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Executive summary

This paper addresses a range of conceptua issues that pertan to the development of
curriculum datements that are designed to depict the essence of learning languages and
cultures a progressve levels of achievement through the primary and secondary curriculum
in New Zedand. These curriculum daements typicd of educationd reform internationdly,
seek to address two fundamenta and interrdated dimensons of language teaching and
learning: (1) the nature, scope and complexity of learning languages and cultures and (2) the
‘outcomes of learning, understood both as the nature and scope of learning and the levd of
complexity or dandard. As wel as being fundamenta curriculum questions they are aso
questions that form pat of teachers ongoing consderation of their work as languages
educators.

The development of a statement for Languages in the New Zedand curriculum takes place in
the context of more than a decade of curriculum being framed within an ‘outcomes
orientation. Usng the congruct of ‘outcome aone, however, is conddered to be insufficent
as a cadys for engendering a revitdisation in the curriculum, teaching, learning and
asessment of Languages. What is needed is a focus on the degp conceptud issues that relate
to learning Languages and a curricullum framework that spesks to teachers as mediators of
learning, and as people who have a mgor role to play in communicating learning to students,
parents, educationd adminigrators and the wider community. Thus, the purpose of the
curriculum framework is best seen as providing a bass for both sysemic and, most
importantly, educational accountability, as well as promoting both short term and long term
approaches to language learning and assessment.

This paper addresses the deep conceptud issues conddered in devedoping a curriculum
framework for Languages. These pertain to changing understandings of a set of concepts that
include language, culture, communication, learning, teaching, assessment, achievement and
progress and ther interrdationship. These concepts are fundamentd to understanding the
learning of Languages. They ae interdated through the concept of interculturd language
learning. Condderation of cross-curricular competencies or capabilities affords an important
opportunity to condder Languages in the context of ther place in the curriculum as a whole,
and in the holigtic education of students.

It is highlighted that once developed, it is important to recognise any curriculum framework
as an atifact or resource designed to support reflection and change. It pertains to the intended
curriculum, rather then the enacted curriculum. Ther drength resides in their potentid to
engender important, common, conceptuad didogue. Ther limit resdes in the fact that they are
resources that address intentions, and not practice for practice can only be enacted by people.
The curriculum datement:  Learning Languages in the New Zealand Curriculum therefore,
will be undersood and used in different ways by different participants in the education
process. In order to ensure dialogue based on the curriculum framework, it will be necessary
to provide opportunities for professona development. In order to ensure understanding of the
curriculum as enacted by teachers, students and their communities, based on the curriculum
framework, it will be important to support an inquiry or research stance towards its use. The
curriculum framework itsdlf should aso remain open to continuous refinement, based on use.



Introduction
Context of development

The preparation of the curriculum sStatement Learning Languages in the New Zealand
Curriculum offers the Minigry, and the wider community of individuas and groups involved
and interested in languages education, an opportunity to consder Languages as an area of
learning in its own right within the New Zedand curriculum. The god of such development is
to create a ‘state-of-the-art’ educational resource that provides a guide to teaching, learning
and assessment in the present, and that isdso fruitful at least for the immediate future.

This development is pat of a ‘revitdisation process, based on a stocktake of the New
Zealand Curriculum Framework of 1993 (Ministry of Education, 2002). According to the
Minigry, the overdl process of development involves (1) cdlarifying and refining outcomes,
(2) a focus on qudity teaching, (3) drengthening school ownership of curriculum and (4)
supporting communication and drengthening partnerships with parents and communities. It is
worth observing that in setting the task of curriculum ‘revitdisation’ or renewd, the Ministry
IS retaning its orientetion towards ‘outcomes. Genedly, within this orientation, the
emphass on outcomes tends to leave to implementers (teachers and schools) a the loca leve,
the task of developing appropriate content and processes to yield the intended outcomes.
Within this orientation it is generdly understood that, provided the outcomes are met (which
is not an un-complicated notion in itsdf), they can be redised according to the requirements
of the locad context. In the present phase of development, the revitalisation process includes
an emphass on the processes of qudity teaching, and issues of locad ownership and
community understanding. This can usefully be interpreted as a potentidly ‘new generation’
view of outcomes-oriented curriculum, one that is as concerned with processes and substance,
asitiswith the results or *outcomes of learning through the curriculum.

The deveopment of the curriculum dtatement for the Languages learning area as set out by
the Minigry involves the preparation of an overarching statement for teaching, learning and
assessment. This overarching statement includes an essence statement which is intended to
capture the nature of language learning and the contribution it makes to the individud and to
society. In addition, it is intended to present achievement objectives described at eight levels
of progression, to capture the range, breadth and depth of student achievements. Findly, the
datement is intended to address the development of overarching “key competencies, essentia
kills, attitudes, motivations and vaues’ that integrate the curriculum as a whole These
requirements too, can be interpreted as dgndling a desire on the pat of the Minidry to
provide a resource that extends beyond a traditiond depiction of ‘outcomes. Beyond
outcomes, described as ‘achievement objectives a various levels, the emphasis on ‘essence
invites developers to condder deeply the intrindc nature and substance of the Languages
learning area; the requirement to congder cross-curricular skills, attitudes, motivations and
vaues can be understood as seeking to capture broad human capabilities that are consdered
to be of vaue in sudents overdl learning and development, induding ther linguigic and
culturd development.

In congdering the development of a statement for Languages in the New Zedand curriculum,
| necessarily bring an ‘outdder’ perspective, as one who has not lived in the culture of
education in New Zedland. Neverthdess, | have engaged with the preparation of such
daements in various sates and nationdly in Audrdia, and in Hong Kong. This experience
has enabled me to study the development of such statements and to come to understand both
ther potentid vaue and limitations. Thus, together with the influence of my own
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locd/national  contextudisation, | bring both a generative and a critica perspective to the task
of development and ongoing reflection on such developments.

In discussng the development of a curriculum statement for Languages in the New Zedand
curriculum | condder: (1) the context of curriculum deveopment within an ‘outcomes
orientation, (2) the purposes of curriculum satements, (3) the nature of learning languages-
and-cultures, (4) connecting teaching, learning and assessment of languages-and-cultures, (5)
connecting within  and across the curriculum, (6) connecting curriculum  framework
development and its use, and (7) connecting teechers in professond learning and research in
languages-and-cultures  education. Discusson of each of these focuses predominantly on
conceptual consderations to be addressed in the development process, with a brief
consideration of the use of the curriculum frameworks.

Prior to addressing the conceptud condderations it is important to sgnd a didinction.  This is
the important didinction between the ‘intended” and the ‘enacted’ curriculum. The intended
curriculum focuses on the planning, dedgn and organision of learning, it addresses
primarily questions of the knowledge that is to be learned, that is the subject matter or
substance of the curriculum. The enacted curriculum relates to the lived experience of
learning; it addresses not only the subject matter of the curriculum but how this is understood
and acted upon by teachers and learnersin their particular contexts.

In the process of developing a curriculum statement, Minidtries can only address the intended
curriculum and the intended outcomes of learning. Their work focuses on developing a
resource that is intended to guide teaching, learning and assessment. They cannot engage
directly with the enacted curriculum, the lived, sociocultural complexity of teaching, learning
and asessing. However, it is important in the development to take into considerations about
use. Furthermore, Minigtries can dso seek to monitor the use of the resource and simulate
innovation and credtivity initsuse.

Thus the devdopment of a dtaement of the intended curriculum is best undertaken with
mindfulness about the context of its use in the enactment of the curriculum, and with
recognition that it should be subject to continua refinement based on use.

The context of curriculum development within an outcomes orientation

Curriculum devdlopment within an outcomes orientation has been a mgor characterigtic of
educationd reform throughout the 1990's. Within this orientation, knowledge and know-how,
incarnated in people, is seen as a critical resource; hence, there is the need to continuoudy
develop people, which, in turn, necesstates reform in education. The shift towards specifying
outcomes is integrd to this dyle of educationd reform. While this orientation is evident in
educetion a an internationd leve, it is not uncontested. Governments have assumed and
acted upon a connection between education, (specificdly, high standards and standardised
asessment), on the one hand, and socid, politicd and economic productivity a an
internationd level, on the other hand, even though this reaionship has not, in fact, been
established through research (see Reardon, Scott and Verre, 1994:1). In response, education
systems have developed frameworks of sysem-wide outcomes (or ‘standards as they are
cdled in some contexts) within and across areas of the curriculum, with accompanying,
standardised systems for monitoring the achievement of those outcomes. Schools and teechers
have become responsible and accountable for ‘ delivering’ the outcomes as defined.



The movement towards developing frameworks of outcomes has been seen as a characteristic
of the ‘marketisation of education’ and the production of human, intellectud ‘capitd’ for the
competitive benefit of the naion as a whole. The emphasis then, has been seen to be on
competition and accountability, within an economic raiondist ideology (see Bdl 2000;
Roberts, 2003). As such, the development of frameworks of outcomes has been understood as
a highly political process which speaks to policy makers and adminigtrators (Brindley, 1993)
more than to teachers. The New Zealand Curriculum Framework (Minigry of Education,
1993) was pat of this world-wide development. It represented a shift from ‘content’, as
‘input’ to the learning process, to ‘outcomes (Ministry of Education, 2002). In a volume on
international  curricullum  research, Roberts (2003) discusses in detal the debates that
surrounded development and use of the New Zealand Curriculum Framework. As a
concluson to his andyss he cals for a return to deeper questions about the nature, purposes
and ams of the curriculum, as wdl as the naure of curriculum processes, and he emphasises
that this degp questioning should not just be in abstract, but in a way that enriches discusson
about practice. He states.

The key perhaps is not to fdl into a form of abstract theorisng where the practicd,
policy, politicd and pedagogica issues of the day are ignored, but rather to show
how concern with fundamental curriculum questions can, by providing a new st of
conceptuad lenses through which to view those issues, degpen and extend an dready
rich conversation. (Roberts 2003, 511)

This emphass on the deegp issues of the curriculum is timely in the Languages area, given that
the fidd of languages educetion is responding to mgor changes in how the learning of
languages is understood.

From an ‘outdder perspective, it is difficult to fully percave the context of the current
process of revitdisaion of the New Zedand curriculum, and Languages within the
curriculum. There are important indications that the process of development involves more
than the concept of outcomes done as a catdys for curricllum renewd and improving
learning. At the same time, there is dso a potentid danger that an indrumenta view of
learning outcomes might preval. If too strong an emphasis is placed on outcomes the
curriculum ecology is disrupted. In formulaing ‘outcomes  (or criteria, or standards, or
descriptions of any kind as educationa resources) in the context of curriculum renewd, it is
important to note that no amount of refinement of the language will remove the fact tha
datements remain open to interpretation, and will be interpreted differently by different
participants in the educationa process. McNamara (1999) describes the way in which the
work of developing curriculum gtatements emphasises wording and rewording and achieving
consensus around these words, a process that he cdls the “nomindisation fdlacy” or
“wording by collective agreement’. Smilaly, Moss and Schutz (2001) discuss through
detailed examples the way in which efforts to achieve consensus in reation to key idess in
curriculum, learning and assessment actudly may mask diversty of the kind tha would
broaden participants understanding.

Given the potentid contestation surrounding an ‘outcomes  orientation, particularly if
‘outcome’ is seen as a sufficient congdruct to guide curriculum renewd, it is important in the
current curriculum revitalisation process to:

understand the political and educational context of development;
recognise the risk of over-emphassng outcomes in the ecology of curricullum
development;



recognise, as suggested more generaly by Roberts (2003), the need to focus on the
deep questions of curriculum and their relaionship to practice, which, in relation to
learning languages relate to: How do we understand languages-and-cultures? How
are they learned? What can be legitimately expected as learning outcomes for the
increesng diversty of learners in schools and the increasing diversty of purposes of
learning? How is progress in learning for each individua best nurtured and

described?

recognise the limits of the refining of words for they will dways remain open to
interpretation;

recognise the vaue of diverse pespectives, even dissensus, in broadening
understanding;

recognise the need for the curriculum statement to speak to teachers as the mediators
of leaning, and as people who have a mgor role in communicating learning to
students, parents, educationd administrators and the wider community;

leave space for innovation on the part of users,

The purposes of curriculum statements

An underdanding of the intended purposes of curricullum datements shapes both ther
development and subsequent use.

Three questions related to the purpose of the curriculum statement are discussed bel ow.
1. Isthe purpose to guide teaching and learning, or assessment, or both?

A centrd issue is whether the mgor purpose of the curriculum datement is to address
predominantly the scope of leaning or the assessment of leaning, and the setting of
‘outcomes’ or ‘standards’, or both.

At a fundamentd levd, the purpose of the development of the curriculum Statement: Learning
Languages in the New Zealand Curriculum, as indeed for analogous developments in any
context, can be seen as addressing two related educationa questions:

What do students need to learn and know, tha is, what is the nature, scope and
complexity of leaning languages-and-cultures? (i.e. with a focus on the substance of
teaching and learning)

What are appropriate ‘outcomes of learning, understood both as the nature, scope of
learning and level of complexity or standard? (i.e. with afocus on assessment)

Both these questions require a conceptudisation of the nature and scope of languages-and-
culture knowing and learning, and the level of complexity of that learning. The first question is
directed primarily towards the substance of teaching and learning, identifying what is to be
learned and known, and to be continuoudy developed. It implies the incluson of a notion of
scope, thet is the range or multidimensondity of learning, and the generd level of complexity
a which the curriculum, teeching and learning should be pitched. This is what, in the US
context, is termed ‘content standards, that is, what is to be learned, though it is recognised
that the 1993 curriculum initigtive, that indtdled ‘outcomes into the New Zedand
curriculum, was precisdly a reaction agangt a perceved over-emphass on ‘content’. The
notion of ‘content’ is itsdf highly problematic because users do not specify how they
conceptudise it in ther own minds. In traditiond definitions it generdly refers to the
breaking down into parts of the ‘body of knowledge that defines the curricullum area. In more
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recent definitions, ‘content’ is conceptualized as including processes, drategies and
metacognitive reflection. The conceptudisation of ‘content’, therefore, becomes a centrd
issue in the development of the curriculum statemen.

In the curriculum statement for Languages in the New Zedland context, the essence statement
provides a base for conceptudisng the nature and scope of learning languages. It dso
provides the curriculum architecture or structure for specifying the scope of learning through
three drands communication, language, and culture. It does not provide a map of the
increesng complexity of learning across the continuum of schooling. This mapping s
currently captured in the frameworks for specific languages that have been developed since
1993 (see, for example, Ministry of Education 2000s; 2000b), though these have been
formulated through a different curriculum architecture. From a curriculum development
perspective this raises questions about the most gppropriate curriculum architecture and the
nature and degree of specification that is seen to be necessary to guide teaching and learning,
both at generic and at language-specific levels.

The second quedtion is directed primarily towards the assessment of learning, identifying the
‘outcomes of learning and knowing. The conceptudisation of ‘outcomes dso implies and
relates to an understanding of the nature and scope of learning. This is what in the US context
is termed ‘performance dandards, that is, the intended level of performance. It necessarily
includes anotion of complexity or standard at which student performance is to be assessed.

The destription of ‘achievement objectives specified a eight leves in the curriculum
gatement for the New Zedland context addresses this question. While the term ‘achievement
objectives is no doubt well understood by insders in the New Zedand system, it may be
somewhat ambiguous for outsders. This is because ‘achievement’ would normdly pertain to
the second question above, while ‘objectives would normaly pertain to the firg quedtion.
This issue of naming dso reaes to the distinction between the intended and the enacted
curriculum. At a planning leve, outcomes can only be intended;, as such, they perform a
gmilar function to that traditiondly served by objectives and this may wdl provide an
explanation for the use of this term. Issues related to the conceptudisation of ‘achievement
objectives are discussed further below.

2. Isthe purpose to guide episodic or long-term progressin learning?

In the development of curriculum gtatements two mgor approaches have been used in the
presentation of outcomes and progresson. (Hill, Iwashitaa McNamara, Scarino and
Scrimgeour, 2004). These are the ‘scale of scales approach [eg. the Council of Europe's
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (Council of Europe 2001)] and
the benchmarking approach [eg. Toronto Board of Education Benchmarks (see Larter,
1991)]. The Common European Framework of Reference is best described as a reporting
framework. A series of progressve, generdised levels of proficiency are depicted, based on a
range of scdes in use for different languages in different countries that form the European
Union. As such it is a ‘scde of scdes. Within this gpproach the method of assessment is a
locad mater for each educationa system; students are assessed locally and their results are
then mapped onto the particular level of the Common European Framework of Reference.

The Toronto Benchmarks do not present a progressve generdised set of proficiency
descriptions. Instead, they comprise a set of externdly-designed benchmark tasks intended to
dicit evidence of student performance. Student performance on these tasks is reported usng a
five-level scade, with each level defined on the bass of actud task peformance. Thus, the
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outcomes or descriptions of peformance ae task-specific sngpshots of performance, at
specific grades of schooling. In contrast with the Common European Framework of
Reference, the dynamic, longitudind dimendgon/progresson is captured not through
generdised leve descriptions, but through benchmark tasks and related descriptors that are
st and made avalable a different phases of schooling. There is no atempt to generdise
performance across tasks and levels. The Benchmarks depict episodic, task-specific leves of

proficiency.

To summarise the didinction, the outcomes or descriptions of performance in the Council of
Europe's Common European Framework of Reference are progressive and longitudina but
hypothesised, while those in the Toronto Benchmarks are episodic but based on actud student
performance.

The approach teken to presenting outcomes and to depicting progresson will influence the
devdopment of the curriculum datement. While in the devdopment of the <Statement
‘Learning Languages in the New Zedand Curriculunt’, the decison has been taken to adopt
the levels of the Common European Framework of Reference, most probably for the reason
that it provides a scde of scdes and therefore appears to be desgned as a referencing toal,
issues remain regarding the hypothesised relationship between the proposed generic outcomes
and the levels of the Common European Framework of Reference, and subsequently, the
relationship between the generic and language-specific outcomes.

A purpose that has been under-represented in the devdopment of curriculum
satements of outcomes for learning across progressive phases of schooling is that of seeking
to take a long-term perspective on learning, with an emphads on progress over time. (See
Scarino, 2000 and 2003; Kohler, 2003). Although intended to capture the span of learning
throughout schooling, it seems that once curricullum satements have been developed, they are
used generdly to judge episodic performance, regardless of whether ther conceptud origin
was to develop a scale or a resource for benchmarking task-related performance.

3. Is the purpose to guide administrative, systemic accountability or educational
accountability?

The literature surrounding the work on developing and implementing curricullum  statements
draws a marked digtinction between adminidrative and educational purposes, with the former
pertaning to sysem-wide reporting to the Minigry for quaity assurance, and the latter
pertaining to classroom-based teaching, learning and assessment (see Brindley, 1998; McKay,
2000; McNamara, 2001). Though these purposes are not as dichotomous as the presentation
in the literature would suggest (see Scarino, 2000), decisons regarding the reationship
between various purposes will necessxily shape the curriculum daement. From the
perspective of purpose, however, it is likdy that sysemic accountability in relation to the first
guestion (i.e. the ‘content standards’) will be perceived as a softer form of accountability than
if itisin relation to the second question (i.e. the ‘ performance standards.)

It isimportant in the current curriculum revitaisation process to:

describe the purposes of the curriculum statement, in particular, the purposes of the
essence statement and of the achievement objectives at eight levels of progresson;

recognise the didinction between an emphasis on purposes rlated to guiding teaching
and learning and/or guiding assessment, and the higher stakes generally accorded to
assessnan;



recognise that the specification of both learning and the outcomes of learning involve
important questions of nature, scope, and level of complexity;

recognise the diverse ways of depicting episodic and long-teem learning and the
grengths and limitations of eech;

address the under-representation of and need for long-term learning purposes in learning
languages.

diginguish between the various kinds of accountabilities, and highlight to teachers ther
role and respongibility particularly in relaion to educationd accountability;

describe explicitly the role of outcomesin relation to the different accountabilities.

The nature of lear ning languages-and-cultures

The fundamenta chdlenge in devdoping a curriculum gdatement for learning languages is a
conceptud one. This chdlenge pertains to questions such as How is language understood?
How is culture perceived in relation to language? How is language use seen in redion to
language code? How is language seen in relation to content or subject matter knowledge?
Given tha the curriculum statement is being developed for schools, how is language learning
understood? What, then, is the rdaionship between the concepts: language, culture,
communicetion, leaning and knowing? there is much contestation about the nature of
language use for communication (see, for example, Spolsky, 1993; McNamara, 1996), and the
task is rendered more complex when what is needed is an integration of conceptudisations of
language use with conceptudisations of second language learning and development in the
context of learning in generd. (Scarino, 2000); A conceptudisation of these and ther inter-
relationshipsis what isto be captured in the essence statement.

In addressing these quegtions it is important to highlight the shift in views of language from
being seen primarily as linguidic forms to being seen as meaningful language use. Smilaly,
the shift in language learning is from being seen as a process involving the static knowledge
of linguigic forms, to being seen as the process of developing a dynamic resource for
interpreting and making meaning.

In this shift towards meeningful language use, language and culture are conceptualised as
integrated. Liddicoat, Papademetre, Scarino and Kohler (2003:44) describe the change and the
relationship asfollows

It is conventiond to consider language as a symbol system made up of words,
which are encoded by sounds or graphic conventions and aranged by rules of
gyntax. Linguists have traditiondly focused on the abdract and de-contextudised
gysdem as defining the nature of human language. Although it is possble to
decribe a language in teems of such dructurd features, such a definition of
language is inadeguate for underdanding language as a human communication
system.

As a communication sysem language is never de-contextualised and abstract, but
rather, it is a set of practices which are deployed in context to achieve meaning. As
such, an utterance gains its meaning not smply from the forma properties of the
grammar and lexicon that are used to condruct it, but from ther utterance by a
Spoeeker to a ligener at a particular time, and in a particular context, to achieve a
paticular  communicative function. Meaning, therefore, comes from the
interrdaionship and the interactivity of the utterance with its context. As such,



language cannot be legitimately separated from its socid and cultura contexts.
Language is socid and communicative, not smply structurd.

Within this conceptudisgtion, language use is seen as a cognitive, socia and culturd act,
embedded in a web of socid and culturd practices. Linguistic form does not disappear but
assumes importance as a socidly shared communicative resource. A knowledge of and
engagement with the sysem of culture are fundamentd to being able to communicae
successfully and provide a basis through which the users of a language establish shared
meanings and communicate ways of seeing the world.

Smilaly, language learning (as indeed learning in generd), is seen as a cognitive, socid and
culturd act, embedded in socid and cultura practices. Liddicoat, Papademetre, Scarino and
Kohler (2003:45) describe the process of learning a new language as follows:

Learning a new language involves the learners in a complex process. Learners
have to learn new forms and rules of the language and the conventions that assgn
these to meanings. They have to learn the conceptua systems that the language
encodes. They have to learn the rules of variability and acceptability involved in
usng this 9gn sysem for communication with other users of the sysem. They
have to negotiate the identities that are involved in usng the new linguisic system
and postion and adopt a perspective in rdationship to the identities they wish to
present as they communicate. Language conceved smply in terms of grammar
and vocabulary is an inadequate conceptudisation on which to base an
understanding of what isinvolved in language learning.

In learning an additiond language, students are constantly engaged with interacting and
moving across a least two languages and cultures. This learning to ‘move across languages
and cultures through communication is an intercultural process that requires interaction
focused on:

learners as interactants whose paticipation in any interaction shgpes and is
shaped by the cultural context in which the interaction takes place;

learners  recognisng increesngly that they make deiberate choices in
communication to achieve particular effects and meanings,

learners recognisng that how they act and their success in interaction is
determined not only by what they do, but by what they are understood to do by
members of the ‘other’ culture, whose perceptions will naturdly be distinct from
ther own, and leaning to manage their interactions in response to the
expectations of members of the ‘other’ culture;

learners decentring from their own culturd perspective to engage with others.

Learning languages in the school sdtting dso entalls learning-how-to-learn  languages-and-
cultures. Thus gudents interact both as language users and as language learners. These
interactions, accompanied by reflection and a deveoping sdf-awareness as a language user,
are centrd to intercultural language learning, that is, understanding the meaning — meking
cgpacity of languages in reation to particular cultures.

Since language and culture are centra mediaing forces in learning in generd, the additiond
language is used ds0 as a medium for deveoping generd knowledge. In the Languages
curriculum area, therefore, the notion of ‘content’ entails concepts and processes related both
to the target language-and-culture itsdf, and to concepts and processes derived from the use
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of language as a medium for learning, as sudents engage with important idess to ‘language
about’. This is described in languages educetion as the relationship between ‘language and
content’.

The implication of the direction towards interculturd language learning, induding the notion
of dgnificant ‘content’, is that students are continuoudy learning to become better and better
intercultural communicators, that in each socid encounter, students come to redise that what
each person brings to the interaction is their knowledge (concepts, idess), understanding and
vaues, developed through their experiences over time, captured through their language; that
they cannot fully anticipate what others will bring, and that coming to know and understand
means hearing what others bring, responding, eaborating, and, through these processes,
devdoping, over time, an ever-evolving communicetive repertoire and linguisic and cultura
understanding. Jay Lemke (2002:85) expressesit as follows:

The phenomenon that occurs is that people add dements of a new linguistic
resource system to their communicative and semantic repertoires. Language use is
integrd to personal and socid development, pat of the short- and long-term
developmental processes of both person and communities. Persond  and
community development continues through the medium of additiond languages,
aswell asthefirg language.

A st of dimensons of learning to communicate can be derived from this view of language-
and-culture learning as intercultura and as contributory to developing knowledge and
learning in generd. Deve oping a capability to communicate in an additiond language:

expands learners overdl communicetive potentia and repertoire;

expands learners undersanding of how language works in the context of
culture;

expands learners understanding of how to learn languages for communication;
expands learners access to knowledge congtructed and mediated in diverse
languages,

expands learners understanding of how to interact with members of diverse
cultures,

expands learners  linguidic awareness and thereby percaving the power of
language in communication;

expands learners capability to reflect on ther own language, culture and
meaning-making in communication.

The decison to focus on three key concepts communicetion, language, culture, as ‘srands in
the essence daement for the datement for the Languages area in the New Zedand
curriculum, provides a d9gnd of a direction towards interculturd language learning, with an
emphads on usng language communicaivey, and meking and sharing meaning across
languages and cultures. This signd, however, does not conditute a rationde or an explanation
for taking such an orientation. Furthermore, while the sdection of the three key concepts
gives sdience to important dimensons of learning languages, it does not capture their integra
relationship. Separated, they become andytic rather than integrative categories. This is a
difficulty that needs to be addressed both in relaion to teaching and learning and in relaion to
assessment. In both areas questions arise about how to integrate these concepts. Particularly in
assessment, further questions arise about the relative contribution or weighting of each in the
integration, and whether or not these same strands are to be used for reporting student
achievements. If students are assessed on the integrated use of language, which would seem to
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be degrable, it will be difficult to separate the three drands for purposes of reporting. In
addition, the use of these three concepts as ‘strands  under-emphasises two further dimensions
which are important in learning languages. These are: (1) learning-how-to learn languages and
reflecting on ther use in communication, and (2) the integrd rdaionship of language use
with learning and knowing in generd. These dimensions need to be captured in order to do
jugtice to learners as both language users and language learners, who are learning an
additionad communicative system, as well as deveoping new knowledge through additiond

languages.
It isimportant in the current curriculum revitdisation process to:

recognise that conceptualisng the essence of what it means to know, use and
learn an additiond language, and to develop new knowledge and learning in
generd, through the additiond language, is chdlenging yet centrd;

make decisons about condructing a formulation that is based on theoretica
indghts (notwithganding the partid nature of any formulation), and to include
affident dgnds to dimulate teachers thinking and a regpprasd of ther own
conceptions,

recognise that the ‘drands that form the curriculum architecture need to be
derived from this conceptud work, and capture learning-and-usng-language-
and-culture in an active way;

recognise that learning-how-to-learn and developing knowledge in generd, ae
integrd to learning additiond languages,

recognise that the strands need to address integration of these concepts in use, in
teaching, learning and assessment.

Connecting teaching and lear ning and assessment of languages-and-cultur es
Connecting teaching and learning

The conceptuaisation of learning languages-and-cultures as a cognitive, socid and culturd
process has implications for the way the connection between teeching and learning and
teachers and learners is understood. Sfard (1998) describes the cognitive process through ‘the
acquistion metgphor’ and the socid and cultural process through ‘the participation metaphor’
of learning, and arguing that both are necessary.

The emphasis with the acquistion metaphor, based on cognitive theories of learning, is on the
individual nature of the process of gaining or developing knowledge, whether this occurs as
passve reception or as active condruction. It results in students developing personalised
versons of concepts and processes. Within this metaphor the reationship between teaching
and learning and therefore teacher and learner is back-grounded. The emphads with the
participation metaphor, based on sociocultural theory, is on learners becoming participants in
certain distinct activities rather than becoming the possessors of a ‘body of knowledge' that is
generdised and decontextudised. Vygotsky (1978), as one of the founders of sociocultural
theories in psychology, describes learning as mediated interpersond, communicative activity
that leads subsequently to the intrapersona capability of students to congtruct images in thar
mind, through language, to represent the world to themsdves. As Kramsch explains
(2000:13):
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In socioculturd  theory, linguisic signs and psychological processes do not
precede ther use in socid contexts, on the contrary, it is socid activity and its
materid forms of socid and culturd mediation, that precedes the emergence of
individud forms of consciousness. For Vygotsky, psycholinguistic processes are
the recondruction in the mind of the individua of the mediated socid interactions
that thisindividua has experienced on the socid plane.

The implications of the paticipaion metgphor ae firdly, that it is socidly supported
interaction and communication that produce learning, and secondly, that the focus of learning
is on people, that is, students with ther teachers and other contributors to the educative
process, together and over time, developing broader and deeper understanding within the
learning community. Participation is both within the community of the classoom and the
community of users of the particular languages. Since learning is a didogicd process, the
relationship between teachers and learners and the activity they engage in together is
foregounded.

Connecting assessment and teaching and learning

The aspect of the curricullum datement that pertains to assessment is the Statement of
outcomes. The chdlenge in describing outcomes of learning languages is fundamentdly a
conceptud chdlenge. It involves capturing what it means to know, use, and learn a language,
as described in the section ‘The naure of learning languages-and-cultures above. To this
conceptud chalenge is added the chdlenge of conceptuaising progress in learning over time
and the need to determine exactly what is progressing: the student, the subject matter, the
content of learning or the peformance of learning. Progress adso entails conceptuaising
levels of achievement. In addition to these mgor conceptua issues, a further chalenge arises
from the recognition that a curriculum dsaement can only provide a highly generdised
formulation of knowing, learning and usng, and yet, developmenta trgjectories are particular
toindividud learners. As Midevy (1993:28) states:

A learner's state of competence & a given point in time is a complex congdlation
of facts and concepts, and the networks tha interconnect them; of automatised
procedures and conscious heurigtics, and their relationships to knowledge patterns
that sgnd their rdevance; of perspectives and drategies, and the management
capabilities by which the learner focuses his (3c) efforts There is no hope of
providing a complete description of such adtate.

The complexity here is described from a cognitive perspective it is dl the more intricate
when sociocultural perspectives are dso included. A further difficulty reaes to the fact that
peformance is context gpecific (i.e. task-related). Developing dsatements of outcomes
involves a process of generalisng that runs counter to this characteristic of the assessment of
sudent performance. An additiond kind of generdisng comes into play when the outcomes
in languages learning are concelved as generic outcomes across dl languages. Performance is
necessarily specific to particular languages. For example, in the context of school language
learning, given equd time on task, an exit performance in French will necessarily be different
in naure and levd from an exit peformance in Chinese. Smilarly, the expectations in terms
of performance for students learning ‘heritage’ languages, who have some home background
in that paticular language ae likdy to be different from those for Sudents without such
background. Performance expectations will dso be different for different program types eg.
bilingud, language preservation, content-based, or limited exposure programs.

13



In the proposed curriculum statement: Learning Languages in the New Zealand Curriculum,
outcomes are described as ‘achievement objectives, that is, statements of intended outcomes.
They are seen as describing expectations. These ‘achievement objectives are pegged to the
level descriptions of the Council of Europe’'s Common European Framework of Reference
(Johnson, 2004) which describe the expected leve of performance.

In developing a st of ‘achievement objectives, firdly it is necessary, to describe what
‘achievement objectives are intended to be and the purpose they are intended to serve in
assessment.

Secondly, it is important to note that conceptions of achievement will necessarily influence
the shaping of the ‘achievement objectives. Cole (1990), for example, describes two magor
conceptions of achievement and their impact; these are achievement as basic skills and facts
versus achievements as higher order skills and advanced knowledge. The first conception
comes from behaviourig views of learning while the second comes from cognitive views of
learning. Sociocultura/cognitive gpproaches would conceive of achievement as an evolving,
integrated knowing and understanding through participation in the kind of activity which is
characterigtic of the fidd, and the socidisation of students into the community of users of that
knowledge. The conception of achievement will influence the way the ‘achievement
objectives ae described as wdl as the architecture for organisng ther formulation.
Specificdly, this rases quesions about the nature of the ‘achievement objectives and the
drands, and gpecficdly whether they ae andytic or integrative categories. If the
‘achievement objectives are described in relation to the proposed three drands
communication, language, culture, developers will need to specify how language and culture
are to be assessed and reported in reation to communication, and how they relate to
deveoping awareness of learning languages and extending generd knowledge through the
additiona languages.

Thirdly, the hypothessed rdationship between the progressve st of ‘achievement
objectives and the expected levels of achievement as pegged to the Common European
Framework of Reference, needs to be explained. This is a complex aspect of the development
of any progressive description of achievement. Very rardly are the parameters of growth,
development or change Stated explicitly. This is a least patly because the congelation of
dimensons of growth and the trgectory will be different for different sudents. It is a this
point that framework developers often fal into the developmentd trap of rdativigic language
(‘someg, ‘more, ‘even mor€) and the consgtency trap, whereby, having identified a
paticular dimenson, the cdl is created in the matrix of dimendons referenced to levels, and
then it needs to be sysematcdly filled in the interets of conggtency. If the leve of
proficiency (the ‘how wdl’ of achievement) is captured by the Common European
Framework of Reference, then the ‘achievement objectives could be understood as referring
to the substance of performance (the ‘what' of peformance). In addition to maintaining this
diginction, however, developers would 4ill need to explan the rdationship. Issues that
reman to be conddered in the formulation of ‘achievement objectives include the leve of
generdity or gpecificity of the specfication, ther andytic or integrative orientation, the
parameters through which generdised progresson is depicted, knowing that increasing
complexity in the use of the target language dong a learning continuum is the product of a
congellation of consderations.

In connecting assessment and learning  languages-and-cultures further issues pertain to the
way in which the ‘achievement objectives are intended to be used. The firg issue relates to
the purposes of assessment. Is the purpose systemic accountability or classoom learning and
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educational accountability, or both? Depending on purposes, there is then the issue of diciting
student performance, tha is, the procedures devised to capture student performance as well as
the nature, range, amount, and quaity of evidence that is gathered and its datus. For
example, what types and range of procedures are to be used. Are they to be devised localy by
teachers or standardised? If it is accepted that the curriculum Statement presents progressive
levdls of achievement, tha is, increesng complexity in dudent achievement, how is the
dynamic aspect of learning captured through assessment? Once the evidence is dicited, the
next issue is its judgment. How are the ‘achievement objectives and the related leves as
depicted in the Common European Framework of Reference used to make judgments of
sudent performance? How does the matching of sudent performance to the ‘achievement
objectives and levels actuadly occur? This process is not unproblematic because both
eicitation and judgment of peformance are acts of interpretation. (See Scarino, 20053
Davison, 2004; Arcoudis and O’Loughlin, 2004). How do teachers persona congtructs,
which they bring to the assessment process, connect with the constructs as embedded in the
curriculum statement? How do they see evidence? How do they connect it with other
knowledge they have? Why do they interpret it the way they do? How do they judtify or
warrant ther judgments? Is this warranting or vadidation process undertaken a a loca or a a
system leve? Nicholas (2000:85) describes the way in which students performance and
achievement is mediated by the instruments used to describe it. At issue, he suggedts, is the
notion that “the instruments used create the ‘redity’ rather than describe the redity”. The
datement of outcomes or ‘achievement objectives in the curricullum Statement are one such
indrument. Others include the dicitation procedures themsdves and criteria for judging
performance. As such, the curriculum dStatement itsdf is never neutrd; in some ways as a
resource and depending on its datus, it creates or constructs the performance and the
achievements of students.

It isimportant in the curriculum revitdisation process to:

recognise that while the essence statement cannot describe in detail the complex
connection between teaching and learning, it will inevitably reflect a
conceptudisation of this connection, and that this conceptudisation should be
made explicit;

recognise that the conceptual issues pertaining to describing the essence of
language learning dso petan to describing  progressve  ‘achievement
objectives

recognise the need to aticulate the basis for conceptudising the nature of
achievement, leves of achievement and progress,

recognise that descriptions of sets of achievement objectives at progressve
levels can be no more than broad generdisations (1) of the uniqueness of the
peformance of individuas, (2) of the contextudised (task-related) nature of
performance and (3) of the specificity of languages;

determine the architecture for describing the ‘achievement objectives in a way
that reflects the integrative nature of performance;

make explicit the parameters of change over time;

recognise that the intended use and datus of the achievement objectives will
influence their devel opment;

recognise that actud achievement may be congructed or mediated by the
indruments used to describe it and that the curriculum dtatement itsdlf is one
such instrumen.
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Connecting within and acrossthe curriculum

As indicated above, a knowledge of and engagement with the systems of language and culture
are essentid to being able to communicate successfully, and provide the bass for the ways in
which usas of a language edablish shared meanings and communicate their knowledge,
experience and ways of seeing and understanding the world.

Snce language is a medium for leaning, in leaning additiond language dudents also
develop further knowledge, related to the range of learning areas that comprise the school
curriculum. The rddionship between ‘language and content’ means that developing
knowledge and understanding occurs both through one's firsg language as wel as additiond
languages. Not to recognise that concepts can be learned and further eaborated through
additiona languages would mean that students would come to see the additiond language that
they arelearning as smply anew code, through which everything isSmply re-labelled!

The possble connections with learning aress across the curriculum are limitless and can be
achieved in many ways. One example is through discusson of concepts such as ‘aesthetics in
at as wdl as in and through Japanese or ‘form’ in mathematics, as wel as in French, or
‘ecology’ in biology as wdl as in the process of language learning in generd. Connecting
learning across the curriculum can be seen as generdly etaling a shift from the descriptive
(i.e. a description of phenomena) to the conceptud (i.e. a broader understanding of the
concepts to which the phenomenon belongs) eg. from a description of foods for specia
occasons to a discusson of the concept of the annud cycde of cdebraion through the
Seasons.

Important connections can be made across the curriculum and its learning areas through the
current, pervasive curriculum construct of learner ‘capabilities® (or ‘key competencies as
they are cdled in the New Zedand Curriculum/Marautanga Project). These are understood as
generic learning in the sense of being developed through the curriculum as a whole. In much
of the curriculum development throughout the 1990's, condderation has been given to
developing capabilities, which have varioudy been named (depending on differences in
orientation, purpose and focus) as ‘essentid learnings, ‘graduate qudities, ‘employability
skills, among others. The power of the congtruct of whole-of-curriculum capabilities resides
in the fact, that while different learning aess contribute to learners  knowing and
underganding in didinctive ways, the learner is a whole person who, through the learning
process, seeks to develop an increasingly deep underganding of himsdf/hersdf and the
world. The cgpabilities can be seen to contribute to this holigic view of ever-evolving
understanding.

Key issues in rdaion to thar formulaion incdude ther conceptudisation and ther
representation through the curriculum. While these capabilities are conceptuaised as halidtic,
when they are daborated in curriculum development they are often presented as inventories of
separate knowledge, skills, attitudes and values. As such, they are then seen as separate
integrated set, &l of which are drawn together in the accomplishment of actions or tasks. In
manifesing the rdaionship between the capabilities and learning in particular learning aress,
the capabilities are often presented in brackets aongsde particular aspects of the scope or
outcomes of learning, in a ‘salt and pepper’ effect, a process that runs counter to connections

1 In Australia the term ‘key competences’ carries particular connotations; | prefer the term ‘capabilities’

since it is a term that implies potentiality.
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both in the congdlation of the capabilities themsdves, and in ther rdaionship with knowing
within and across learning aress.

The Brewerton (2004a; 2004b) conceptuaisation of ‘key competencies for the New Zealand
Curriculum appears fruitful in seeking to render the holistic nature of the learner and learning.
In this conceptudisation, key competencies in the New Zedand Curriculum Framework
indude: identity  (ies)/wel-being/bdonging; relating to others, thinking; making meaning
(multiliteracies); managing sdf. These connect well with learning languages. It is potentidly
of vdue to daborate the way in which they might be incorporaied in learning languages
through statements such as the following:

Learning languages can be seen as an intra-and-inter-personal process that leads to
an underganding of the varigble ways language and culture affect how people see
the world, how people communicate about the world and how they reflect upon the
ways of seeing and communicating  (identity/well-being/belonging;, relaing to
others;, making meaning). Learning is understood as a socid and cognitive
(thinking) process that involves ongoing reflection, and through these processes
dudents come to undersdand their own identity and sense of beonging
(identity/belonging; managing <df). The intrapersond dimenson of learning a
language relates to ‘managing sdf’, the inter-persond dimension relaes to ‘rdating
to othes in our locd, globad and virtua worlds. The centrd purpose of
communicating is to make meaning, and the connection between languages and
literacy development is well documented (see McKay 2000a; 2000b), particularly
when the concept of multiliteracies includes literacies developed across the range
of languages that form students communicetive and literacy repertoires.

The dimenson of vdues is one which is leest represented in curriculum Statements for the
languages area. This dimenson could be seen to include vaues (understood as those idess,
beliefs, fedings cherished by the community of the particular learning area), ethica concerns
(undergtood as the potentid for both postive and negative use of knowing in the particular
learning areg), and dispositions (understood as those atitudes and tendencies to think and act
in pogtive ways). In ration to learning in the Languages area, these could be expressed as
follows Learning and usng language involves:

vauing meaning, daity, choice, aticulateness, credivity, appropriaeness,
accuracy, freedom of expression;

the ethica concerns of gaining respect for the power of language, its respongble
use, and itsrole in the resolution of tension;

becoming disposed to seek the best expresson or aticulation of thought and
feding, to engage in the genuine exchange of meaning, and to continue to
expand one' s own persona capability for usng languages.

It isimportant in the curriculum revitalisation process to:

consder ‘key competencies or cgpabilities as holistic complexes of knowledge,
skills, attitudes and vaues that have the potentid to dter the processes of
teaching, learning and assessment and particularly how the essence of learning
areas and outcomes are formulated,

congder specificdly the way the ‘key competencies of the proposed New
Zealand Curriculum Framework ae manifeted and developed in learning
languages,
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consgder specificaly the way the ‘key competencies ae represented in the
essence statement and the * achievement objectives for the languages area.

Connecting curriculum framewor k development and use

The discusson so far has focused predominantly on conceptudising and deveoping a
curriculum datement for learning languages. A persgent theme has been the complexity of
the conceptua issues that need to be consdered. Some of the issues are such that it may seem
that less than feasble to devdop such curriculum daements. Notwithsanding the
complexities, there are severd reasons why development remains worthwhile, but this is with
some important caveats. Firdly, it is important for both developers and users of the
curricullum  daements to remain  mindful of the complex thinking that undelies any
formulation, and not seek to diminate this complexity, for there is much vaue in seeking to
‘think through’ the issues raised in deveoping such dtatements. They are issues that are
central to curriculum design, teaching, learning and assessment as key educational processes.
It is important to recognise that the devdopment of any curriculum dSatement will be
necessarily reductionig in the sense that no modeling of language-and-culture-knowing-
usng-and-learning can capture the complexity of the act of communiceting, continuing to
learn to communicate and becoming a better and better interculturd communicator, using a
least two languages. Any moddling will be no more than a representation that seeks to depict
‘redity’ in order to represent crucid features of a complex dtuation, and should not be
expected to be a true reflection of that ‘redity’. Both developers and teachers need to
recognise criticaly the power and limitations of any formulation, and both need to continue to
reflect criticaly on the magjor conceptud issues of their field.

Secondly, a curriculum resource is only of vaue if it is used by people. This is both critica
and complicated. As indicated above in rdation to assessng leaning and equdly for dl
aspects of the education process, teachers and other users bring to their reading and
underganding of the curriculum <Statement, their own conceptuaisations of language, culture,
communication, learning, teaching, and assessment, as well as the intended ‘outcomes and
‘levds of learning; they bring their own persona theories, expectations and experiences be
they expert or novice, comprenensve or patid, complex or ampligic. Their readings offer
both possibilities and potential limits (Scarino, 2005a; 2005b). As Bourdieu (1984) has stated
in reldion to the judgment of taste:

One can say that the capacity to see (vair) is a function of the knowledge (savoir),
or concepts, that is, the words, that are available to name visble things, and which
are, as it were, programmes for perception. A work.... has meaning and interest
only for someone who possesses the culturd competence, that is, the code, into
which it is encoded (p.2)

Thus, users of the curriculum statement will bring their own interpretation and meanings and
this needs to be taken into account when the curriculum statement is put forward for use. The
notion of multiple interpretations and meanings rases the question of whose
conceptudisations of the esence of language-and-culture-knowing-using-and-learning
preval. Smilaly, whose conceptudisations of teaching-learning-and-assessng and whose
conceptudisations of outcomes and levels prevail in actud use in classrooms?
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Nicholas (2000:80) eaborates on this issue of multiple interpretations in his discusson of
what marks progress for learners. He highlights the assumptions often made in the
development and use of statements of outcomes. For example, it is assumed:

. that teachers are independent observers of their learners, able to free
themsdves from the influence of ther own training and ther own educationd
purposes. It dso assumes that learners are somehow acting independently of the
education that they have received such that their performance reflects the best of
what a person of their experience could do, rather than an gpproximation of what
has been offered to them. The problematic nature of this is that learners usudly
attempt to achieve the goals that have been set for them rather than go beyond or
around those goas. A further problematic feature is that what teachers perceive is
shaped by ther own experiences and assumptions. Consequently, the way in
which the learner can progress is aso shaped by the teacher’s approaches to them;
that is, how they are taught. In other words, teachers are not ‘neutra’ observers
and, paticulaly in contexts of curricllum change, may not be uniformly well-
placed to aticulate indghts into the learning process tha will incorporate new
dimensons. Equaly, learners are not ‘neutrd’ producers, they draw on and, in
many ways, give back that which they have received from their teachers.

The issues raised here relate to the consgtructed nature of performance and how that might
impact on readings. Connecting framework development and use, then, involves recognisng
the complex nature of interpretation in both reading and enacting any curriculum Statement. In
this context it is worth noting that few systematic sudies have been undertaken in relation to
the important area of how teachers use these kind of curriculum frameworks (see Bree et d
1997, for one such study; see adso Brindley 2001)

Despite the conceptua complexity, curriculum statements offer a basis, a resource, a cadyd,
and a common language for curriculum discusson among contributors to the educetive
process. dudents, parents, teachers, adminidtrators, professonad associations, tertiary
inditutions.

It isimportant in the curriculum revitalisation process to:

recognise the complexity involved in the interplay of representation and practice;

recognise that any published gatement must remain open to modification in the light
of evolving theoreticd developments, experience in the use of such resources, and
changing contextud requirements,

recognise that change based on such curricullum datements, will require sustained
effort over time;

recognise that the implementation process should be systematicaly documented and
anaysed through research.

Connecting teachers in professonal learning and research in languages-and-cultures
education

The datus of the curriculum statement: Learning Languages in the New Zealand Curriculum
will shape in some ways the kinds of opportunities users of the statement will have to connect
in professond learning. Regardless of the datus, accorded to the curriculum statement,
however, a program of professona learning opportunities will need to be provided for the
range of usars. The professond learning opportunities should modd the kind of teaching and
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learning advocated in the curricullum gtatement itself. The focus of these opportunities should
extend beyond information-giving about the tatement (i.e. descriptions) to discussons of the
deep conceptud issues at play (i.e. conceptions) and how different users, and particularly
teachers, act upon the statement in their diverse work contexts (see Woods, 1996) The
professona learning discussons should be recorded as a bass for connecting discusson
among contributors, s0 that teachers look criticdly a ther own culture of teaching and
learning, as well asthe cultures created by others working in diverse contexts.

The mos sudained form of professond learning is that which occurs through inquiry or
research-based approaches, whereby teachers and other users engage in on-going classroom-
based investigation of, and reflection on, aspects of ther teaching, learning and assessment,
usng the curriculum Statement. These approaches are particularly effective when teachers and
researchers connect through approaches such as participatory action research, focused on
specific improvements (see Kemmis and McTaggart, 2000).

It isimportant in the curriculum revitalisation process to:
. daify the gatus of the curriculum framework
provide sustained professona development for users of the curriculum framework
recognise paticipatory action research as a mogt vauable form of professond
learning.

Conclusion

The devdopment of the curriculum dStatement: Learning Languages in the New Zealand
Curriculum offers the posshbility to developers and teachers to consder fundamenta concepts
in languages education incuding: language, culture, communication, learning, teaching,
assessment, development and progress, and ther interrdationship. Deep condderation of
these concepts, while demanding, is vauable for both developers and teachers, and other
users of the curriculum framework. The concepts require continuous congderation in the light
of evolving theoreticd and experientid work. It is for this reason tha the curriculum
framework should remain open to the range of readings brought to bear by diverse usaers. The
diversty of readings will yied conversations that lead to deeper questioning and discusson
and reconceptudisations that can provide richer bases for teaching, learning and assessment.
What is important perhaps, is less the curricullum framework itsdf than an invitation to the
process of ‘frameworking’, that is, inviting teechers in paticular to teke a ‘bacony view' of
ther work. This means taking an holigic view of the languages curriculum and the
curriculum as a whole as enacted in their context. In this view connections are made across
different dimengons of the curriculum, through the fundamenta concepts of the learning area.
It ds0 meat taking a longitudind view of teaching, learning and assessment where
connections in leaning over term are made and development trgectories are emphasized. In
such a context, beyond being regulatory tools, resources such as curriculum frameworks
beyond being a regulatory tool, are themsdves seen as generative of deep educationa
development, exchange, and reflection within a culture of ongoing learning for al involved.
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