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PREFACE TO GREEK BREAKTHROUGH S PECIFICATION

It is a great pleasure to welcome the successful completion and publication of the Breakthrough
specificaion forModem Greek. The authorial team at the Centre for the Greek Language at
Thessaloniki areto be congratulaed on their efficient andpioneering work.

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 Though the team hasbeen able to consult the as yet unpublished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

Breakthrough corresponds closelyto Al,the lowest level recognised in the 6-level system
proposedinthe Common European Framework of Reference for languages: Learning, Teaching
and Assessment. However, it is & this level that thetension between criteria for the assessment of
proficiency and the specification of learning objectives ismost acute. In assessment, the lowest
level tends to attract descriptions which characterise poorperformance, whereas leaming
objective must be substantial and worthwhile if it isto merit accreditation in a public system.

It is only over many years that the need for such aspecification has been recognised. Orignally,
the Threshold Level was consideredto bethe lowest level deserving of anyrecognition. It soon
became apparent that the goal of functional independence in the face of the challenges posed by
daily life in a foreign country was ambitious, requiring a substantial educational effort. Waystage
was soon developed as anearlier objective derived by reducing options for the expressionof
functional and notional categories, the full range of which was, so far as possible, retained. Later,
the demand for athird level, above T hreshold, was met bythe development of the Vantge level.
For some years, this 3-level specification appeared to satisfy the requirements of educational
systemsof qualification. It isonly recently that the need for the accreditation of a level of
proficiency below Waystage has been recognised and that demandfrom aviable audiencehas
grown. This demand has come flromthree main sources. First, the promation by the Council of
Europe of plurilingualism as an educational objedive hasincreasedthe interest in adult
education for a linited but usable competence in a number of European languages which are
virtually unrepresented in school education, to be achieved, say, in a one-month’s summer course
mn the country itself, or by a semester’s study in home-based adult education, perhaps with IT
suppott. Such courses may well aim at an A1 proficiency and be accredited in the European
Language Portfolio. Secondly, the great increase in personal mobility has seen an influx of
substantial numbers of work migrants and asylum seekers into many European countries. These
people may havereceived limited educatbn and have no previous experience of language
learning and therefore benefit greatly from workingtowards a limited competencein the language
of the host country. Seeing its achievement formally recognised may usefully motivate futther
learning. This may also be true of middle-aged persons in previowsly closed societies who wish
to enlarge their horizons by learning something ofthe language oftheir neighbours. Finally,the
progressive lowering ofthe starting age of language learning in schools makes it ncreasingly
important for a clear early learning objectiveto be set as abenchmark forthe interface between
primary and secondary education, sothat secondary schoolteachers have confidence in building
further raher than starting all over again.

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

J.L.M. Trim, Cambridge, November 2004



Niveau B2 pour le francais — unréférentiel — 2004 (B2 for French),
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demploi pour les fonctions ni pour es énoncés qui les actualisent. On peut avolr

recours & des releves de fréguence concernant les inots

- méthades qualitatives. qui concernent la formulation {par exemple. denomiation des

fanctions). le classement (des formes linguistiques par fesquelles une des fonctions

discursives se réalise dans la communication ou des éléments du lexIgue gLl corres-

pondent & des notions spéeifiquesh la cohcrenee génerale. ..
Ces démarches pe prennent Jour sens que par rapport aux catégorisations retenuves pour clas-
cifier los lcments constitutits de cet objet-langue, qui est un objet pour I"enseignemaent, d
distinguer done des usages observables de la langue. Or, Te choix de ces catégorics pour les
inventaires refeve de décisions théonques, puisqu’on se rétore pour ces clussifications a
des concepts linguistiques comme @ phonéme, fonction, classe distributionnelle, genre
discursil...

Ces referenticls sont done fondés @ la fols sur les connaissances scientifiques disponibles
Jans le chump de la didactigue des lungues-cultures, ainsi gue dans celu des seienees du
langage (pour Ta classification) et sur des connaissanees 4 un autre ordre {en particalier pour
la distribution des formes selon les différents niveaux dv mmaitrise . Ces dernicres relévent de
Ya connaissance professionnelle que les didacticiens. fes responsables denscignement et fes
cnseignants ont de fa langae. Cela iplique done une mise au poit collective,

P elfer, U nTexiste pas de théoric linguistigue qui permetle de passer, conume autormatige-
ment, de descriptenrs qualitatits d une competence de cotnmuicatim (par exemple @ oo
capable de live wi texte injormait] cowrt) 4 des ensermbles de signes limgistigues gui sont
CONsdOTes comme nécessaires a cetle compétence et a e niveau de maitnse. Les chaix
constitutifs des inventaires de ce niveau B2 relevent de deécisions ralsonnees Mals compar-
fenit aussi ane part irreductible dlarbitraire. La conndissance de « oo que dolt savoir s un
apprenant pouc Gtre commuanement considers comme possedant el nivean de maitrise dans
telle compétence sera ancree dans un savoir experienticl collecut ot ¢lest celui-cl gui
fondera, i terme, la tegitimite de ces miveaus de reference. Celte mise du poInt ng pourmt
s'effectuer quavee Mapport de professionnels du domaine, comme les responsables de cer-
fifications en frangais ou ceful denseignants opérant dans des wstitutions o Ja determinu-
on du niveau d entrée des apprenants est capitale.

Le Niveau B2 pour lo frangals ocuupe une positon bien particuliere : premier de la séne
Stre produit, il Fa ¢té sans que Ton dispose drautres niveaux sur lesquels le caler. Ce rere-
renticl. comme les suivants, est suscepfible d gusiements suceessifs, rendus nécessaires, par
ailleurs par 'esolution de la langue. Fst cnvisapde I'elaboration du reférenticl Al et cnsute.
i tes conditions institutionnelles sont reunics. Iclaboration d une WCFSIOI numeérigue
des guatre niveaux, de Al d B2 Ces lnstruments devraient dtre directement accessibles aux
atilisaiears. de mamicre @ e gue cos demicrs puissent proposer des ajustemn@nts, dans une
interaction indispensable entre des usagers etun ubjet-langue partapd,

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

It is a great pleasure to welcome the publication of Sporazumevalniprag za
slovenscinao, the specification of the threshold level objective for the Slovene
language. The threshold level concept has been developing as a common model of

description of language-learning across Europe for the last thirty years. It is still
developing as national and regonal teams consider how best to apply the basic concepts

to the language which they are themselves responsible for teaching to speakers of other
languages. The Slovenian and Romanian versions bring the number of Europ ean
lan guages, large and small, to have been treated in this way to 24, coveringall the

lan guage families represented in Europe. Not only the Germanic, Romance, Balto-Slav,
Celtic and Greek branches of the Indo-European family, but also Finno-Ugrian, Semitic
and Basque languages have proved amenable to description according to the same model.
This is because it starts from the universal need to communicate for the many purposes of
daily lifeand only then shows how this is achieved in different ways by the diverse forms
of lan guage we use for the purpose. As the work proceeds, each team has approached its
task in acritical spirit. It is not a question of literally translating an existingversion.

Each version is an adaptation of the same basic model to the specifics of the lan guage and
culture concerned and many innovations have been introduced, including a major
revision of the model in Threshold Level 1990. As the work has progressed, all previous
versions have been at the disposal of each successive team, which then has an ever-
widening p ool of experience to draw upon in its own reflections.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

— therefinement of functional and general notional categories.

— aconsiderable enlargement of concrete vocabulary

— recognition and limited control of important regster varieties

— increased ability to understand and produce longer and more comp lex utterances
— increased range and control of goal-directed conversation strategies
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— greater socio-cultural and socio-lin guistic competence
— improved readingskills applied to a wider range of texts
— ahigher level of skill in the processes of lan guage production and reception

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

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

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

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

We wammly congratulate the authorial team under the direction of Professor Stathis
Efstathiadis on the successful completion of their work, which we are confident will be

highly beneficial, not only tothe work of the Centre for Greek Language itself, but also
to all students and learners of Modern Greek in countries all over the world. We trust that

the example they have set will be followed by many more.

John L. M. Trim

Cambridge

Former Director of M odern Languages Projects
Council of Europe
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Profile deutsch (Manual / Manuel & CD-ROM), 2002, (Levels / Niveaux A1,
A2, B1, B2), Vobermerkung : Martin Miiller & Lukas Wertenschlag
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Nivel Prag, Pentru invatarea limbii roméane ca limba straina, 2002 (a
Threshold Level for Romanian / un niveau seuil pour le roumain),
Preface : J.L.M. Trim
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Preface to Nivel pmg
by J.L.M.Trim.

It is a great pleasure to welcome Nivel prag, the Romanian version of The Threshold Level, to the
still expanding circle of similar specifications. The Threshold Level concept has proved of an
astounding longevity. It was first conceived in the early seventies, almost forty years ago, as part
of an attempt by the Council of Europe to provide a solid structure for life-long learning. The
‘functional-notional” approach adopted gave priority to what leamers want to do with a language,
in order to communicate effectively, over the actual linguistic forms used for that purpose. Of
course, both are necessary, but the reversal of the descriptive order had two postive effects. On
the one hand, the needs and motivations of learners were more directly addressed and course
designers were given a very detailed picture of what they should present. On the other, the
classification of language functions and of the notions to be expressed was applicable to all
languages, certainly to all those in use in the general European cultural space. Asa result, it was
not onlytaken up with enthusiasm by the vast English teaching industry, but has since proved its
value as an intellectual tool for planningthe teaching and leaming of by now well over twenty
European languages, including many ofthe less widely taught national and regional languages.
With the dismantling of artificial political barriers to free interpersonal communication aaoss the
whole of Europe in the past decade, contacts between ordinary people in all social classes and of
all nationalities have multiplied, both in the privae and public domains, whether for purposes of
education, work or leisure. It isno longer a question of training a small group of highly proficient
translators, interpreters and guides to manage a limited amount of carefully controlled

mternational contact. We are all mvolvedin each other’slives, toa greater or lesser extent, at one
or another time in our lives.

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

We trust that Nivel prag will provide a stimulus and a firm basis for the revitalisation of the
teaching and leaming of Romanian as a foreign and as a second language both in Romania itself

and in further, higher and adult education across our Continent and, indeed, on a global scale.
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Apxik6 Etritredo yia ta Néa EAAnvikd, 2001 ("Waystage™ for Greek / Niveau
A2 pour le grec), Preface : J.L.M. Trim
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Preface to the Waystage for Modern Greek

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

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

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

The Council of Europe has now published Threshold Leveltype descriptions for over 20
European national and regional langnages. In all cases it has encouraged the teams
concerned to regard the existing specifications as a point of departure for their work.
They should then consider carefully not only the specific character of the language
ooncerned and of its cultural setting, but also the needs of learners in the situations in
which they can be expected to use the language. They should then innovate accordingly,
whilst continuing to bear in mind the real advantages of a common model for leamers in
developing a plurilingual repertoire.
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Our Greek colleagues have indeed followed this course in all respects. In particular, they
have conducted a survey of communicative needs among learners of M odern Greek both

in Greece itself and abroad to provide a firm scientific basis for the specification of
objectives first at Threshold Level and now at Waystage. The questionnaire devised for
the pumpose and the results obtained have been published in connection with The

Threshold Level for Modern Greek and will be of great value to teams working on other
lan guages in the future.

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

John L. M. Trim

Selwyn College, Cambrid ge

Former Director of M odern Languages Projects
Council of Europe
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Prahova Uroven — Cestina Jako Cizi Jazyk, 2001 (a Threshold level for
Czech/ un niveau seuil pour le tchéque), Preface : JL.M. Trim
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Preface to the Threshold Le vel for Czech

Prahova uroven—cestina jako cizi jazyk, the Threshold Level for Czech as a foreign language, is

a most welcome addition to the set of intellectual tools which researchers across Europe have
placed at the disposal of the language teaching profession

It is now more than 25 years since The Threshold Level was firg published in its original form,
and a full decade since its updating in Threshold 1990, upon which Prahovd urover is broadly

based. That teachers, researchers and planners still find this model an appropriate way of

providing a common mrference framework and standard as a focus for their professional
interaction is a tribute to the fruitfulness and practicality of the original conception, weaving

together a number of strands in applied linguistics which have proved to be of lasting value. In
particular, by looking at language primarily as amode of action arising from the human need to
communicate, the T hreshold Level model has brought the peoples of Europe together, rather than

emphasising the differences in the extemal forms of linguistic expression, which separate them.
If we recognise our fundamental unity, as fellow human beings with the same basic needs,

feelings, hopes and fears, trying to ‘make friends and influence people’ in similar ways for

similar purposes, we can find a common basis for cooperative enterprises. At the same time we
can all the more readily appreciate, enjoy and celebrate our linguistic and cultural diversity

without falling prey to ethnic intolerance and xenophobia.

The Threshold Level model has shown itselfto be equally applicable to all European languages,
rrespective of the linguistic type or language family to which they belong. It is particularly

welcome that Czech addsa further Slavonic language to those so far described. Indeed, with its
lively cultural life and its situation in the centre of our continent and having a consistent writing

system employing the Roman alphabet, Czech is certainly one of the most attractve and

accessible of the Slavonic languages. It is much to be hoped that the appearance of Prahova
uroven, as well as theteaching materials and courses which will be based upon it, will stimulate a

substantial growth of interest in the leaming of the Czech language.

Prahovda urovenhas been produced by the co-operation of a number of wlleagues from different
mstitutions in the Charles University of Prague, with contributions from the Department of
Applied Linguistics of Palacky University of Olomouc and strongly stimulated and supported by
the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports of the Czech Republic. All are to be warmly

congratulated on the efficiency and enthusiasm with which they have brought their long
experience and deep understanding to the task, and on producingan invaluable document which

is faithful to the basic principles of the Threshold Level ‘family’, which have stood the test of

time, whilst doing full justice to the unique specificity ofthe Czech language. I wish the authors,
and all future users of Prahova uroveri, every success.

J.L.M.Trim, Cambridge, September 2001
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Kiiszobszint, Magyar mint idegen nyelv, 2000 (a Threshold le vel for
Hungarian / un niveau seuil pour le hongrois), Preface : JL.M. Trim
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Foreword to the Threshold Level for Hungarian.

The Threshold Level for Hungaran is a welcome addition to the specificaions of functional
objectives for European languages sponsored by the Council of Europe, bringing their number to
overtwenty. It is of particular value, not least because it helps toheal the disruption of Ewopean
communication and co-operation in the years during and following the Second World War.
Hungarians attach great importanceto forign language learning. However, like many speakers
of languages which are not widely spoken outsidetheir borders, they are often inclinedto
underestimate the interes of foreigners inleamingtheir language. The Council of Europe
strongly promotes a policy of plurilingualism. That isto say that every Ewropean should build
up, overthe course of a lifetime, a communicative competence drawing upon the experience of
learning and using a number of languages. The proper response of Europeans to the great variety
of languages and cultures in our continent isto bepreparedto go out to meet our neighbours and
learn to interact with them on terms as equal as possible. In any case, increasing educational,
vocational and leisure mobility bring increasing numbersof people to spend longer periods in
other cowntries. It is then a matter of necessity orcommon sense for the students, business people
and temporary residents of all kinds as well as regular visitors to enter into the lifeof the
community concerned. Anyone who isnot prepared to learn its lmguage will be self-condemned
to be a perpetualoutsider. Inthecase of Hungary, the vicissitudes of recent history have also
produced a world-wide diaspora of some size as well as substantial Hungarian-speaking minority
communities in neighbouring cowntries. The threshold level specification for Hungarian will be
of particular value to young people inthecountries concemed in developing theirplurilingual and
pluricultural competence

The specification is also of general interest becawse Hungarian, though situated inthe centre of
Europe,is a linguistically isolated Finno-Ugrian language surrounded by members of the
Germanic, Romance and Slav branches of the great Indo-European family of languages. Some
critics ofthe Threshold Level concept have held that it would prove to be inapplicable to
languages outside the Germanic and Romance branches of the Indo-European family of
languages. In fact, the model has been successfully applied much more widely, to Greek,
Russian, to the Baltic languages (Latvianand Lithuanian), to Celtic (Welsh),to Semitic
(Lebanese, Maltese), to Basque and to Egonian as well as Hungarian inthe Finno-Ugrian
language family. T he languages concerned vary widely also from the typologicalpoint of view,
mcludingisolating, nfletional and agglutinativetypes.

To what should we attribute the durability and wide applicability ofthe T hreshold Level concept?
Perhaps it is because thefunctionalmotional approach on which it is based concentrates attention

on what the users of a language have to do in order to communicae in the situations of daily

social life, which is somehing we all share, ratherthan onthe formal structure of languages,
which separatesus. Perhaps also, because the approach concentraes on specifying objectives

which we have in common ratherthan on methods of leaming and teaching, whereopinions and
practices diverge according to traditions, leamer characteristics, resources and other practicalities.

Of course, each language is an organised lexicaland grammatical system, and it remains, as ever,
amajor and indispensable part of language learning to know the words and control the
grammatical processes needed to express the notions and to perform the functions and to engage
n meaningful discourse. The question is, whereto placethe emphasis. In 1975, it was necessary
to give priority to function over form in order to break the longtradition which treated the
manipulation of the system as an end in itself — a tradition reinforced (if not mtentonally) by the
structuralist behaviourism of the post-war period.
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By 1990, however, it was necessary to show, in a substantial appendix, that the lexical and
grammatical resources presented in The Threshol Level piecemeal as exponents of particular
functions and (especially general) notions, though givingthe superficial impression of being
selected ad hoc,nevertheless constitute acoherent, and acdually quite rich, system which could be
presented as such. In fad, the well-known ‘double articulation’ of language means that the
systematic presentation of form aomises meaning, and vice versa. Accordingly, the decision of
the Hungarianteam to separate the functional and formal linguistic aspects of the specificaion
into two more orless equal partsis welcome. It will, of course, remain the responsibility of
course designers and other users to resynthesise and orderthe material present inthe two parts so
as to structure and guide the progress of leamers to the goal of a communicative competence
adequate to deal with thenecessities of daily living in a Hungarian-speaking environment.

It remains to express appreciation of the mitiativetaken by the Hungarian Ministry of Education
n stimulating and suppotting thisproject as a contributionto European mutual understanding and

cooperation, andto congratulate the authors on the quality of the work andthe speed and
efficiency with which it has been carried out.

J.L.M.Trim, Cambridge April 2000
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Aukstuma, 2000 ("Vantage" for Lithuanian / niveau B2 pour le lituanien),
Preface : JL.M. Trim
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Katw @Al yia Ta Néa EAAnvika, A" Topog, 1999 (a Threshold le vel for Greek /
un niveau seuil pour le grec) : Volume A & B, Preface : JL.M. Trim
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Nivel Llindar per a la llengua catalana, 1999 (revised Threshold level for
Catalan/ niveau seuil révisé pour le catalan), Proleg: L.J. i Mirabent

Dircecié General de Politica Lingiifsuca

NIVELL LLINDAR
per a la
LLENGUA CATALANA

Marta Mas

Joan Melcion

(I
WY

Generalitat de Catalunya
Departament de Cultura
Barcelona 1999
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Latviesu valodas prasmes limenis, 1997 (a Threshold le vel for Latvian/ un
niveau seuil pour le letton), Preface/Préface : J.L.M. Trim
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Eesti Keele Suhtluslavi,1997 (a Threshold le vel for Estonian / unniveau
seuil pour I’estonien), Prefatory Note /Préface: J.L.M. Trim
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Slenkstis, 1997 (a Threshold level for Lithuanian / un niveau seuil pourle
lituanien), Prefatory Note : J.L.M. Trim
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Fug I-Ghatba tal-Malti, 1997 (a Threshold level for Maltese / un niveau seuil
pour le maltais), Preface : J.L.M. Trim
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Porogovyi Urovenj Russkyi jazyk, 1996 (a Threshold level for Russian/ un
niveau seuil pour le russe), Volume | & ll, Preface/Préface : J.L.M. Trim
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Vantage level, 1996, Introduction: JA.van Ek & J.LM. Trim
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Y lefel drothwy Ar gyfer ygymraeg, 1994 (a Threshold le vel for Welsh/ un
niveau seuil pour le gallois), Preface : JL.M. Trim & J.A. van Ek

Y lefel drothwy

Ar gyfer y gymraeg

Prifysgol Cymru Coleg Caerdydd
Noddwyd gan y Swyddfa Gymreig

Yr Athro Glyn E. Jones
Dr Medwin Hughes
Delyth Jones

Cyngor Er Cydweithredu Diwylliannol

Gwasg Cyngor Ewrop, 1996
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Nivel Soleira, 1993 (a Threshold le vel for Galician /un niveau seuil pour le
galicien), Préface : JL.M. Trim
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Waystage 1990 (1991), Preface : J.A. van Ek & J.L.M. Trim
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Preface

Waystage 1990 is the latest, thoroughly revised, extended. corrected and
reset version of Waystage: an intermediary objective below Threshold Level in
a European unitfcredit system of modern language learning by adults by . A.
vin Ek and L. G. Alexander, in association with M. A. Fitzpatrick. This
work was first published by the Council of Europe in 1977 and
republished in 1980 by Pergaman Press for and on behaif of the Council
of Europe under the title Waystage English.

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

The authors wish 0 acknowledge here with gratitude the support
received from BBC English, UCLES, the British Councii and the Council
of Europe. We also wish 1o acknowledge our continuing indebredness
to L. G. Alexander and M. A. Fitzpatrick for the skill and judgement
they brought to the fundamental task of honing down the original
Threshold Level specification Lo produce the compact yet comprehensive
Waystage. The results of that work are still apparent in the selection of
tunctional and notional categories for Waystage.

Furthermore, van Ek’s words in his introduction o Objectives for Foreign
Language Learning are as relevant to Wavstage as to Threshold Tevel: it is
‘one of the results of many years of intensive collaboration and genuine
interaction with colleagues trom several European countrics brought
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together in the framework of successive modern langunage projects of
the Council of Europe. The number of those who in some way or other,
directly or indirectly, have contributed to our study is so large that we
canr only say to them collectively. “Thank you ail”’

J-A.van tk

J.L.M.frim
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Threshold level 1990 (1991), Preface: J.A. van Ek & J.L. M. Trim
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Nivel limiar, 1988 (a Threshold level for Portuguese / un niveau seuil pour le
portugais), Prefacio: R Richterich
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Atalase Maila,1988 (a Threshold level for Basque / un niveau seuil pour le
basque) (outof print / épuisé) Hitzaurrea : JA. van Ek
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Drempelniveau, 1985 (a Threshold le vel for Dutch / un niveau seuil pour le
néerlandais), Ten Geleide : J.L.M. Trim
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Et terskelniva for norsk,1988 (a Threshold le vel for Norwegian / un niveau
seuil pour le norvégien) Foreword : J.L.M. Trim
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Et taerskelniveau for Dansk, 1983 (a Threshold level for Danish / un niveau
seuil pour le danois), Introduction : Jorn Jessen
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Livello Soglia, 1982 (a Threshold Level for Italian / un niveau seuil pour
litalien), Prefazione : J.L.M. Trim & J.A. van Ek

Livello soglia

per I'insegnamento dell'italiano
come lingua straniera

Nora Galli de' Paratesi
Universita della Calabria

Consiglio della cooperazione culturale

Edizioni del Consiglio d'Europa, 1994

(new edition)
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Kontaktschwelle, 1981, (a Threshold for German / un niveau seuil pour
Fallemand), (out of print / épuisé), Vorwort : J.L.M. Trim
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Un nivel umbral, 1980 (a Threshold le vel for S i i i
, , 191 panish / un niveauseuil
Fespagnol), Prefacio : JL.M. Trim— Prélogo : J.A. van Ek Pett

prefacio por el Director del proyecto, Seficr J.L.I. wrim, Director del ©f
para la Enschanza as fipguas (C.I.L.T.) de Londres

2e Informacidn g Inventisac

Este volumen forma parte de una serie de presupuestos de objetivos para el
s inscribe en el proyecto del Consejo para la Coope—
Europa, gue tiene por obleto ¢l desarrcllo de un S1s-

aprendizaje de lenguas vivas,
racisn Cultural del Consejo de
tema de unidades acunulables para ol aprendizaje de lenguas poy parte dr peysonas
adultas. Su objetive es permitir a todos los gue se ccupan de la planificacidn de la
ensefianza de lenguas para adultes la construccidn y utilizacidn de eficaces sistemas
de aprendizaje gue se basen en un cstudic de las necesidades de los alumnos, hacien-
do el mejor uso posible de sus recursos y motlvaciones. For este motivo, el provecto
tiene mayor alcance que la mera determinacién de obietivos apropiados para un progra-
ma de aprendizaie que a la vez sean relevantes y aplicables, como el paso mis impor-

tante, de donde mis tarde se derivaran otras decisiones necesarlas para la ensefianza

y la evaluacidn en general.

cada grupo de alumnos, e incluso cada alumnc, es un entidad drica. A la hora
de preparar sistemas de aprendizaje, debemos plantearncs el problema ce cudl es la
mejor manera de hacer justicia a la naturaleza v a las necesidades de cada uno de los
alumnos ¢ue ostd baio nuestra responsapilidad; pero ya no podemos permitlrnos el lujo
de volver a los principios bisicos y eut blecer Drogramas Nuevos pava cada occasidn
rueva. Debemos tener en Cu=nta, especialmente @n el caso de grandes grupos de alurmncs,
sodemas ver, es el doseo de poder

cué ticnen en comin la maycriz de ellos, Por lo que

participar en la vida diaria de una comunidad lingifstica.y 4ef, el "nivel umbral"” se
armente n esa Comu-

presenta como ol afnime dominic necesario para incovpararse of
nidad.

Los presupuestos de los niveles umbral pueden utilirzarse de varios mnodos.
Como son cl resultado de un profurde estudio por parte de espacialistas, muchos cen-
tros de ensefianza, especialmente 1os gue se ccupan de la ensefanza en gqran escala, ¥
tampidén aquellas que se fijan primordialmente en los chjetivos que puedan ser corunes
arntes gue en diferencias triviales, se sentirdn en condicinmes de adoptar los objeti-
vos en su cstado actual, Otros, tal vez prefieren Ltilizarlss como hags para una con-
sideracidn racional de obhjetivos especificos, teniendo en cuenta log regurscs, nece-
sidades y motivaciones de 1os alumnes que estdn Bajo su responsabilidad. Esto sera
especialmente valido cuando no se puedan segulr los supuestos acerca del grupoe al) que
se dirige la descripcidn (véase capitulo 4). Otros tal vez deseen uritizar el docu-
mento como lista de control para determinar si los presupuestos, progranas y CUYsos
contienen elementos supérfluos u omisiones. En 1o que a esto Hltimo se refiere, debe
hacerse hincspié enérgicamente en dque esta comparacidn no puede hacersc simplemente
cotejando el wvacabularic y la lista de estructuras. Eetos sdlo sen nedios para la
v nocicnal es la gue

consecucidn hacia fines comunicativos. TLa dimensidn func
puede merecey mds la pena de un estudio derallado.

El concepte general de "aivel umbrai", desarrolladc y elaborado por el docter
J.A. van Ex dentro del sistema eurcpec de unidades acumulables, aundgue aplicado pri-
meramente al inglés por &l mismo, fue presentado CoOMo MArco descrictive no especifico
para una sola lengua en particular. La agiicacidn del concepto al espafiol sigue de
cerca ol trabaio de van Ek, en Systems Development in Adult hanguage Learnwing: Tha

(ropean wnit-credit system for modern languags learming by

Threshold Level in a & Y

adults, publicado per el Consejo para la Cooperacidn cultural del Corsejo de Eurcpa,
Estrasburgo, 1975. El oresente documento constituye, por 1o tanta, Como lo dice el
doctor van Ek en su introduccidn, una prueta de la aplicapilidad general del concepto.
Las ventajas de un sistema €on aplicabilidad general, si resulta factible, apenas si
hace falta destacarlas. Un marco de referencia comin con objetivos armonizados sim-—
plificaria el problema de las eguivalencias en altisimo grado. Ademds, el aprendizaje
de lerguas sucesivas hasta el nivel umbral podria verse facilivada por la estrecha
aproximacidén de los obijetivos.
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Finalmerte, hay gue hacer hincapié (va lo aclard suficientemente la introduc
cién del fior 5lagter) que este documento gue el loctor tlcene ante s , al igual qu
todos los demds documentos dentro del proyecto eurcpeo de uridades acumulables, se
‘2 chaedece a un espiritu

ofrece como contribueidn a una discusién vy de wdwg
dogmatista o autoritario. La Divisién para la Ensefanza Ne-oscolar Ael Consejo de
acclores de profesores y estudiantes de espafiol.

Europs gustosamente recibird re
Adends de la critica constructiva a esta descripoidn {especialmente si la critica s

basa en lo experimentado al intentar una utilizacidn practicas), tendria gran satis-—
faceitn en poder disponer de informaciones procederntes de planificadores educatives
escritcres de cursos, profesores y alumnos que estuvieran en condiciones de enorend
aficl y las ideas gue contie

experimentos piloto prdcticos con el nivel umbral de es
Al grupo de expertos encargado de desarrcollar el sistema de unidades acumulaples le
gustaria ver efectuada tal experimentacidn dentye de una variedad de entidades educ
tivas tan amplia ccomo fuuwra posible.
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Waystage English (1980), Pergamon Press (out of print / épuist), Preface: JL.M.
Trim
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PREFACE TO THIS EDITION

Following the publication of The Threchold Lerel in 1973, it became clear that language
wachers in Furope — and indeed further atield - welcomed the approach i
incorporated and the model tor the explicit statement ol communicative objectives
which it presented. On the other hand, as had been expected, it also became clear
that alihough it had been devised as the lowest level of general language proficiency
to be recognized in a system of objectives (because unless the language we have learnt
is capable of covering a reasonably tull range of social needs we cannot speak of a
general level at allj such expressions as “lowest level” and ‘minimal means’ could be
very misleading. For adults starting to learn English [rom the very start, it was 4 long
and demanding sk to reach the goal of being able to move relatively freely

another society. Moreover, since in most European countries English is now taught to
most it not all pupils in secondary schools, true adult beginners would olten be the
middle aged, or the educanonally underprivileged. One of the basic principles of the
Modern Languages Project has been that educational provision should he appropri-
ate to the needs, motivations, characteristics and resources ol the learner. For the
learner whe has no record of academic success, no cstablished study ability and
limited time and energy at his disposal, Threshold Level s nota ‘minimal” but an
ambitious, far-oll objective. Remember that we are thinking not just of'a knowledge ol
the elements, but the ability (o put them inw use in e hurly-burly of daily Iite.

I1 is an important educational objective to bring the less successiul school leavers
hack into the educational process by giving them the experience ol success, tollowing
fimited short-term goals which are in themselves both usetul and within the reach of
the great majority, Swedish experience with rthe multi-media series Start had
demonstrated the value of radio and television in reaching this audience. [n 1977,
under the acgis of the Gonnal of Kurape, with strong encouragement and support
from the German Bundesmuusterium fir Bildung und Wissenschaft and s Austrian
counterpart, a powertul group ol mterests were brought together to plan a Jarge-scale
multi-media English course for Germany, Switzerland and Austria. The relevision
programmes were 0 he co-produced by Norddeutscher Rundfunk, Bayrischer Rundjunk and
BB Englivh by Radio and Telerivion. Course hooks were planned tor fearners at home
and these studying within the framework ol the Deulicher Volkshochschul-Verband {VHS),
which not only provided a network of classes, but also the programme co-ordinator
and an intensive programme of teacher training, as well as (ests at the crd ol cach
year within the framework of the certitication programme ol the Iuternationule
Zertifikatkommission. 'The associated Adolt-Grimme- Institut underwook the task of
monitoring and evaluating the programme. This andertaking, now brought o
fruition, represents an extraordmary achievement and a long step lorward
inter-insttutional and internatonal co-operation. The specilic contribution ol the
Council of Furope was to commission a course design, produced by the disunguished
British designer of EFL courses, L G Alexander.

In this context a developed objecnve for a one-year multi-mmedia course was urgentdy
needed, sinee it was agreed that the VHS Zerfefhat was, op average, 4 three-year
objective und T-level a two-vear objectve. In principle, many ditlerent routes (o
T-level could be followed: hali’ the functivnal-notional areas could be covered:
structural skills couled be developed in the lirst year and applicational skills in the
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second; i fact Dr van Ek and Mr Alexander, working in consultation with M
Fitzpatnick as course co-ordinaor, closely concerned with he development of th
corresponding Grandbauwstein in the VHS svsten, followed whit miose jreople wi
probably recognize 10 be 1the most satistaciory principle. that of reeveling discusse
by Wilkins in his 1973 paper™® As o resubt, there is as wide a cuverage and as great
simplicity of means as can be derived  [rom within the T-level specitication
Accordingly, whilst Wapsiasze Is given the status tnly ol one of a nuniber of possibl
mtermediate objectives on the way o Teevel vand swe should nor favour
‘minimalisn which saw this first objective as a terminal goad lor the mass ol learners
1t has in tact a coherence and breadth which make it o worth while objective incirs owr
right.

J LM Trim
London, 1950

*

Wiikins, B A "The Lnguistic and atianonal cootert o (L o
Syatems Developnient in Adulr Lang
Press, Oxiored, 192105

AEIRON Cure inoo e eredsc svsient”, in
Hage Lrarning, Coangil ol g, Strashonrg. 1473 Porgamon

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

Trim & J.E. van Ek

CONSEIL DE LA COOPERATION CULTURELLE
DU
CONSEIL DE L'EURCPE

SYSTEMES D'APPRENTISSAGE DES LANGUES VIVANTES PAR LES ADULTES

Un niveau-seuil

par

Daniel COSTE
Janine COURTILLON
Victor FERENCZI
Michel MARTINS-BALTAR
Eliane PAFPO

(ECOLE NORMALE SUPERIEURE DE SAINT-GLOUD)

CREDIF
et
Eddy ROULET
{ UNIVERSITE DE NEUCHATEL }
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The Threshold Le vel for Modern Language Learning in Schools, 1976 (le
niveau-seuil pour 'apprentissage des langues vivantes al’école), (out of
print / épuisé), Preface: J.E. van Ek
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Threshold Level English, 1975 (un niveau-seuil pour I’anglais) (out of print /
épuisé), Preface & Foreword : J.LM Trim
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o Fondementad ¥ oconeentranad o detatls o

carhier approcch as developed in Lo Foa
. . i Eodisregard o arl al crsreria, O mon

thies Tesaenm, o vrinicised e Dintentiona chisregard o staostical ereria

signsteanee are criteisms divecred o the disregard v snmomation aa a4 mieans o

realicing posctionat caregories, and those wiinel: sttt the absence of characteriza

. T SRS
Pt ol dbisenriese wod consersdtional strocooares b e cellence. Sa dontit mor
stplistivared specilicanions will he developed oot hese Dorher pinameien

aoworking group wilhian the Project s

trenndy stcestivating e problem, aie
dealing witl the restons, at present Lode anders:oasmd. ol e ot [TRC RS whiel
wonvern the production ard TECC LGN ot speceh anel communiea iy e Inercnicn o
generally.

Be tha as i vy, Tie Thchofd Leiod temnaine 4 1ot prowerind tool lor those weacher
aund course planners who are conver g langige teaching trom sirnenure-dominaie
schotasue stertlity o w vitd medium dor the frecr mioverment ol people and ideas
and dor those lunguage leariers who travel fuster and wore purposioel or knowine
where they are poing.

J LN Trim

London, 1986

* Fraoce, Miustere de MEducation Naruuale: L frangars ferdamental | premaer deger Cird edny SEVPEN For
tnsurue Pédagogique National, Paris, 1906 and fe jrangan fondamenial. deovieme deyre, SEVPEN for
[nstint Pédugoeique National, n.d.

will
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the concrete vocabulary derived from them. are but one varant of a threshold evel
equipment. On balance, we consider that this selection will suit the needs of the
average man rather better than any competing equivalent selecnion, Glearly, there 1s
room for sorne varauon, especially where the needs of some special gronp can be
more clearly specified. [t some topics and vocabulary were replaced by othery, an
equally valid specilication might be arrived at. But, the substntunons should be
conscious, cxplicit and justified  and 1t should not be torgotten that the mure
dillerent groups ot learners can agree on a common objective, cven it it be 10 some
extent arbitrary in some detnls, the more language they share and the more
eilectively they can intercommunicare.

T'o some extent then, the threshold level is a kind of standard reference level, Because
it is, so far as we know, mare explicit in more dimensions of linguistic analysis than
any previous statement of linguistic objectives, the content of any other course, any
ather examination syllabus, any lnguistic or communicative proficiency can be
measured against it in so {ar as it can be made equally explicit,

o this way, it is suitable as a basis (or the establishment ol a system of equivalences.
It also acts as a ‘kevstone' in the erection of a wider ‘unitferedit’ scheme covering the
whole area ol lunguage learning. It is possible, for instance, to define more limited
objectives, short of the general social communieative ability it represents. [t s
passible, on the other hand, o detine more advanced levels which presuppose the
threshold level, whether thev cover the same leld but articulate it more finely, or
extend the coverage perhaps in a way appropriate to detinable specialized needs.
Studies are at present in progress in pursuance of bath these objectives. Furthermore,
the threshold level concept is currently being applied o French, German and
Spanish, and in these cases o, the possibility ol establishing one or more ‘waystages’
is under investigation, 1t should be emphasized that these applications are no mere
translations, but independent (though congruent) applications of the same principles
to different languages. When these various specifications have been produced, case
studies and pilol experiments will follow, with a view 1o testing the appropriateness
and feasibility ot the proposed ohjective in a variety ol educational sertings and under
a variety of conditions.

Foliowing the pilot experiments and case studies, the threshold level specification will
be revised, harmonized across languages and republished in a final form. 1t will be
clear that, pending that finalhizauon, the specilication is provisional in character.

J.LM.TRIM, 1975
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