students had pericds of independent work using
different texts and individually chosen methods of work.
We feel that the teachers and the students are on the way
tewards achieving learner autonomy, and we will continue in
the same direction next year.

Examples of questions/questionnaires used with learners by the
5L5 group:

Please answer the following guestions -

You have now been learning French/German for four waeeks .

- What do you do in class?

- What does the teacher do?

- What have you learned?

- what could the teacher do, which would make you learn
better?

- What can you do to learn more?

- Does French/German seem difficult to you?

- If not, why isn‘t it difficult?

French, beginning of second vear

Please answer these guestions:

1. Do you still want to learn French? Why? Why not?

2. How much do you think you learned last year?
A lot Some A little Very little

3. What methods would you make use of to learn French this
year?

4. How much time and effort do you intend to put into your

work with French this year?
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h, Christm n ear:

1. Your experience as a learner this term. (Planning, ef-
fort, achievement).

2. Your teacher’s organizing of class activities and home-
work (Individualisation, group and class activities,
relations between learners and teacher). Suggestions for

improvement/alterations?

3. Next term............. next year.
Plans for learning French. What do you want to achieve?
Do you wish to continue learning French? Where, what

for, how? p
Learning English

What are your responsibilities?
Answers given in second year (8th grade), secondary school:

Do my homework 25
Give myself homework 12
Be attentive in class 20
Choose activities in class 12
Choose a theme to work on 12
Train until I master the difficulties 8

Set up aims for a period
Make plans for a lesson
Make exercises

Help others

& < @

oki b t eri nin

Discuss in your group: What have we learned?

- Culture and civilisation
- Idioms/expressions

- Words

= Grammar

- Other things

Discuss with yourself:
- What have T learned?
= What do I need to practise more?



58

Make a plan for recycling. Do not forget to estimate the time

you need.

Please answer the guestions below. The questions concern the
methods of teaching in French, German or English at your

farmer school. Think of classroom activities and not of

homework.
Activities used I learnt

1. Reading aloud one by one 4321 4321
2. Reading aloud together 4321 4321
3. Silent reading from a textbook 4 321 4 3 21
4. Listen to a text on a cassette

with books open 4 3 21 4 3 21
5. Listen te a cassette without

a written text 4 3 21 4 3 21
6. Listen to your teacher speaking

the foreign language 4 3 21 4 3 21
7. Listen to music/sing 4321 4 3 21
g. Dietatieon 4 321 4 321
a, Wordtests 4 3 2 1 4 3 21
10.00 exercises in your workbook 4 3 21 4 3 21
11.Free writing activities like

compositions, dialogues etc. 4 321 4 321

12.Answer guestions from your
teacher in the foreign language 4 3 2 1 4 321
13.Conversations or role play in

pairs or in groups 4 321 4 321

14 .Wordgames 4321 4 3 21
15.Translation, oral 4321 4 321
16.Translatien, written 4 3 21 4 3 21
17.Use of pictures 4 321 4321
4 3 21 4 3 21

18.0thers

activities used: d4=often, j=gccasionally, 2=rarely, l=never
I learnt: 4=very much, 3J=something, 2=a little,
1=nothing
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PLANNING AUTONOMOUS TEACHING/LEARNING
Anne Lise Christensen.

1 was introduced to autonomy Seven years ago when I took part
in one of Leni Dam’s workshops in Hundige. Gerd Gabrielsen,
Michael Breen and Christopher candlin were there as well. I
wasn’t really interested in geing, but a colleague had
persuaded me to go because =he had heard it should be very
good. So I went, and pefore it was over I had decided to
change. There was a follow-up two months}later, and before we
left the workshop we had to tell each other what we wanted to
do when we came back to our classrooms. The fact that we had
promised each other to try something made us try harder when
things didn’t work, and they didn’t always, of course.

Back in the classroom I spent the first lessons telling my
pupils about the workshop. MNormally at that time all my
classes knew exactly what was going to happen in every lesson,
but when I came back I told them to put away their books
because I wanted to talk to them. That really surprised them.
I then asked them a guestion that made them even more sur-
prised: How many 3 of your English have come from school. I
knew it was a hopeless question to ask, but I did. Answers
varied from 20% to 80%. Interesting! The pupils that said
the small figures were all very good at English, whereas the
pupils that said the big figures knew very little. The next
guestion I asked them was: "What do you do to improve your
English?" The weak pupils said: "I do my homework and try to
concentrate in the lessons". The ones that spoke good English
came with lots of answers to what they did to improve their
English. The thing that really struck me was why we had never
talked about this before.

The pupils understood why I wanted them to try autonomy - I
didn’t tell them the word - only the idea. But I thought it
was very important that they knew why I wanted to try some-
thing new.

We began the next day. We threw away all our plans, and the
new plan was that they could do anything they liked as long as
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they felt they learned more English by doing it. (They were
in their fourth, fifth and sixth year of learning English}).
The next weeks were very hectic for me. I was everywhere and
nowhere. One evening I wrote a list with ten things I wanted
them to remember, such as "Make sure you always have an alter-
native in case things go wrong."™ Or: "Ask at least three
others before you ask the teacher".

That helped a little. But in one of the classes things didn’t
work, so we went back to ordinary lessons. One class asked
to have one ordinary lesson pr. week. But in the third class

-

things really worked.

The following year I started a new class. Leni tried to
persuade me not to have a course book, but I didn’t dare not
have a book. Instead I had a double lesson per week in which
they could choose what to do. And gradually it changed to
pericds of two or three weeks of/with autonomy.

And I have worked like that ever since. But last year - in
their last year at school my class said they had had enough of
it, - could I please do the teaching, they said. I tried to
make the lessons so uninteresting that they would want to work
differently, so it wasn’t too bad after all.

I‘ve never been very keen on diaries, but I have decided to
give them a try this year. I'm going to teach two classes: a
fifth form (beginners) and a tenth form (sixth year of
English, and they are new to me.)

Both classes will get a book to write in, and part of it will
be the diary, part of it their own dictionary etc. Like this:

CONTENTS
My book about me p. 2
Diary p. 25
Dictionary p. 45
Ideas for work p. 58
Etec. p. 60

365 things to do p. 64
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boy or girl? p. 4
my hair p: 5
my hand p. B
my weight/height p. 7
my teeth p. 8
my house:; windows, beds, steps p. 2

Most of my planning for the coming year is thinking about how
to get started, how to introduce them to learning hew to
learn. The tenth form only has one Year with me, so I have to
be quick. I think I will start by asking 'them to characterize
their learning style applying a learning style type grid.

In the fifth form I’ve spent some time organizing an English
shelf full of material, put in the tenth form I'll let the
pupils deo that.

Personally I°11l read a book called "How to be a peaceful
teacher" by Jim Wingate. It's full of awareness exercises
that can be used in any class. and I am guite sure I'11 be
spending a lot of time talking to the pupils about their way
of learning. I think it is very important to keep doing it =
again and again.
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CASE STUDIES AS A MEANS OF AWARENESS RAISING
Jose Luis Vera

Intreducticn

Following current trends in education, teachers in the English
Language Section of the Department of Modern Philoleogy in the
University of La Laguna (Tenerife), Canary Islands, are in-
volved in ongoing curriculum renewal. This renewal is a
feature of many other institutions and levels of education.
Cur university did not want to be left aside. This process
started in 1985 and a great number of actions have taken place
since then.

The experience described in this paper is just a part of the
whole process that evolved in the academic year 88/89.

We became interested in learner development and autonomous
learning. This was partly because these issues seemed funda-
mental to the very spirit of university education, but also
because we knew that we were to be faced with an increase in
student numbers. Moving towards an even greater level of
learner autonomy was both desirable and essential.

The decisions we made involved adopting what we termed a
"modular approach®. Reading (R), writing (W) and
listening/speaking (L/5) were to be taught as separate
modules. The learner training component, which we called
"Management of Learning", was to form a core course.

The modules and Management of Learning were to be taught at
three different levels and students would be able to select
what they believed to be a level appropriate to them in each
module. Thus a first year student who knew herself/himself to
be advanced or upper-intermediate in terms of spoken language
could choose to attend Listening/Speaking 3. Similarly a
third year student, recognising that she/he had difficulty
with writing, might attend Writing 1 or 2. Each teacher was
to specialise in a particular skill in accordance with his/her
interests and expertise. Syllabus content was to be organised
with task as the unit of analysis for selection and sequencing
and there were to be thematic links between each of the mo-
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dules. Fortnightly tutérials were planned to inform the
Management of Learning course via discussion of materials used
in the modular courses. All evaluation was to be formatiwve.
Each teacher was to keep a file on all his/her students,
recording as much qualitative information as possible. An
auto-evaluation component was introduced, based on learner
diaries kept in Management of Learning.

The context

gtudents of English Philology at the University of La Laguna
follow a five year degree course in which-English Language is
a compulsory component. In the first three years of the
course (termed the "First Cycle") students take subjects in a
core curriculum common to all Philology students (Hispanics,
classiecs, French, English]. English Language is the only
specialization in the first two years, while in the third year
students also take Culture and civilization of the English
speaking World and English Literature 1.

It is possible for a student to finish hiss/her studies at the
end of the third year, thus obtaining a diploma. In reality
the vast majority go on to the fouth and fifth year of the
course, though 40% do not complete their degree in the minimum
time. True specialization begine in the fourth year when
students take North American Literature, History of the Eng-
lish Language, Literary Criticism and Medieval Philelogy. The
language component in the fourth year is a syntax and mor-
phology course. In the fifth year students may again choose
from a series of options in linguistics and literature, while
continuing with the fifth year language course - a course in
theory and practice of translation.

Management of learning Year 88/89

The module was intreduced in the three years of the First
cyele (1st, 2nd and 3rd years).

one teacher in charge of all three levels.

STAGES: 1 (Oct.- Mov.), 2 (Nov.- Jan.), and 3 (Jan.- Jun.}.
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The three different stages in the process are made explicit to
indicate the evolution of ideas and rationale.

Commentaries on time, freguency, working groups and attendance

1. The whole group of students in each year was divided into
small working groups (2-5 members). Each group was ad-
vigsed to share different roles. The basic roles were:
representative/coordinator, secretary and moderator.
They could add, distribute and alternate the roles as
they wished.

2. We encouraged the formation of wnrking-graups because of
the student numbers, but mostly thinking of promoting
‘the group’ as a basis for their present and future work.

3. This grouping system presented a lot of problems. While
this is a relatively common way of working in the com-
municative classroom, it was not readily accepted by the
students who were not accustomed to this type of work.
Most of them felt reluctant at the beginning.
Fortunately things changed gradually. We established a
series of sessions in which group work was introduced.
In these sessions we used Group Dynamics technigues in
which some students intervened as observers.
Many encouraging actions were taken throughout the three
stages in order to keep the working groups going.

4, Group representatives/coordinators:
The basis of the whole system was negotiation between
teacher and students. Such negotiation is more readily
achieved through consultation with a reduced number of
pecple than with the whole group. From the very
beginning we set up parallel meetings with the group
representatives to negotiate/inform about the programme
that was being carried out. It was the responsability of
representatives to transfer information te the rest of
the group. On occasions we could not decide on a
spacific point because the representatives needed to
consult their group members.
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Attendance was compulsory in the first stages, largely
because it was thought that the students would not pay
attention to this programme if it was not compulsory.
We changed our mind in stages 2 and 3. How can we force
students to accept something we thought was going to be
beneficial for their learning? It seems contradictory.
If we want students to be responsible, we must begin by
promoting responsability.
In stage 1 we had a session of "Management of Learning"
every fortnight plus a representatives’ meeting also
every fortnight. The time in stage .2 f&mained the same
but we used it in a different way:
a) representatives’ meeting (one at the beginning of
the month’s work)
=3 sessions with the whole group (once a fortnight)

The idea behind it was that we divided the whole group
into small working groups - as previously said. The
students had to do several tasks throughout the month’s
work. .

This seemed to work but they decided te change it again
due to their interest in specific aspects of
teaching/learning, so we had a representatives’ meeting
at the beginning of the month and three other sessions in
which the topics asked by them were developed.

We invited som other teachers from secondary school and
the Official Language School to give talks on the topics
the students had requested.

In stage 3 we followed this order:

First week: Representatives’ meeting where we decided
how and what to do in the three following
weeks.

It was a revision and planning sessicn
where we used ‘Case Studies’ to isolate
the main problem areas of the students/
teachers/programme.
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Second, third and fouth weeks:
Development of topics selected by them
from the cnes arising from the Case
Studies. Attendance: Free.
Students from each small working group
came to these sessions (they chose who was
coming in representation of the working
group). In this way they could decide who
was coming and what they needed, because
not all groups sent representatives to
these sessions.

Commentaries on the suggestien box

We opened a ‘suggestions box’ which proved to be very effi-
cient. It was a box which was taken to every sessicn and
meeting in which they could place any request or suggestion.
Many interesting ideas came from it. We might think that if
we are entirely open in our sessions we cannot see the point
to this instrument. It is true, but we must not forget that
there are some students who prefer this other way at the
beginning. The reason for it could be that, we, the teachers
often present students new ways of teaching and somehow or
somewhere we change things completely, especially when we lose
control. As students became more confident and sure of our
willingsness to negotiate the role of the ’suggestion box’ was
less and less crucial.

Commentaries on the diaries

Before setting *Diaries’ as a tool we read most of the litera-
ture in the field. On paper it seemed very interesting and
beneficial. The reality was very different. It proved to be
tiring, inoperative, tedious, especially for this type of
student. We are not saying that diaries are not a valid tool,
possibly we did not introduce and develop them properly. The
students viewed the whole exercise as "childish".

Diaries were the main reason why the first year students
decided to give up the formal way of ‘Management of Learning’
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as a separate time and opted for the inclusion of the pro-
gramme in their class working sessions. Every teacher in the
first year introduced the following rationale in his/her
medule [(see introduction):

1. presentation of the task

2. performance (individually or in group)

3. Checking

4. Reflection: what did we do? how did we do it?
Positive/negtive aspects of it.

5. Purther applicaticns in their own autonomous way of
learning.

This option seemed well accepted and proved to be positive
according te their reactions. Second and third years stopped

doing ‘diaries’ as such in stage 2.

Commentaries on tutorial sessions.
We had them once every fortnight. Mot many students attended.
The reasons for it were:

- They had already too many hours per week.

- Although it was a reflection on what we did the

previous weeks, there was much repetition between
these sessions and the cones held with the re-
presentatives and modules classes.
We abandoned the tutorial sessions in stage 3 because they did
not add anything new to the programme. We all thought that
+hese sessions had to be changed into something different.

commentaries on the content
To us this was the centre of the whole programme. It does not

matter for students how well we, as teachers, can organize an
activity. A university student has to have something in
his/her hand if she/he has spent some time on it, they also
nead materials to be engaged to the process when they are

alone.
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Stage 1

All teachers in the programme (5 in total) tried to introduce

the module of ‘Management of Learning’ in a positive way.

I presented it enthusiastically. I did neot think it was going

to give me such an amount of work at the very beginning.

I wanted to try it and that gave me sufficient energy to loock

for solutions once I was in a position where I had to find

them. After 20 years of teaching I still logk for "other

ways" of doing things.

Steps followed:
I gave the students a guestionnaire about their ideas of
learning a language, ways of learning, opiniens about
mistakes, setting objectives when learning, etc. They
worked with it first individually and second in small
groups. I took note of all their ideas and we reached
some conclusions, discussing after that the pros and cons
of all of them.
The sessions did not satisfy me at all. Firstly, while
they made an attempt to analyse the process, the articu-
lation of their analysis was amorphous and inconcrete.
Secondly, even when they had been asked to isoclate three
main problems they had encountered while learning Eng-
lish, their answers were strikingly and disappeintingly
similar. The students seemed not to see any relatienship
between all the strategies in the learning process. In
fact they expected magic tricks from their teachers, not
from themselves. They were there to wait for our tea-
ching. The majority of them were not conscious of their
role in the teaching/learning process.
Taking the questionnaire as a starting point, I was able
to isolate a series of problems common to many of the
learners. We tried to solve their difficulties in small
groups. At the end of the sessions we attempted some
positive approaches together to face the obstacles they
seemed to have.
It went well at the beginning but after som sessions it
died off.
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Stage 2
T was lucky to receive the Newsletter of the IATEFL Special

Interest Group for Learner Independence (No. 4, Summer 88).
There was an article written by Gill sturtridge called "Using
case Studies in Learner Skills Development”. The article
reminded me of a Pedagogy course 1 had done years age in which

we used the same system to reach our conclusions about a

problem-solving situation.
Once again the guestionnaire survey provided a source. A

later development involved reflecting on the personalities and
individual differences of real people known te me. I tried to
superimpose learners’ problems, articulated by the students,
onto each of these individuals in such a way that there was a
clear connection between the personality and the problem.

That was the key to remember each case and work with it much

guicker {appendix 1).

A case study. Its characteristics.
1. A case Study (C.S5.) is a problem-solving situation.

2. Advantages of a C.5.:
(i) It stimulates creativity and active participation

from students trying to give solutions te a problem.

{ii)} It reinforces the learning process because it i=
based on the axioms of active Pedagogy (it goes from

the facts to the principles).

{iii)It helps the comprehension of the problem DY
reaching realistic conclusions and appli-

cations.

{iv) It helps to abstract and generalize the difficulties
by avoiding students’ identification of a particular
problem as their own. As a result students are free
to participate finding solutions without fealing

threatenead.
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Objectives to reach with the use of case studies

L.

To provoke awareness raising and the search for realistic
and concrete solutions to a problem.

To educate the critical capacity of students by involving
them in a situation in which they have to express their
ideas and alsc listen to the others’ reasoning.

To try to respect everyone’s sclutions by giving them the
idea that a problem can have various solutions. Everyone
has to adopt the sclutions that suit-him/her best.

To help the students to’ transfer the selutions reached
with the analysis of the C.S. to their own learning
situation.

Rationale I followed

(i) I asked the students for three main problems they
thought they had.

(ii) I built up C.S. using this information plus those
coming from my chservation.
I tried to think of real pecple I know in order to
produce a coherent version of the C.5,

(iii)I presented these cases to them (Appendix 1).

This is the way I used to work with them in the first session:

a) We divided the whole group inte small working groups
(not more than 5). They shared different roles
within the group. Coordinator and secretary were
esgsential.

b) We chose gne C.5. to be analysed (out of the seven,
Appendix 1).

c) They discussed the C.S5. for about 30 minutes
following this plan:

- Positive aspects to take into account
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- Megative aspects
- Solutions given to the negative aspects.

d) after this, we exchanged resources in terms of
commom conclusions. We tock note of all solutions
given and analysed them.

The final guestion was:
What can you use from these solutions in your
perscnal case?
They all kept a note bock in which they teok notes of anything
they considered relevant.

The second and subsequent sessions were like this:

a) They formed small working groups (up to 5 members).

b) I gave the students a C.5. out of the seven to be
analysed (Appendix 1).

c) They worked with it for two weeks and then presented
a much more detailed, thorough and edited version of

the analysis.

once we established this rationale they asked for supporting
material: Methodology books and specific articles. They came
to see me in my office hours, showing interest and motivation
towards what they were deing. It was guite rewarding, but we
must not forget that a methed like this takes time. We cannot
shorten it by giwving them the solutions we think are more
appropriate. They have to find their own.
It does not matter whether we agree with them or not. I used
ways of helping them to find ‘more’ about the analysed C.5.
Here are some of them:
- paraphrasing what they said, emphasizing the obscure
or ill-defined points.
- Asking guestions for reflection, especially in the
edited versien of the C.S.
The teacher’s role in a process like the one described is to
try and clarify things when they seem cbhscure or answer the

guestions when, and only when, spesifically requested to do
so. .
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Although we did not use them, the written C.S. could be re-
placed by a simulation, a projection of slides, a film and so
en. A guestionnaire or some other instrument will always be
necessary in order to provide a focus for the aspects to be
discussed,

Stage 3

In one of the representatives’ meetings in January the
students offered me the idea of using their own casze studies
instead of the fictitious ones.

A lot of guestions came to my mind. How would they react to
Ieal case studies? Were they ready to write their own case
studies without feeling threatened?

I wrote these orientations trying to avoid future problems:

Writing my own case study.
Steps:
1. I write my own C.5. under a fictitious name. (The
teacher is the only one who knows my "real" name).
2. My C.S5. will be delivered to the rest of the class
under that fictitious name.
3. The C.5. will be analysed by small groups of
students.

The group will find sclutions to my difficulties.

4. Once my C.S. has been analysed it should be de-
livered te the teacher.

5. The teacher will give the solutions found to me.

6. Once I receive my C.S5 analysed, T can take the
following options:

Option 1: I want to have a meeting with the group
which analysed the €5 in order to contrast
both sides. A future follow-up could be
arranged.

Option 2: I want to stop the process. In this case
I receive the solutiens but I do not want
to do anything extra with them.
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IMPORTANT REMARK (TQ THE TEACHERS WHO WANT TO USE THIS

STRATEGY)
THESE STEFS ARE JUST ORIENTATIVE. WHY NOT NEGOTIATE THE STEPS

WE ARE COING TO FOLLOW WITH OUR "REAL" STUDENTS? IMPOSING
THESE STEPS WILL BE AGAINST THE WHOLE IDEA.

Many students said they did not know how to write a C.5.
is why I wrote the following suggestions:

This

Factors to take into account while writing my own case study

1. Fictitious name.
REAL NAME AT THE BACK OF THE CASE STUDY .
2. Age

3. My aims (objectives) to learn the language. My

expectations.

Am I motivated?

What is my attitude towards the learning of the new

language?

6. Personal willingness.

7. Time factors (guality/quantity).

8. Personal circumstances (positives/negative).

9. Physical/psychological factors ({positive/negative).

10. My level of English.

11. Economic situation.

12. Do I attend extra classes?

13. Do I work in a group or individually? Why?

14, Specific mistakes I think I have.

15. Am I open to other ways of speaking, cultures, etc?

16. Grade myself according to the Self-Awareness.
Scale (1-10)

17. Ds I plan my time according to my objectives?
(short/long term aims)

18. Have I got material facilities?

19. What are my positive sides in general?

THIS LIST IS JUST ORIENTATIVE. YOU CAN ALTER IT BY ADDING
WHAT YOU CONSIDER IMPORTANT OR TAKE OUT WHAT YOU THINK IS NOT

RELEVANT.
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The Case Study I have selected (Appendix 2}, while it is by no
means the most complete, is representative of the 120 Css I

received.

Commentaries on the final evaluation

I am going to concentrate my attention on the final grade
given to the students at the end of this module (see intro-
duction) and on the final guesticnnaire.

I had to give a grade. This module was one of the four that
formed the modular system. It seems incoherent to give a
grade to something we considered as a help in the development
of the other modules, but this is what we said to them at the
beginning and the students expected "a typical grade" of me,
according to the work done throughout the year.

The final grade was the result of considering the following

elements:
. Mark given to the first C.S5. analysis (one ocut of
the seven, see Appendix 1). Group work.
2. Mark given to the second C.S. analysis. One from

the "real" C.S5. Group work.

3. Mark given to his/her persenal c.s. analysis. Indi-
vidual work (I asked him/her, as final task, to
analyse his/her own work throughout the year).

4. Mark given to the process (changes seen, interast
shown, cooperation, group work, ete.).

5. Personal interview with negotiation (if needed)

We passed the students a final questionnaire to evaluate the

experience.
1. Number of guestionnaires received: 1358 (73,5%)
Number of students consulted: 487 (l00%)

1st year students were not asked to fill in this
format as they left the experience (see com-
mentaries).
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2. Types of questions and answers:
1.2 Closed gquestions. Answer were: yes, no 7
? =1 am not sure.
= I do not know.
2.2 Open gquestions. Open answers.
The analysis of the answers given by the students cannot be
included in this paper due to lack of space. If anyone is
interested in having them you can coentact me in the above
adress. I personally consider them relevant to this ex-
perience.
on the whole I would say that last year‘sfekperiance was very
positive and productive for beth teachers and students. This
year (89-90), taking into account the experiences from last
year, we decided that the learner training component, which we
called "Management of Learning", was to form a core course.
I am awfully sorry not to include here this year’s inno-
vations. Again, if you are interested, contact me.

Final hint
Teachers, wherever we are, must be involved in developing

skills for life not just skills for 1lst, 2nd, 3rd or 4th year.
If we prepare students to be self-sufficient, the content will
come whenever they need it. I am not saying that the know-
ledge of English, in this case, they have is not important,
what I am trying to clarify is that we must give them the
necessary tools for them to make the content as important as
they feel it should be. The students cannot be teacher depen-
dant. They can decide for themselves when, how, how much, for

how long.... THIS IS5 OUR REAL JOB.
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APPENDIX I CASE STUDIES LJV/*38.

PETER:

He's German. He's learning Spanish. He's wvery good at
Grammar, in fact he thinks that Grammar is everything.
He hates making mistakes. He thinks and thinks before
saying anything because he’s afraid of making mistakes.
He understands what he reads. He looks up every word in
a German-Spanish dicticnary. He thinks that writing

iz the best expression of a person's knowledge. He likes
music in general. He's very keen on-linking words.

He's afraid of talking. He has learnt all he knows
autonomously.

NELLY :

She’s Spanish. She’s learning English. Shy. She doesn’t
speak much. She doesn’t know how to improve her listen
ing and speaking. She’s not at all bad in Grammar and
writing. She can understand what she reads. She

has no special interests. She has problems understanding
dialegues, especially informal ones. She translates when

she speaks English.

MARY:

She's Spanish. She tries to learn English. She has
problems in listening. She has a terrible pronunciation.
She’s not bad at writing. She organizes her ideas before

writing (but in Spanish).

FIONA:

She’s British, 35.

What she wants is for everyone to correct her mistakes.
She’s confident speaking. She was in Majorca for 3
months. She hasn't been in Spain since then. She tries
to think in Spanish. She loves handcraft. She gets
irritated when she's slow at speaking. She tries to
learn idioms by heart. She loves them. She thinks that
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using idioms gives her a different "touch" in front of a
native speaker. She attempts to be as fluent as a native
speaker, not achieving it makes her feel depressed.

MICHAFET.:
He’s Spanish. He has studied English for a long time.

He was in Britain for one year. He has reached a good
level of English but he’s not learning much nowadays. He
uses and uses the same sentences, verbs, etc. all the
time. He thinks that he’s got a good level for his
needs. Unconsciously speaking, he wnuid like to improve
it. He’s afraid of saying that he doesn’t know some-
thing. He often says "Why should I learn mere? I think
my knowledge is enough if I compare myself with the
others".

ADRIAN:
He’s Spanish. He tries to learn English. He doesn’t

know how to organize his ideas when writing. He doesn’t
know how to use the dictionary properly (English-Eng-
lish). He thinks that phrasal verbs and prepositions are
something essential when studying a language. He loves
reading, but he gets angry because his reading speed is
not much. He tries to understand every work he reads.

JOHN =
He’s British. He tries to learn Spanish. 50 years old.

He wants to learn Spanish because he likes languages very
much. He's very communicative. He lacks good strate-
gies. He‘s a very good listener. He loves music and
theatre. He doesn’t know how to keep his vocabulary
alive. He has a good pronunciation. He’s terrible using
verbs. He tries to speak as much as he can. He loves
reading aloud but he gets irritated when he has pronun-
ciation mistakes. He loves social activities (parties,

etc.).



79

APPENDIX II WRITING MY OWN CASE STUDY JLV/'88

ANGIE

My name is Angie. I am nineteen. I like languages very much,
specially English and French (languages), though I only have
studied English until now.

I am studying English because I think languages (in general)
are a medium to communicate with people of different culture
and different life style, and it is very interesting. You are
able to exchange your own ideas and experiences with people
from other countries. Thus you can open .to other ways of
understanding life.

I would like to work as a teacher when I finish my career.
This job seems attracts me.

With respect to my ocbjectives, I would like to get a good
level of speaking because it is one of the most important
aspects in learning any language, but also reading. When you
read you accumulate not only ideas, but certain knowledge
about the foreign language you are studying. Reading makes

. you be used to English structures, (for exanmple).

I am not at all bad in writing or listening, but I would like
to improve these skills.

The main problem which I have to face with is the shyness. It
is difficult for me to overcome my shyness, specially when I
have to speak to a group of people. I am afraid of making
mistakes, but I don’t mind that the teacher correct then.
Another problem i "time". I have no encugh time because I
have to study other subjects apart from English, and it makes
Be get angry. So it is difficult for me to plan my time.

I can’t attend extra classes (I have no many economic op-
portunities/or facilities). I often work individually at
home, but in class I usually work in group. I cam learn from
the others and share my knowledge with them too. It is a
useful form of working.

By the way, really I haven’t got material facilities {only my
text books).
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My specific mistakes:

Grammar mistakes, specially when I have to speak (in

speaking).
Vocabulary. I would like to improve/increase it.
My positive sides - in general -: my attitude towards

learning; I have a special interest in learning English.
I like it, and it is as a spur that motivates me.

LEVEL OF ENGLISH.

Writing: M./3.

Reading: M-/4. e

Listening: M. (I can‘t understad every word)/2.
Speaking: B. (I have improved it a bit/little)/1.

(Humbers indicate priority).
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LEARNER AUTCNOMY AND THE LEARNING OF TARGET LANGUAGE GRAMMAR
David Little.

0.

Introduction

This paper is a product of my involvement with the
Authentic newspaper and cassettes. Specifically, what I
have to say has been prompted by reflection on the way in
which learners typically perform a chain of tasks that Ty
colleague Sedn Davitt devised to facilitate the com-
prehension of authentic newspaper and radio texts.

The paper i divided into four parts. PFirst I relate a
principal source of autonomy theory to what I take to be
the mainstream of autonomy practice in language learning;
secondly I describe the chain of tasks that I have
already referred to; thirdly I try to tease out what we
can learn about autonomy and the learning of grammar from
the way in which learners perform these tasks: and
fourthly I describe briefly the practical measures that
Authentic is taking to promote autonomy in the learning
of language in general and grammar in particular.

A principal source of autonomy theory
In his seminal book From Communication to cCurriculum

(1976) Barnes argues that classroom learning is not just
a matter of the teacher handing on what he or she knows:
it also involves constant interpretation on the part of
the learners: "Classroom learning can be best seen as an
interaction between the teacher’s meanings, and those of
his pupils, so that what they take away is partly shared
and partly unigue to each of them"™ (p. 22). Barnes
follows Britton (1972) in supporting this view by an
appeal to the "personal construct" psychology of George
Kelly, which emphasizes the active way in which we
process our experience:

Man looks at his world through transparent patterns

or templates which he creates and then attempts to

fit over the realities of which the world is
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composed. The fit is not always very good., Yet
without such patterns the world appears to be such
an undifferentiated homogeneity that man is unable
to make any sense out of it. Even a peoor fit is
more helpful to him than nothing at all. (Kelly
1963, pp. Bf; cit. Britton 1972, p. 17).-

If we accept this view, learner-centredness and learner
autonomy have their source and justifigation in basic
facts of human psychological behavicur. Each new piece
of knowledge that we acquire is not merely added to what
we already know: we learn by using what we know to inter-
pret what is new. In classroom learning this process of
interpretation involves two kinds of interaction: the
internal psychological interaction between new and
existing knowledge; and the external social interaction
by which new knowledge is mediated and learners can
negotiate their way towards new meanings.
Discussion of autonomy in language learning has been
crucially influenced by the general tendency in
curriculum theory of which Britton 1972 and Barnes 1976
are particularly influential examples. Yet whereas in
the work of Britton and Barnes learnercentredness clearly
has its source in a particular model of human psycho-
logical behaviour, most work on autonomy in language
learning has focussed principally on the learner as a
sosial being who possesses social, cultural and politieal
rights. To take what is by now a classic example,
Holec (1981, p.3) defines autonomy as "the ability to
take charge of one’s own learning", which in terms of
language learning means to have, and to hold, the re-
sponsibility for all the decisions concerning all aspects
of this learning, i.e.:

- determining the objectives;

= defining the contents and progressions;

- selecting methods and techniques to be used;
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- ﬁunitnring the procedure of acqguisition
properly speaking (rhythm, time, place, etc.);
= evaluating what has been acquired.

The same emphasis is to be found in most contributions to
Holec 1988, a compendium of reports on experiments in
autcnomous language learning in eight member states of
the Council of Burope. Inevitably, the psychological
dimension is always present by implication. After all,
emphasis on the learner’s right to self-determination is
closely associated with the belief that the more the
learner controls the various aspects of the learning
process, the greater success she or he is likely to have.
But in the literature this is treated as a matter more of
affect than of mental process.
I have argued elsewhere (e.g. Little et al. 198%, pp
22f.) that communicative approaches to language teaching
are "communicative" by wvirtue of the fact that they teach
language through as well as for communication.
Accordingly, exponents of communicative approaches are
concerned with the learner not only as a learner but also
as a user of the target language; and the importance of
premoting learner autonomy has been explained in terms of
successful language use as well as successful language
learning. For example, Trim (1988, p.3) writes as
follows:
It is when the language learner has to face the
challenge of communication in the situations and
conditions of real life that we find out whether he
or she has the necessary independence and self-
reliance to face the challenge, and the skills to
‘bring into action what has been learned, as well as
to find out what was not learned, but is now needed.
It is this willingness and ability to act in-
dependently as a socially responsible person, to
take charge of cone’s own actions and one’s own
learning in the service of one’s needs, that
characterizes autonomy.
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Again the psychological dimensien is present by strong
implication; but again what is implied seems to have more
to do with affect than with mental process.

It is not that I disagree with Holec or Trim or any of
the contributers to Holec’s Council of Europe compendium.
Oon the contrary, I believe that the emphasis on the
learner as a social being has been one of the most benign
ideas shaping the development of language teaching and
learning in the last decade or so. However, I also be-
lieve that it is time for those of us interested in pro-
moting learner autonomy to give rather more attention teo
the language learner/user as a language processor. I
shall develop this argument in the third part of the
paper; but in order to do so I must first describe the
learner behaviour that set me thinking along these lines.

Coming to grips with authentic texts:

A chain of learning activities

For the benefit of readers not already familiar with
Authentik, a brief explanation is in order. Authentik
Language Learning Recources Ltd. is a campus company of
Trinity College, Dublin. Five times in the course of the
academic year it publishes newspapers and cassettes in
four languages - French, German, Spanish and English.

The newspapers comprise (i) 24 pages of paste-ups from
authentic target language sources, organized according to
broad themes like "world news", "fashion", "sport",
"holidays and travel", and (ii) a pedagogical section of
16 pages made up of information about the language
learning process, exercises based on the corresponding
cassette as well as the newspaper, a complete transcript
of the cassette, and competitions for learners at variocus
levels. The cassettes comprise recordings of radioc news
bulletins and other broadcasts, slow readings of some of
these items, and interviews with native speakers; as far
as possible their thematic content coincides with items
in the corresponding newspaper.
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The classic arguments in favour of using authentic texts
in foreign language teaching are (i) that they are more
interesting, and thus more motivating, than invented
texts, and (ii) that they provide a rich source of target
language input. Over the past few years we have been
especially concerned with the second of these two
arguments, which seems to us to imply a central role for
authentic texts at all levels of language learning. It
was to counteract a general assumption- that authentic
texts are the exclusive preserve of ‘more advanced
learners that Sedn Devitt devised a chain of activities
that we use, usually with pupils in the early stages of
learning, at Authentik’s in-service training days for
language teachers.

The original intention was that the chain of activities
would be undertaken entirely in the target language; but
experience has shown that it is most productive if
learners are allowed to use their mother tongue whenever
they need to express thoughts or ask gquestions that are
beyond their target language competence. The activity
chain is organized as follows. Learners work in groups
of three or four. Each link in the chain is explained to
them as it arises. If they feel they need to do so, they
can ask questions of the person in charge of the session
or of the teachers who are observing them:; but they are
encouraged to work without assistance as far as possible.
To begin with they are given a jumble of perhaps two
dozen words derived from the authentic text towards which
they are being led, and any words they do not know are
explained to them. Their first task is to write each
word on a separate Post-it and then sort the Post-its
into overlapping categories of TIME, EVENT, PEOPLE and
PLACE on a Venn diagram. This is intended to activate
processes of reflection that will enable the learners to
perform the second task, which is to construct a story
outline, usually by arranging their Post-its in an appro-
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priate linear order and adding whatever additional
elements are needed. When they have completed their
stery outline, they are given a jumble of sentences de-
rived from an abbreviated and simplified version of the
authentic text: their third task is to arrange the
sentences in a plausible order (there is often more than
one possible solution). The learners can then use the
reconstituted text as a reference source to flesh out and
correct their own story. After this they are given the
authentic text to read. (For a fuller account of these
activities and wariations on them, see Devitt 1986,
Little et al. 1989).

our activity chain was prompted partly by the theories of
frames, scripts, and scenarios developed by workers in
artificial intelligence (see e.g. Schank & Abelson 1977).
It is directly related to Kelly’s view of human psycho-
logy referred to above, for it is based on the belief
that language processing and language learning always
invelve interaction between what we already know and what
is new to us. In addition it assumes that world know-
ledge and discourse knowledge can compensate for
deficiencies in linguistic knowledge. It has played a
major role in shaping the pedagogical sections of the
Authentik newspapers.

We have used our activity chain with language learners at
numerous Authentik in-service days in Ireland and
Britain. It has always enabled the learners to create
texts of their own that are of genuine interest, and then
(by their own account) to read the authentic text with
much greater confidence and success than would otherwise
have been the case. In addition, the activity chain has
never failed to prompt learners to ask, and in many cases
to answer for themselves from the evidence supplied by
the autentic text, guestions that go to the heart of the
target language system. It is this aspect of learner
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behaviour that set me thinking about learner autonomy and
the learning of target language grammar.

Learner autonomy and the learning of target language
grammar

Teachers observing groups of learners as they work
through our activity chain are frequently impressed by
the extent to which individual learners are able to co-
operate as a group - "the do much better without a
teacher" is a typical comment. But of course, effective
group co-operation depends on effective individual con=
tributions.

Now the successful performance of group work that in=-
volves the largely unmediated performance of some
communicative task - for example, a role play or a target
language discussion - demands that individual mental
processes are submerged in the give and take of
collective effort; indeed, it is unlikely that partici=-
pants in such group work will be aware of their mental
processes at all, at any rate until they run into some
kind of difficulty. Our activity chain, however, in-
volves a different kind of group activity. When we ask
learners to create a story outline by first categorizing
a couple of dozen words and then arranging them in a
sequence, we effectively compel them to focus on the
relations between words. This imposes a reflective dis-
tance between the learners and the comunicative task
towards which they are working (reading an authentic
text). As a consegquence, individual mental process tend
to be externalized and sometimes become the explicit
focus of group discussion. In this kind of group work
the negotiation of meaning which characterizes all forms
of reciprocal communication may now and then give way to
thinking aloud; and often a crucial contribution to the
progress of the activity comes from a learner who has
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been silent and apparently not participating for a
while - because, of course, he or she has been alone with
his or her thoughts.

Language processing depends on the deployment, and
language learning thus reguires the development, of more
than one kind of Knowledge. Dechert (19283, p. 176) puts
the matter succinctly: "To learn a language means to
learn words and sentences, but alsoc to learn the proce-
dures to retrieve and process them. To know a language
means to have both declarative and procedural knowledge".
When learners ask themselves questions about grammar they
are acknowledging the existence of these two kinds of
knowledge; though it should be emphasized that explicit
grammatical knowledge is only part of what Dechert means
by "procedural knowledge", which also embraces the
largely unconscious knowledge on which automatized mental
processes depend.

The reason that is usually given for teaching grammar to
language learners is that explicit knowledge about the
target language system should facilitate learning by
enabling the learners to recognize and generalize from
recurrent patterns. & further reason, which has to do
with language use rather than language learning, is that
all forms of planned discourse reguire conscious re-
flection on linguistic form and structure; in other
words, learners need explicit knowledge about the target
system in order to be able to plan, monitor and edit the
language they produce. The point can be made by adapting
our guotation from Kelly 19632 (see above):
Man processes language through transparent patterns
or templates which he creates and then attempts to
fit over the actual units of which language is com-
posed. The fit is not always very good. Yet with-
out such patterns language appears to be such an
undifferentiated homogeneity that man is unable to
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make any sense out of it. Even a poor fit is more

helpful to him than nothing at all.
The important thing to emphasize here is that learners
will always and inevitably form and deploy “patterns and
templates". As language pedagogues our concern must be
to help learners to form patterns and templates that
provide a good fit with the target language, especially
if we want them to develop a capacity for autonomy as
language learners and language users.

These thoughts merge with the arguments of the first part
of the paper as follows. First, because we learn by
interpreting new material in terms of what we already
know, we are likely to learn most efficiently when the
structure, content and rhythms of cur learning are guided
by our personal constructs. This is the single most im=
portant argument in favour of promoting learner autonomy.
Secondly, in western educational systems learning is a
psychological process that depends crucially on the
negotiation of meanings via social interaction. This
means that a capacity for autonomous learning includes a
capacity for social initiatives and independent social
action. But thirdly, because learning is a psychological
process there is a sense in which it is irreducibly a
matter for the individual. 1In the particular case of
language learning, that psychological process includes
the development of (to put it at its most general) a
sense of the target language as system without which
certain kinds of linguistic communication are scarcely
possible. Anyone who doubts the truth of this last pro-
position should try discussing with a student who has no
clear sense of language as a system the argumentative and
stylistic deficiencies of an essay he or she has written.
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Conclusion: some practical measures

By way of conclusion I should like to say a little about
the practical measures that Authentik has begun to take

in order to promote learner autonomy in this dimension.

The first point to make is that over the past two or
three years the pedagogical section of the Authentik
newspapers has been developed along lines calculated to
encourage learners to reflect on the process of learning.
We have tried as far as possible to devise exercises and
activities that explicitly depend on the expleoitation of
existing knowledge:; we have provided learners with in-
formation about the processes of language learning; and
we have suggested strategies for coping with different
aspects of the learning task - for example, the learning
of vocabulary. This autumn all subscribers teo Authentik
will receive a supplement which draws these developments
together. It discusses different aspects of language
learning and languade processing and contains as its
central component a fully worked activity chain
illustrating the different kinds of knowledge we draw on
when we try to understand a text in our target language.
Although we attach great importance to providing learners
with information of this kind, it still seems to us that
there is a significant gap in what we are offering them.
In order to meet the argument with which I concluded in
the third part of this paper, we believe it is nescessary
to provide learners with a means of coming to grips with
the grammar of their target language. Such a means shou-
1d, we further believe, enable them to proceed both de-
ductively and inductively - using established rules to
help them derive new rules from examples of language in
use, as learners working through ocur activity chain tend
to do. The work we have dene so far in this area leads
us to the view that we should devise a shell grammar
which learners can elaborate for themselwes in the course
of learning. As far as possible their elaboration should
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arise from a fully contextualized concern with the target
language system such as arises from work on authentic
texts - the need to solve a particular communicatiwve
problem creating the need to find a grammatical rule. In
some respects no doubt our grammar will look guite old-
fashiconed; but in other respects we intend that it should
be revolutionary, especially in the way in which it pro-
fits from the insights of current grammatical theory. To
the extent that they plausibly account for the learn-
ability of language, current theoretical models must
shadow, even if they do not actually coincide with, the
native speaker’s largely unconscious procedural know-
ledge; and a pedagogical grammar of which this were true
must be a significant advance on traditional approaches
(for further discussion of this point, see Little & Sing-
leton 1989 and Cook 1989).

What we want to do, in short, is te devise a means of
helping language learners to create their own grammar of
the target language: a grammar that will grow as their
competence grows, out of the constant interaction between
their existing knowledge of the target language and the
new material they encounter in authentic texts. HNo doubt
parts of our approach to grammar will benefit from group
activities like the exercise chain described in the
second part of this paper. But when all is said and done
the psycheological dimension of learning is an individual
matter; and, as I hope this paper has demonstrated, it is
our strong conviction that successful foreign language
learning and foreign language use depend on the develop-
ment of a capacity for autonomy in the psychological as
much as in the social domain.
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GROUP I: TEACHER TO TEACHER TRANSMISSION
Anne Brit Fenner, Rita Gjerven, Joe Sheils, Jergen
Thalin.

We approached this theme from the perspective of four models,

with some inevitable overlap:

1. Within a school
2. Networking

3. Courses

4. Media

1. Within a school

The folleowing are some suggestions.

* Use school in-service days te inform and, hopefully,
interest colleagues.

* Present autonomous language learning as a natural
evelution, rather than reveolution. Colleagues must
see it as a challenging rather than a threatening
concept.

* Try to get two or three colleagues interested as you
will need support. It’s helpful when there is
"caring and sharing”™ among colleagues.

* Perhaps use a particular problem as a starting
point, seeing it as a challenge rather than a
problem. (This was not a unanimous suggestien).

* Discuss, explain, share ideas, materials and
learners’ production with colleagues.

* Invite colleagues inteo your classroom after the
initial chaos has subsided somewhat.

* Make a contact with each other.

* Write down what happens in the preocess so that you
can reflect on it and evaluate it.

* If possible, consider involving teachers of other

subjects e.g. team-teaching on a particular theme.
* Keep key parties informed, especially other
teachers, school principal and parents.
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Networking
We considered this from a horizontal perspective, i.e.
cooperation across secondary schools, and from vertical

perspective, i.e. aligning primary and secondary schools.
We shared ecperiences of informal links and more formal

ones,

AL

Help!
Teachers need to know where to go to see autonomy in
action and where they can get help, materials, ete. It’s
great if you can use the system e.g. if advisors get the
networks going. The composition of groups is important -
experienced old hands and new energetic teachers. Young

and these are summarised below.

Informal
This inveolves casual contact with teachers in other
schools where there is no “contract". They are

invited to come and look, for example at learners’
diaries and evaluations. <Colleagues may be inter-
ested to see how learning can be organised by
learners arcund a theme and how available resources
in the school and from home can be exploited on the
basis of suggestions elicited from learners.

More formal
In this approach there is more structure. There is

usually a selid theoretical input; there is a con-
tract between participants and they meet regularly.

Input is related to needs arising from the classroom
situation and contains tested principles and guide-
lines. The contract involves a commitment to do X
within ¥ time. There is a consensus, e.g. everyone
will try out what has been agreed and evaluate this
for the next session. Naturally, it is helpful if
there are at least two colleagues from each school.
These could visit other scheools on inservice days.
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teachers who may move to other schools can have a useful
"ripple" effect in spreading the concept and practice of
autonomous language learning. It is vital to ensure that
groups consist of essentially positive thinkers who are
not too easily discouraged.

It may be useful to document experiences in a newsletter
so as to interest others and te invite "experts" to
provide guidance on follow-up and furtner development.

Networking across countries.

It was suggested that links with colleagues abroad can be
mutually beneficial, providing a wider context and
melting pot for ideas and experiences. Perhaps an ex-
change of video cassettes and electronic mailing could be
considered. Can we benefit from the E.C. Lingua project
for international cooperation and mebility?

Courses

In order for autonomous language learning to develop as a

result of an inservice course there must be

- a focal point for a follow-up (eg. through an
institution, university, advisory service...)

- time for concepts to gestate as changes in attitudes
and learner/teacher roles are a gradual process. A
schoel INSET day is useful to providing som pre-
course awareness of what is involved.

- an ongoing process eg. inservice course (1) - class
=+ in-service course [2) - etc.

- expertise to provide guidance, support and help with
planning where necessary so as to avoid frustraticn
and drop-out among participating teachers.
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Media

The use of the media to spread the concept of autonomous
language learning depends on the target group and local
situation. The primary aim of videos is to sow the seed
and to disseminate examples of practice in gspecific
contexts from which some general principles may be in-
ferred.

The possibility of a pamphlet/newsletter was discussed
but reservations were expressed about presenting autonomy
in the classroom as a saleable package. Reports on
workshops (such as the Kége report) are useful. Local
newspapers can heib to create a positive attitude among
parents.

In conclusion
Whatever means are used to foster the development of

autonomous language learning we must remember that we are not
dealing with a "method" and certainly not promoting a panacea.
We are concerned with an attitude to language
learning/teaching which, slewly but surely, can bring about
the desired changes in classroom processes, based on an
"awareness" leading gradually from an "instrumental® to an
"emancipatory" interpretation of autonomy in the foreign

language classroom.

GROUP II: AUTONOMY - STEPS TOWARDS A DEFINITION

Leni Dam, Rigmor Erikssen, Gerd Gabrielsen, David
Little, June Miliander, Turid Trebbi.

General discussion
Gerd Gabrielsen

Any kind of learning in the language classreom must be
held up against learning which takes place in school

generally and in society at large. It is the total sum
of learning and experience which the learner brings to
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the classroom each day that will shape her/his learning
in the more specific context we are concerned with here.
In the same manner the way we talk about autonomy in the
classroom, the practical aims and issues we see, will
necessarily be influenced by and have to refer to debates
on general issues within the national school systems
which we are implicitly responsible for, and which we
want to influence,

The orientations or positions outlined below are similar
to but not identical with those identified within the
context of foreign language developments in autonomous
learning by Holec {1933}1. They may also, and perhaps
more importantly, be identified in the current debate on
educational issues, with definite implications for demo-
cratic school development. It is in this latter context
and with awareness of the wider implications, that we
shall have to identity our own position in order to in-
fluence both the general debate in our respective school
systems and the more specific debate on the
teaching/learning of foreign languages. Developments
within the one context cannct be seen or valued in iso-
lation from developments within the other.

Autonomy as a general aim in school learning
In the debate on autonomous or independent learning in
schools it is at present possible to distinguish three
separate positions or orientations. They all refer to a
generally recognized need for individualization and for
effective learning, but differ in their interpretations
of basic concepts of learning and of responsibility, and
in the importance attached teo preparation for future
independent learning.
a) Jividualistic:
This orientation is seen in propesals that build on
or refer to the tradition of individualized
programmed instruction of the 1960s. Very often
arguments given refer to the needs of specially
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gifted learners or learners in need of remedial
‘teaching. As in self-access resource centres
guidance/interaction with an instructor/teacher will
focus on the selection and structuring of
functionally appropriate teaching-learning content.
The criterion of success is the fit between the
individual’s specific learning needs/perceived
capacity for learning and the programme set up or
selected.

* The overall aims of education e.g. as described
in the Council of Europe, CDCC paper on auto-
nomy as a general aim in European schools
{19?6]2 are not taken into consideration
(developing the learner’s capacity for detach-
ment, critical reflection, decision-making and
independent action and the capacity for
exercising social responsibility).

* In language teaching too much emphasis tends to
be given to normative aspects of language and
toc little te social and interactional aspects.
Cognitive content and/or the establishment of
automatized patterns tend to outweigh the deve-
lopment of the learner’s capacity for
interpretation and expression based on perscnal

communication and negotiation.

* A preparation for later independent learning is
not included. Moreover there is no attempt to
develop the learner’s awareness of the possi-
bility of learning outside the specified
programme or to encourage the selection of

(reasoned) perscnal aims.

b) Instrumental:

This orientation sees the learner as active, and
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learner involvement, participation and responsi-
bility for attainment as basic components of the

ideal learning situation.

The teacher as a professional has the responsibility
for making general and subject-specific aims clear
to learners and for informing them about useful
subject-matters, methods and criteria for

evaluation.

The selection of materials and methods and the
organisation of (classroom) work is negotiated
between learners and teacher.

Co=-operation and the development of social
responsibility is part of the aims of teaching.3

* Working within this orientation the learner may
develop skills, insights and abilities which
may help him/her in later independent learning.

* The learner is not explicitly encouraged to
relate method and materials to personally
identified purposes and needs. Reflection on
aims and methods is often restrained to the
universe of aims preconceived and set out
explicitly by the teacher. Learning beyond
this may not be identified or may be thought
irrelevant to the common purpose of classroom

learning.

* Work within this orientation may, however, be
seen as a preparation for the inclusion of more
emancipatory aspects in classroom work. Much
valuable experience has been gained e.g. 1in
work with the Danish circle model or the German
Baukidsten materials.?
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Emancipatory:
In this context the term emancipatory denctes a
preparation for future learning which includes
reflection on immediate learning as foreseen in the
prescribed curriculum and any other aspect of
learning which the learner finds it relevant to

discuss in the classroom.

Learners are seen as potentially and practically
capable of organizing their own experience and
learning.

In the classroom learners are responsible for the
negetiation of perscnal aims and purpeoses and for
their realization in cooperation with others. They
are encouraged to go beyond preconceived aims to
establish and pursue aims for further personal
learning.

Reflection on past experience, clarification of
personal aims and purposes and discussion of the
conditions of learning are basic activities in the
classroom.

The practical responsibility for classroom learning
is shared between teacher and learner. The teacher
as a professional has the responsibility for
creating conditions for reflective learning to take
place, and for sharing his experience and Knowledge
of learning with the learner. The learner’s res-
ponsibility builds on choice and includes the res-
ponsikility for self, the further development of
his/her capacities, and responsibility for others,

i.e. social responsibility.
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The criterion of success is the learners’ inde-
pendent and reflected learning inside and
outside the classroom, and their assumption of
responsibility for self and others.

The change in teacher and learner roles implied
in this orientation cannot be imposed but will
have to be negotiated with the learners,
continuously reflected on by the teacher him/-
herself in the concrete situation of work, and
openly discussed/negotiated with parents and
colleagues.

Just as the learner has a responsibility to
him/herself and others, the teacher has a
responsibility for what goes on in the class-

room and in the wider context.

If we base the organisation of teaching-
learning on the learners’ negotiated aims and
purposes and make the learners’ socially res-
ponsible initiative in independent learning the
criterion of success, we are inevitably con-

. fronted with two difficulties. First, open
negotiation of aims and purposes (which is seen
as a prerequisite for linguistic as well as for
social learning) implies a balance of power
which may be ideal rather than actual.
Secondly, independence is an inner state and
thus not always open to observation. These are
paradoxes that teachers working within this
orientation will have to learn to cope with.
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Towards a definition of autonomy
Leni Dam, Rigmor Eriksson, David Little, June Miliander,
Turid Trebbi.

Learner autonomy is characterized by a readiness to take
charge of one’'s own learning in the service of one’s own
needs and purposes.

This entails a capacity and willingness to act in-
dependently and in cooperation with others, as a social,
responsible person.

An autonomous learner is an active participant in the
social processes of classroom learning, but alsoc an
active interpreter of new information in terms of what
she/he already and unigquely knows. Accordingly, it is
essential that an autonomous learner evolves an awareness
of the aims and processes of learning and is capable of
the eritical reflection which syllabuses and curricula
freguently reguire but traditicnal pedageogical measures
rarely achieve. An autonomous learner knows how to learn
and can use this knowledge in any learning situation
she/he may encounter at any stage in her/his life.
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In both teacher training and classroom contexts attempts
to operationalize learner autonomy typically begin by
emphasizing the need for teachers and learners jointly to
accept the freedom to determine the content of learning.
Experience suggests that this freedom can be sustained
and validated only by developing in the learner an aware-
ness of why she/he has chosen particular learning con-
tents and aims and a capacity to evaluate what sheshe has
learned, how effectively she/he has learned and how
she/he should proceed in the future.

GROUF IIIL:
The use of diaries and case studies.
Anne Lise Christensen, Aase Lindum, Per Orten, Ulla
Rigbolt, José Luis Vera-Batista.

This group has worked with diaries for older (adult)
students who find themselves in an autonomous learning
situation after .sewveral years of traditicnal teaching.
Previous learning has often resulted in very definite
ideas about teacher role and learner role - the latter
being a very passive one. At the same time, this group
of learners expect to be regarded as responsible persons
who are ultimately able to take charge of their own

learning situation.

This type of learner is not likely to accept the teacher-
control aspect of the diary. oOn the other hand, the need
for evolving awareness of aims and processes of learning
is strong - even stronger than with younger children
since the older students have to do away with their fixed
ideas of teacher/learner role before they are prepared to
engage in an autonomous learning process.

We have found that a notebook which contains the
following information would be a more acceptable way of
recording the working/learning process:
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- record of work

- things to be taken into account (new ideas,
techniques learned, obstacles to learning etc.)

- notes for improvement

- perscnal grammar etc.

For group and project work we need notes which might

contain
- working contract
- plan of the work (time, material etc.)

This group recerd could be put on a poster or on sheets
for the file.

Case studies may be used to generate discussion of and

reflection on individual learners’ aims and preferred
methods of work. It is a way of looking at things with-
out being persocnally exposed, and therefore relieves
shyness or reluctance. Students are able to pick out
ideas for their own perscnal benefit.

We think that it is necessary to begin by discussing
fictitious cases in order to create a feeling of con-
fidence. Once this step has been achieved, it is
possible to take advantage of student-based case studies
which inveolve personal writing (reflection), on the part
of the student as well as group discussion.

See figures 1, 2 and 3.



Fig.

1

INDIVIDUAL LEARMNER
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GROUP

NOTEBOOK

Might contain:
= record of work
= things to be taken
into account
- notes for improvenent
- personal grammar
etc.

GROUF RECORD *

Might contain

= working contract

= plan of the work
(time, materials etc.)

*on poster or sheets for file

NOTEBOOK

As above
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Fig. 2

NOTE BOOK

1. RECORD OF WORK:

2. HOTES FOR IMPROVEMENT
X = Taken into account
o = It needs revision
Where - Page
1.- X
21" =]

3.- Things to take into account:

PERSONAL GRAMMAR ETC.
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Fig. 3
POIMT 1= TUTORIAL SESSITION

To us this is the central part.

This system generates the whole process.

SETEF 1 STEP 2
Meeting l.1.Evaluation of
{(+ minute) the process WORK AS
HEGOTIATION PLANNED
1.2.Future planning

STEP 3

After finishing the work planned
the students fill in:
3.1 Note book

3.2 Group record

CASE STUDY
a) Fictitious case study
Bl Real case study

1.- Writing the case study
Tasks 2.- Discussing it.
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GROUP IV:
AWARENESS RAISING - THE GOOD TEACHER/LEARNER
Liv Hagen, Tonelise Hustad, Agneta Olsson,
Birgitta Risholm, Hanne Thomsen.

In our discussions, we came to focus on what constitutes
a good teacher and a good learner, partly because we
lacked time, but also because we feel that a con-
ceptualization of what is actually present in our class-
rooms is of wvital importance to us as teachers.

We therefore aimed at pin-peinting the actual "state of
affairs" as related to the classroom situation and hope
that this may also serve as a starting-peint for future
discussions on the subject.

THE GOOoD LEARIMNER
- is evelving/developing awareness of the learning

processes
- iz in charge of his own learning

- zees the learning process as a joint responsibility
of giving and taking, help and support

= contributes to a positive atmosphere by
accepting/respecting himself and others

- uses adeguate strategies/methods in the learning
process (planning, carrying out plans, evaluation)

- is ready to take risks
- uses a variety of scurces - also from outside the
classroom

- believes in what he is doing and is proud of it.
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THE GOOD TEACHER

is aware of who, what, why and how - and is explicit
about it

cares about and has trust in his/her pupils
has a good knowledge of and interest in his subject,
continuocusly gquestions what he/she is doing and con-

siders new ways of working

Sees evaluation as the pivot of the
teaching/learning process.

is her/himself, as a teacher, a participant in the
learning process

guides, supports, encourages his/her pupils in order
to bring ocut the potentials of the individual

facilitates classroom organisation

believes in what he/she is doing and is proud of it.
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DISCUSSION

Joe Sheils.

Group I:
Transmission from teacher to teacher
The concrete suggestions presented by the group were
considered wery helpful. There were, however, reser-
vations about starting autonomous learning within a
school from diagnosing and discussing a ceoclleague’s
particular classroom problem. Experience has shown that
this procedure is less productive than seeking out areas
of possible growth e.g. in learners’ evaluations and
working on from there.
It was stressed, again from participants’ experience,
that teacher groups undertaking projects in autonomous
learning need to include committed, positive, believing
people {"messers" not welcome) who are willing to develop
a clear picture of what can be done in a particular
context, and how to work towards this.
The importance of making available essential information
about who can help, where to go, etc. was emphasised.
The idea of newsletter, while attractive, raised the
guestion of the feasibility, and more importantly, the
desirability of "packaging" or "selling" the concept of
autonomous learning.

Group II:
Autonomy - steps towards a definition
It was stressed that purposes had been added to previous
definitions, as it was essential in practice to find
those purposes which generated a sense of need related to
language learning. Learners’ diaries reflect the
individual moving slowly towards a recognition of such
needs, acting independently and exploiting that
independence in interaction with others. Further key
aspects of the group’s definition are reflected in the

emphasis on learners’ active participation in the seccial
processes of learning and on the importance of awareness
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as a condition for autonomous learning.

The defninition given might be seen as a kind of
Teacher’s Manual as it is essentially a list of key
concepts or principles (e.g. readiness, openness,
critical reflection) on which appropriate tasks will be
based, as opposed to a more traditional step-by-step set
of procedures. These ideas are set out in the classroom
level definition because, although they have been in-
eluded in national syllabi since the early 70’ies, they
are rarely given scope in the actual classroom process of
implementation.

In dessemination it is vital that these concepts have to
be considered at the level of principles rather than that
of prescriptions as autonomy is essentially an open
process which has to be worked out in the context of each
classroom an for each learner. A clear statement of
principles should be based on empirical experimentation
and could be illustrated by examples of classroom
processes but these must be seen as "examples" from which
principles are inferred.

While the definition was very positively received there
was some concern as to how well it accommodated the issue
of learning for life and providing teeols for coping with
future needs. It was pointed out that the focus in the
group’s report referred mainly to the immediate context -
that of the learning situation in the classroom. The
intention was primarily to comment on the present stage
of classroom experience. To combine comments on what
happens in the classroom and what might happen in later
life might weaken the effect of the definition given.

This issue was addressed in the background presentation
by Gerd Gabrielsen, where the three orientations

(individualistic, instrumental, emancipatory) were con-
trasted in the degree of emphasis placed on preparation



112

for future, independent learning. In the ensuing
discussion it was stressed that the two latter pesitions
are a choice to be negotiated rather than a hierarchy to
be follewed and that teachers have to come to terms with
the apparent paradox of, for example, going back from
stage 3 (emancipatory) to stage 2 (intrumental) depending
on the needs of learners and of the teacher at any
particular time.

It was agreed that time was needed for fuller reflection
on the definitions and that they could provide a basis
for further discussion at the next workshop.

Group III:
Case Studies in Diaries
The issue of diaries and their suitability for different
age groups had been of particular concern. It was
stressed that their use, for example, with 12 year-old
and 16 year-old learners will naturally be different.
They are not static en content, lay-out or use as their
focus and form must reflect where learners are in the
learning process in that class at that point in time.

The case studies approach used fictitious characters but
real problems go that learners could participate in the
process, as the group stated, "without being personally
involwved". This lack of involvement seemed paradox in
autonomous learning. However, as it was essential to
avoid possible inhibition in the part of learners, a
suitable compromise might be to consider them as not
personally "exposed".

Concerning the tutorial session which is seen as central
to the process, it was suggested that the Minutes might
be put in the notebook rather than in a Minute book where
they would be more readily available to all learners.



113

Group IV:
Awareness-raising: a good teacher/learner
How to effect awareness-raising in the classroom and in
workshops was a recurring theme in the presentations and
discussions. This question lies behind the key state-
ments concerning the concepts both of the good teacher
and the good learner. In the discussion, it was
suggested that both lists might be combined in a list
describing the good "language teacher-learner”. Teachers
are learners in the classroom situation and so the two
lists might possibly be worked together.
Lists, however incomplete, are a useful externalisation
of our expectations in the classroom and a starting-point
for learners to negotiate whether and to what extent
these are acceptable.
Rubin’s list (1975), although criticized, had been found
useful in workshops, possibly due to its basis in the
experience of teachers. We are however, not seaking a
template but rather are concerned with what happens in
the classroom in order to be able to discuss, from our
experience, our concept of the good language teacher=
learner.
Concern was expressed that lists should not be unfairly
exclusive, for example, by implying a teoc idealistic
approach. There is a danger of confusing the so-called
"jdeal" learner with the “good" learner. It is also
important to distinguish specifying what is needed to
achieve something (e.g. personality, cognitive style....]
from its active realisation, i.e. describing what
learners do when they have achieved it.

The group’s descriptions could be an issue to be taken up
at the next workshop and we could reflect and document
our own experience in the intervening period. One way of
organising this might be to cellect and compare learner
data (diaries, videos...). While this had been the plan
at the Helsinki conference, the constraints of time had
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made it impossible to carry out the kind of analysis
regquired. It was suggested that it might be better to
leck through learners’ evaluations and try te find
varicus stages in the development of the process of
awareness. We could then get together and, after locking
at our own data and that of colleagues, see how 1t
corresponds or differs in various contexts.

THE HEXT WOREKSHOP

The possible format of the next workshop was discussed
with regard to the important issue of the balance between
input and group work. Input can be extremely important
where issues get raised from an unpredictable angle and
this feeds into the group work. Although the group work
had been excellent as many of us were already familiar
with at least some of the developments, it was felt by
some that there had not been enough time to reflect
adeguately on the input. As it seems difficult to do
justice to both aspects, it may be necessary to decide on
more input time or alternatively to focus on the main
issues raised in this workshop. In the latter case, once
the issues were stated beforehand, we could leok for this
in our classrecoms and learners’ productions.

Others felt that there was perhaps only a sense of not
having enough time at this workshop as there were no real
complaints about what had actually been achieved. The
important thing was not so much to focus on what was good
or bad nor to take binding decisions at this stage, but
to try to establish what was worth continuing with at the
next workshop as a guide for the organisers. There was a
need for time to "breathe", reflect and discuss
informally with colleagues.
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PROGRAMME

Friday, August 11th.
1300 Arrival.
1400 Lunch.

1515 = 1545

1545 - 1830

1900

2000 = 2100

opening of workshop. Per Orten/Gerd

Gabrielsen.

Input:

Basic concepts and current issues. Gerd
Gabrielsen.

The EFS-project, Bergen. Turid Trebbi.

The Karlstad project. Rigmor Eriksson, June
Miliander, Agneta Olsson, Birgitta Risholm,
Jergen Tholin.

Dinner.

Input: Curriculum issues. Wim Galjee.

Saturdag, August 12th.
0800 Breakfast.
900 = 1230 Input:

1300

1500 = 1530

1600 = 1800

1930

Awareness raising (a) in the classroom
{b) in the intermational
workshops
Leni Dam, Hanne Thomsen.
The Osle project. Rita Gjerven.

Planning autonomous teaching/learning. Anne
Lise Christensen.

Working with autonomy in a university setting.
Jose Luis Vera-Batista.

Lunch.

Input:
Autonomy and the teaching/learning of Grammar.

David Little.

Organising groups and content. Groupwork

begins.

Dinner.
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sunday, August 13th.

080D Breakfast

900 - 1345 Group discussions and preparation of the
groups’ contribution te the final workshop re-
port.

1400 Lunch.

1500 Sightseeing in Bergen.

1900 Dinner.

2000 - 2100 Time for final touches to group reports, if
TIBCESSEI:?,

Monday, August 14th.

900 - 1100 Group reports, plenary discussion.

1115 - 1345 Identification of further issues - what next?

1345 Closing of workshop. Turid Trebbi.
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PARTICIPFPANTS

NLME INSTITUTION HOME ADRESS
DENMARK
inne Lise Christensen: Forhadbningsholms Alle 9 A4
1904 Fredriksberg C
Leni Dam: Karlslunde skole wargyvelve] 42
DE 2690 Karlslunde DK 2690 Karlslunde
02=150099 02=150924
Gerd Gabrielsen: Danmarks Lererhejsk. Almindingen 57
Emdrupborg 101 2860 Seborg
2400 Kebenhavn NV 01-676257
01-696633

Aaze Lindum:

Ulla Rigbolt:

Hanne Thomsen:

IRELAND

pavid G. Little:

Joe Sheils:

THE NETHERLANDS

Wim Galjee:

Kompagnistrade 19(3)
DE 1208 Kebenhavn K.

oluf Bagersgade 48 I
5000 Odense C.

Karlslunde skole Holmebuen 10
DK 2690 Harlslunde O 2690 Karlslunde
02-150099 02=-150942

Trinity College Dublin
centre for Language and
communication Studies
Arts Building

Trinity College, Dublin 2
772941, ext. 1505

The ling.inst. of Ireland
31. Fitzwilliam Place
Dublin

095.353.1765489

SLO regentesselaan 5
Belstraat 44 3818 amersfoort
7511 JW Enschede 033=-621493

Postbus 2041
7500 CA Enschede
(053)840 840



HORWAY

Anne-Brit Fenner:

Rita Gjerven:

Liv Hagen:

Tonelise Hustad:

Berit Jansby:

Per Orten:

Hannelore Stensrud:

Turid Trebbi:

SPAIN:

Joze Luis
Vera-Batista:

Ytrebygda skole
Skagev. 115

5065 Blomsterdalen
22 60 15

SLS,

Universitetet i Osle
Postboks 1059, Blindern
0316 Oslo 3

02,48 B0 70

Stabekk vg.
Baks 100
1321 Stabekk
02/53 36 01

Hovzeter skole
Boks 10 Hovseter
Q705 Qsle 7
0214 28 90

Hovseter skole
Boks 10 Hovseter
Q705 Osla 7V
02514 28 90

Inst. for praktisk pedagogikk

Universitetet i Bergen
@isteinsgt. 1

5007 Bargen

05721 25 60

Informasjonssenteret for
sprakundervisning
Posthboks 8178 Dep.

0034 Oslo 1

o2/ 60 23 20

Inst. for praktisk pedagogikk

Universitetet i Bergen
@isteinsgt. 1

5007 Bergen

05721 25 60

University of La Laguna
(Tenerife)

Departemento de Filologia

Moderna
Facultad de Filologia
263211, ext. 297

Klettev. 118
506% Blomsterdalen
22 71 07

Ullernkammen 17
0380 Oslo 3
02/50 02 49

Sarbuvollv. 4
Postboks 123
1322 Heovik
02/53 71 42

Vesterdsv. 4b
0382 Osle 3
02/50 08 26

Guldbergsv. 9
0375 Oslo 3
Q92750 90 84

Londalsflaten 76
5230 Espeland
05/24 06 46

Aasheimvegen 1%
2044 Frogner
06/82 09 52

Myrdalskogen 477
5095 Ulset
05/18 3% 05

Tra=z.Urb.Cardonal
c/S5an Benito, 11
Taco (Tenerife)

Islas Canarias-Spain

616188



SWEDEN

Rigmor Eriksson:

June Miliander:

Agneta Olsson:

Birgitta Risholm:

Jergen Tholin:
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Hodern Languages,
University of Karlstad
Box 9502

65009 Karlstad,
054-830020

Modern Languages,
University of Karlstad
Box 9501

5-65009 Karlstad
054-830020

Stenbockskolan
Stenbocksgatan 50
52300 Ulricehamn
0321-27000

Sandaredskolan
Box 19

51040 Sandared
033-168B824

Stenbockasskolan
Stenbocksgatan 50
52300 Ulricehamn
0321-27000

Vasalunden 1
65223 Karlstad
054-189475

Eriksdalsgatan 1
5=65462 Karlstad
054=101286

Tullvidgen 1138
43041 Kullavik
031-931334

Kamvégen 11
51050 Sandared
033-58532

Studentvagen 12
52300 Ulricehamn
[0)321-16396



