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Introduction

This report was commissioned by the Ministry of Education to inform ongoing work in developing a generic languages curriculum for Learning Languages in the New Zealand Curriculum as a separate learning area. As part of this project two documents have been crafted. The first is a DRAFT Essence Statement that describes the nature of language learning and the contribution it makes to the individual and to society. The second document outlines DRAFT Achievement Objectives that specify levels of progression in language learning which are intended to work across all languages.  

This report provides an in-depth overview of these two documents, that is, the DRAFT Essence Statement and the DRAFT Achievement Objectives, and their relationship to the existing language curricula. In Section A the report provides general comments on these two documents. In Section B the report proceeds to examine each language curriculum in relation to these two documents, first specifying the framework against which each curriculum document is evaluated.  It indicates to what extent each curriculum is aligned with the documents, with the view of indicating any shifts or realignments that may be necessary. Finally, in Section C, the report presents a summary of the information that has been gathered from this process of analysis and indicates possible changes that could be made and implications for teacher pedagogy.

Section A: General Comments
In this section, general comments are made with respect to the DRAFT Essence Statement and the DRAFT Achievement Objectives. Key themes are pointed out and alignments with recent Second Language Acquisition research and literature are indicated. Any potential problems with either document are also highlighted.

DRAFT Essence Statement

A number of key themes are identified below. Some of these are dealt with in greater depth in Section B and will also be returned to in the general summary (Section C). 

1/ Learning Languages: a focus on having learners operate as ‘language users’ and not just ‘language learners’. Learners use language to interact, to engage in ‘genuine exchanges of meaning’.

This emphasis fits well with what have been identified as two key principles of effective language learning (Ellis, 2005). The first is that ‘instruction needs to ensure that learners focus predominantly on meaning’. Ellis specifies that it is pragmatic meaning that is crucial to language learning. Learners have the chance to create pragmatic meaning when they function as communicators. The second principle: ‘the opportunity to interact in the L2 is central to developing L2 proficiency’ specifies that learners need to use the language to express their own personal meanings.

2/ Communication strand: a focus on having learners develop procedural knowledge: i.e., knowledge that is available for automatic and unconscious use. 

The emphasis here is on having learners use the L2 in communication. As this is the only strand that is assessed, this focus fits well with the principle of effective instructed language learning that deals with assessment (Ellis, 2005): ‘in assessing learners’ L2 language proficiency it is important to examine free as well as controlled production’.

3/ Culture strand: the document recognises cultural learning as a key part of language learning and identifies processes such as ‘recognizing, comparing, applying, reflecting on and analysing cultural features, conventions and patterns and understanding culture as a system’. 

Byram et al. (1994) identify a recent surge of interest in the cultural learning dimension of language learning. However, any emphasis on learning language as culture needs to be referenced to a theory of intercultural learning. The processes identified above as key in cultural learning tend to present a view of culture where cultural competence is seen as knowledge about what people in a particular group are likely to do (Liddicoat et al., (2003), with the learner observing and analysing the actions of another from the perspective of his/her own paradigm. Liddicoat et al. (2003) state that while this may be one aspect of a multifaceted approach to teaching culture, that it is important to see cultural competence as intercultural behaviour. From this perspective cultural competence is the ability to negotiate meaning across cultural boundaries and to establish one’s own identity as a user of another language’ (Kramsch, 1993, cited in Liddicoat et al, 2003, p.8). While the DRAFT Essence Statement makes it clear that the culture strand strengthens the knowledge learners need to communicate, the view of culture that is presented in the culture strand may need to be adapted to include a greater emphasis on culture as practice.  

4/ Language strand: the document identifies processes such as ‘identifying, explaining, applying and comparing language features, conventions and patterns, and understanding language as a system’.

Once again the Essence statement makes it clear that the language strand strengthens the knowledge that learners need to communicate. However, the wording of the language strand places emphasis on having learners develop explicit language knowledge (i.e., conscious knowledge) about the language that they are learning. While explicit knowledge is important, it is implicit knowledge rather than explicit knowledge which underlies the ability to communicate fluently and confidently in a L2. It is therefore implicit knowledge that should be the main emphasis of any instructional programme (Ellis, 2005). While there is a body of research which does suggest that explicit language knowledge assists language development, including the development of implicit language knowledge (Ellis, 2005; Norris & Ortega, 2000), it is important that in gaining explicit knowledge that learners do not treat language as an object. Many second language researchers today would stress that any specific focus on language features must involve at the same time a focus on meaning and that real learning takes place only when the learner has opportunities to decode and encode messages in actual acts of communication (Prabhu, 1987; Long, 1996). The wording of the language strand may need revision so that what seems to be a considerable focus on explicit language knowledge (and, of more concern, a focus on language as an object) does not lead to misinterpretation.      

DRAFT Achievement Objectives

Some general comments below point out issues that may need to be addressed in a revision of the DRAFT Achievement Objectives.

There appears to be a mismatch between Proficiency Level A2 and Levels 5 to 6 (and to a certain extent Levels 3 & 4) of the Productive and Receptive Skills strand. Proficiency Level A2 refers to communication in terms of ‘immediate relevance, environment and need’, which would tend to suggest that communication would be limited to the use of the present tense, for example, only. However, at Levels 5 and 6 learners are expected to be able to communicate ‘ideas and opinions’ which suggests communication about matters which may be beyond the immediate environment. Almost all curricula (see section B below) require learners at Levels 5 and 6 to use the past /future tense. Learners at this level are also required to ‘initiate as well as participate in interactions’ which again suggests that A2 may not be the appropriate choice for a description of skills appropriate to this level. There also seems to be a big jump from Proficiency Levels A2 to B1. A possible solution would be the breaking down of A2 into two levels – the second of which would be what the council of Europe refers to as a ‘strong waystage performance’ (Council of Europe, p. 34), that is, ‘more active participation in conversation given some assistance and certain limitations; plus significantly more ability to sustain monologues e.g. describe past activities and personal experiences; describe plans and arrangements etc’. 

There are a number of inconsistencies/problems with the document:

1/ Productive and receptive skills/Language & Culture: At Levels 3 and 4 students are to ‘recognise and describe features, conventions and patterns of the target language’. At Levels 5 and 6 they are to ‘explain features. . .’ It is not clear what the difference between describe and explain is.

2/ Interaction/Language & Culture: Levels 1 and 2. Learners are to make connections with known language/culture. What exactly is meant by that?

3/ Interaction/Language: At Levels 3 and 4 learners are to ‘compare how linguistic meaning is conveyed across languages’, in Levels 7 and 8 they are to ‘compare and contrast how linguistic meaning is conveyed across languages. It is not clear what the difference between ‘compare’ and ‘compare and contrast’ is here.

The DRAFT Achievement Objectives present a similar emphasis in the Language and Culture strands to that presented in the DRAFT Essence Statement, with one key exception as we will see below. In the Productive and Receptive Skills and in the Interaction columns there is an overemphasis on seeing culture as knowledge about different practices and conventions, rather than an emphasis on culture as practice. Similarly in these same columns there is an overemphasis on learning language as an object, that is, on having learners develop explicit knowledge about the language for its own sake rather than a focus on learning about language (i.e., explicit language knowledge) in order to be able to communicate meaning through it. In the Self and Others column, however, both of these criticisms are no longer valid. Here, cultural competence is presented as intercultural ‘behaviour’ rather than ‘knowledge’ and language competence involves knowledge about the language being used to ‘identify and make meaning’. The emphasis that both these strands are given in this column should be more pervasive throughout this document.

Section B: Alignment with languages curricula
One of the project briefs required that each language curriculum be examined in relation to the DRAFT Essence Statement and in relation to the DRAFT Achievement Objectives. In order to do this a series of ten questions were drawn up to form a basis for the evaluation of each curriculum. These questions were chosen from key themes identified in each of the two documents. The questions are listed below, along with the rationale that informed each question.

1/ To what extent are learners exposed to diverse language and cultural practices? 

The DRAFT Essence Statement claims that as we move ‘between and respond to diverse language and cultural practices we are challenged to reconsider our own sense of identity and beliefs’. Language learners need to be exposed to diverse language and cultural practices in order to maximise their learning potential. In other words they need extensive language input (Ellis, 2005) and this input must expose them to the linguistic and cultural variety that is typical of the language. This input must provide learners with authentic examples of the language in use at all levels of learning, as well as with examples of language that is contrived for use in the classroom. Liddicoat et al. (2003) maintain that any approach to teaching language and culture involves some direct experience of culture and that this should be outside of the classroom – ‘there are problems in maintaining the authenticity of the contact with the culture in the classroom environment’ (p.23).

2/ To what extent do they have opportunities to communicate in diverse linguistic and socio-cultural contexts? (DRAFT Essence Statement)

This question is an extension of question one. Not only do learners need to receive large amounts of language input, they also need opportunities to produce output (Ellis, 2005). This question asks to what extent they are given these opportunities as part of their learning experience, both within and outside of the classroom. The communication strand of the DRAFT Essence Statement maintains that ‘learners . . . . convey meaning . .  in a range of linguistic and socio-cultural contexts.’

3/ To what extent are learners given the opportunity to communicate interculturally? (diverse people/languages/cultures) 

Again, this question is related to question two. However, this time it focuses on chances that learners have to communicate across cultures, with other speakers of the target language (not necessarily native speakers). This will normally, but not always involve learners in using language in communicating beyond their immediate classroom context. The DRAFT Essence Statement emphasizes the learning of skills ‘that enable intercultural communication in a world with diverse peoples, languages and cultures’.

4/ To what extent do learners operate as language users as well as language learners? Do they have the opportunity to engage in genuine exchanges of meaning? The DRAFT Essence Statement identifies that learning takes place when students interact ‘both as language learners and as language users’ and that students learn how to use the language in ‘genuine exchanges of meaning’. Ellis (2005) stresses the need for learners to have opportunities to function as communicators and to use the language as a tool for communication. This question looks at the extent to which the curriculum emphasizes the need for the classroom to give learners the opportunity to engage in genuine communication and the extent to which suggested activities enable students to operate as language users and not just as language learners. 

5/ To what extent is there a focus on viewing and presenting/performing as well as on the four language skills (reading/writing/speaking/listening)? 

The communication strand of the DRAFT Essence Statement refers to the ‘receptive skills of listening, reading and viewing, and the productive skills of speaking, writing and presenting/ performing.’ In view of the fact that language learning has traditionally been seen in terms of the four language skills only, this question looks at the extent to which each curriculum acknowledges viewing and presenting/performing as language skills.

6/ To what extent is there a focus on assessing automatic and unconscious language use?
The communication strand of the DRAFT Essence Statement refers to the development of ‘procedural knowledge’ as part of the learning process. To the extent that procedural knowledge is an end goal of instruction we need to be able to assess to what extent learners have achieved it. Procedural knowledge is knowledge that is available for automatic and unconscious use (Ellis, 1994). Ellis (2005) also emphasizes the importance of assessing the type of language that most resembles the way language is used outside the classroom (i.e., free constructed response).

7/ Is there a focus in the classroom across all levels on understanding language as a system? i.e., identifying, explaining, applying and comparing language features.

 The language strand of the DRAFT Essence Statement describes learning processes such as ‘identifying, explaining, applying and comparing language features, conventions and patterns, and understanding language as a system.’ This question looks at the extent to which the curriculum emphasizes the importance of these processes. (See the discussion above).

8/ To what extent is there a focus in the curriculum on the idea that learners are learning how to learn a language?

 The DRAFT Essence Statement claims that ‘learning languages in the school setting also involves learning-how-to-learn languages and cultures’. This question looks at whether there is recognition in the curriculum that students will develop both an understanding of how languages are learnt and the skills that they need to learn a language. As they develop a greater awareness of the language learning process it is anticipated that learners will increasingly take responsibility for their own learning. 

9/ Is the view of cultural learning presented in the curriculum closed/ static or dynamic (Liddicoat, A. et al. 2003)?

The DRAFT Essence Statement includes culture as one of the three learning strands. A theoretical background was needed against which the teaching and learning of culture could be understood and evaluated. In consultation with the MOE, Liddicoat et al. (2003) were chosen as the basis on which an understanding of cultural learning could be formulated. From a reading of Liddicoat et al. (2003) two views of culture were identified, a closed or ‘static’ view of culture and a ‘dynamic’ view of culture (p.40). The characteristics of each of these views of culture were identified and presented in a table, along with page references to the document (see below). Liddicoat et al. consistently present a dynamic view of culture learning as one which provides the most effective framework for designing a curriculum for intercultural language learning.  Each curriculum was therefore analysed according to the criteria identified from Liddicoat et al. (2003) to see to what extent it presented a dynamic view of cultural learning.

Table 1: View of cultural learning (based on Liddicoat, A. et al., 2003)

	Closed, static
	Dynamic

	Discrete/concrete facts which can be taught/learnt as factual information (p.7)
	Intercultural behaviour – ability to negotiate meaning across cultural boundaries/ teaching helps learners understand and participate in cultures (p.8)

	Separate from language – maybe taught in first language (p.7)
	Resembles other types of language knowledge – taught in target language (p.8)

	Few references to culture being mediated through text and discourse (p.41)
	Critical engagement with culture as discourse (p.41)

	Representation of culture as a closed fixed phenomenon/ often highly generalised (p.28)
	Awareness of cultural possibilities that exist within a society/ recognition that that norms/values may differ/change over time (p.28)

	Focus on native speaker as target norm (p.11)
	Focus on the intercultural speaker (p.11)

	Focus on discovery of difference (p.22)
	Realisation also of similarity at different levels of abstraction (p.22)

	Cultural learning involves discovery of the ‘other’  - no recognition of transformation of the self
	Learner involved in ongoing transformation of the self/ develops understanding of own culture/language in relation to new language/culture (p.46)


10/ To what extent do the curriculum achievement objectives match with the DRAFT Achievement Objectives (DAO) and to what extent do the NCEA Levels 1, 2 & 3 achievement objectives match with Levels 5, 6 & 7 of the DRAFT Achievement Objectives? 

Key aspects of the DRAFT Achievement Objectives were identified at each level. The curriculum and, where appropriate, NCEA level objectives were examined to see to what extent there was a correspondence between the two.

Each of the curricula documents is examined in relation to these ten questions, to ascertain to what extent there is evidence of a focus in the curriculum on the area highlighted by the question. Information is presented under headings in each curriculum document; the headings and their relation to the ten questions are presented below.

Access to diverse language and cultural practices

Qs. 1 and 2/ To what extent are learners exposed to diverse language and cultural practices? 

To what extent do they have opportunities to communicate in diverse linguistic and socio-cultural contexts?
Communicating interculturally

Q. 3/ To what extent are learners given the opportunity to communicate interculturally? (diverse people/languages/cultures) 

Operating as language users

Q. 4/ To what extent do learners operate as language users as well as language learners? Do they have the opportunity to engage in genuine exchanges of meaning?

Language as viewing and presenting

Q. 5/ To what extent is there a focus on viewing and presenting/performing as well as on the four language skills (reading/writing/speaking/listening)?

 Assessment

Q. 6/ To what extent is there a focus on assessing automatic and unconscious language use?
Language as a system

Q. 7/ Is there a focus in the classroom across all levels on understanding language as a system? i.e., identifying, explaining, applying and comparing language features.

Learning to learn language

Q. 8/ To what extent is there a focus in the curriculum on the idea that learners are learning how to learn a language?

View of cultural learning

Q. 9/ Is the view of cultural learning presented in the curriculum closed/ static or dynamic (Liddicoat, A. et al. 2003)?

Curriculum match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

Q. 10/ To what extent do the curriculum achievement objectives match with the Draft Achievement Objectives (DAO) and to what extent do the NCEA Levels 1, 2 & 3 achievement objectives match with Levels 5, 6 & 7 of the Draft Achievement Objectives? 

NCEA match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

Q. 10/  as above 

CHINESE in the New Zealand Curriculum

Access to diverse language and cultural practices

The importance of exposing learners to diverse language and cultural practices is not stressed in the Chinese curriculum in the same way that it is in the DRAFT Essence Statement.  Exposure to language and culture seems limited to the classroom, at least at lower levels of instruction and there is little mention of the cultural diversity that is part of the Chinese speaking world.

On the other hand, the curriculum does acknowledge the importance of giving learners opportunities to communicate in diverse linguistic and socio-cultural contexts (p.12) and throughout the curriculum the Suggested learning activities at each level give a range of linguistic and socio-cultural contexts in which students are given the opportunity to communicate. For example, at Level 5 learners are given practice in making a telephone call and ordering food in a restaurant (p.53). What is not clear, however, is how much students may be exposed to authentic examples of language discourse which present these different linguistic and socio-cultural contexts, especially at lower levels. The exposure to authentic examples of language discourse is mentioned for the first time at Level 6 – ‘get the gist of language from authentic sources such as Chinese visitors or Chinese television programmes, videos or audio tapes’ (p.65) – and further emphasized at Level 8. It would seem advisable that learners have the opportunity to be exposed to authentic language from beginning levels of instruction, rather than from more advanced levels only.

Communicating interculturally

Once again, learners are to some extent cushioned from the experience of communicating interculturally at lower levels of the curriculum. At Levels 1 & 2 learners are ‘reticent about using Chinese outside the classroom’ (p. 25). By the end of Level 4 – ‘they may still be hesitant about talking to native speakers in some situations’ (p. 39). Only at Level 6 does it appear that students are being given opportunities to communicate interculturally – ‘learners are confident enough to seek out opportunities to use Chinese’ (p.55). The curriculum should consider putting a greater emphasis on encouraging students and giving them the confidence to communicate interculturally at lower levels of instruction. 

Operating as language users

The importance of using language for real purposes (i.e., having learners operate as language users rather than just language learners) is acknowledged in the introduction (p.12). It is suggested that the classroom can be organised to encourage interaction (p. 12). However, practical suggestions for how students can be engaged in genuine exchanges of meaning are lacking. Role-playing dialogues are often mentioned under ‘suggested learning activities’ (e.g. p.37) but it is not clear that these involve genuine exchanges of meaning rather than staged language practice or exchange of known information.

Language as viewing and presenting

The present curriculum does not mention viewing and presenting/performing as language skills.  On p.5 and p.17, only the four language skills (reading/writing/listening/speaking) are mentioned. Watching videos is mentioned as a suggested learning activity (p. 30) but not referred to as a learning skill.

Assessment

The introduction, outlining The Communicative Approach, stresses a focus on communicative abilities in assessment (p.31) and elsewhere role play dialogues are mentioned as possible assessment activities. Interviews are also mentioned as vehicles for assessment (e.g., p.47). These are but examples of a number of other types of assessment activities, however, so while this type of assessment is present it is hardly a focus. Indeed, sometimes a focus on assessing automatic and unconscious knowledge is lacking altogether – for example on p.63 under the Suggested assessment activities for Level 5, it is entirely missing. 

Language as a system

The introduction (p.12) mentions the learning of grammar in the context of student needs, that is, to fulfil communication functions. There is, overall, little mention of specific features of language in the curriculum. There are some exceptions, however, – ‘using de to make an adverbial phrase ’ (p.50) /’using time words for past tense/ using time words and grammatical particles ’ (p.58) which suggest that the teacher may identify these linguistic features for students. There is no explanation of the importance of explaining features of language, no mention of applying or comparing language features, nor any discussion of how students may be helped to understand language as a system.

Learning to learn language

There is a realisation in the curriculum that in learning Chinese that students are learning how to learn language – they are developing ‘the skills, understandings, and attitudes which facilitate the learning of other languages’ (p.7). There is also an expectation that students should take responsibility for their own learning (p.10) and ‘make conscious decisions about their own learning’ (p.11).

View of cultural learning

The view of culture presented in the curriculum fits more with a static than a dynamic view of culture (Liddicoat et al, 2003). The Learning Framework (p.15) and suggested socio-cultural topics (see below) imply that culture can be approached through discrete, concrete facts (‘identify historical and social content specific to language’). The Framework emphasizes developing in students ‘an understanding of the ways in which other people think and behave’ (p.16), that is, a passive rather than active involvement on the part of the student. Culture is, furthermore, often seen as independent from language. It is mentioned on page 18 that it is ‘desirable to link the socio-cultural aspects to the communication functions’. ‘Desirable’ suggests that it is not essential. The socio-cultural topics suggested for study at each level of the curriculum only occasionally refer to engagement with the culture as discourse, e.g., ‘greeting people formally and informally’ (p.27). Others, it would appear, would be taught in the first language and not necessarily mediated through language, e.g., ‘endangered species in China such as pandas’. There is no recognition of similarity between cultures, rather mention of differences only, for example, ‘differences in how people in China and New Zealand talk about the weather’ (p.41); ‘differences in eating customs and restaurant behaviour’ (p.65). There is also little emphasis on the diversity of the Chinese speaking world, which tends to suggest a highly generalised and fixed representation of culture.

Curriculum match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

Level 2 of the Curriculum achievement objectives requires students to initiate conversations. There is a mismatch here with the DRAFT Achievement Objectives (DAO) as this is not a skill that is assessed at Level 2.

Initiating conversations is not assessed at Level 4 either, where again it is mentioned in the Curriculum achievement objectives. At Level 4 of the Curriculum achievement objectives students are required to be able to talk about future plans. This does not fit with the description of A2 proficiency level of the DAO where language use is constrained to the immediate environment. The DAO require students at Level 4 to be able to express ideas, this is not, however, a requirement of the Curriculum achievement objectives for this level. 

At Level 5 of the Curriculum achievement objectives students are required to be able to talk about the past (p.56). Once again this does not fit with the description of A2 proficiency level of the DAO where language use is constrained to the immediate environment. 

At Level 6 in the Curriculum achievement objectives, the communication of ideas is mentioned on page 65, however the expression of opinions is not (unless the expression of likes/dislikes could be considered the communication of opinions). The communication of both ideas and opinions are assessed in the DAO at this level. 

At Level 7 the Curriculum achievement objectives fit well with the DRAFT achievement objectives except that the different purposes and effects that language may be used for are not mentioned in the former. 

At Level 8 the purposes and effects that language may be used for (DAO) are more apparent in the Curriculum achievement objectives, e.g., give/seek advice/warn/express doubt (p.80).

 NCEA match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

The NCEA Level 1 achievement standards fit well with Proficiency Level A2 in that assessment stresses communication in familiar contexts. NCEA does not mention the communication of ideas and opinions at this level in the achievement criteria, however, the development of ideas is mentioned in the explanatory notes. It is not clear to what extent NCEA tests the ability to initiate interactions at this level.

The NCEA Level 2 achievement standards do not mention assessment of the communication of opinions which is a DAO requirement at level 7. 

The assessment of communication of opinions along with ideas and information is mentioned in the NCEA Level 3 achievement objectives. Something that should be mentioned is that the student checklists at the end of each curriculum level seem to simplify the achievements that have been made. For example, at Level 8, the student reads: ‘I can express concerns, worries, doubts and possibility in simple Chinese’ (p.86). The NCEA achievement standards for this Level and for Level 7 stress the use of complex language. This is an obvious mismatch that needs to be addressed.

COOK ISLANDS MAORI  in the New Zealand Curriculum
This curriculum demonstrates an alignment with a number of the key concepts presented in the DRAFT Essence Statement. 

Access to diverse language and cultural practices

There is, first of all, an acknowledgment of the importance of exposing learners to diverse language and cultural practices. The Introduction mentions the benefits of placing learners ‘within a range of linguistic and cultural contexts that represent the everyday lives and traditions of people.’ (p.6). Later on, it is suggested that ‘when possible the local community should be involved in the learning process to enable the students to hear the language being spoken by first-language speakers.’ (p.70). There are other references (p.16/25) to the importance of having learners experience the language through a range of authentic texts and contexts.


The importance of giving learners opportunities to communicate in diverse linguistic and socio-cultural contexts is also acknowledged. There are references to the use of language in a range of contexts on pages 14 and 16. The following quote from the Aims section of the curriculum makes it clear that it is intended that students will be encouraged to use their language skills outside of the classroom: ‘learners will. . . be able to use Cook Islands Maori for a range of post school options, including employment, training, and higher education, and in a range of situations, including those within the family and the community.’ (p.7). 

Communicating interculturally

There are further references that stress the importance of giving learners the opportunity to communicate interculturally, ‘learners need to have opportunities for sustained conversations with other Cook Islands Maori speakers’ (p.28); ‘as they interact with speakers of Cook Islands Maori’ (p. 56); ‘they should also have opportunities to participate in community situations where Cook Island Maori is spoken’ (p.16). It is interesting to note here that the emphasis is not on the native speaker but on the experience of diverse contexts and peoples.

Operating as language users

There is considerable emphasis on the importance of having learners operate as users of the language and involved in genuine exchanges of meaning. One obvious way of doing this, as the curriculum mentions, is using Cook Islands Maori as the main language in the classroom (p.13/15). The importance of having teachers and learners interact in Cook Islands Maori is also mentioned (p.13/14/15). Reference is made to the importance of communication being real - ‘communication will have some personal importance or meaning for the learners’ (p.14); ‘learners should be increasingly able to communicate their own ideas, feelings and thoughts in Cook Islands Maori’ (p.28). What is not so clear is the extent to which the classroom will provide opportunities for genuine exchanges of meaning. The Suggested Learning and Assessment Activities section for each level list activities that have learners operating as learners rather than users (e.g. ‘answer questions after an event’ p.71) although, at times, activities that are more likely to allow students to operate as users are also mentioned (e.g. ‘give opinions about specified issues and topics’ p.78)

Language as viewing and presenting

Viewing and presenting are mentioned along with the ‘traditional’ four language skills on page 14. There is, furthermore, ongoing mention of visual presentations/materials (p.12/16/22) and further reference to performance (p.29). Visual language is incorporated along with the four skill areas in the learning and assessment activities that are suggested for each level.

Assessment

There is only one indirect reference to the assessment of automatic and unconscious knowledge in the curriculum document - ‘in assessment, teachers and learners place emphasis on communication skills’ (p.14). There are, however, some examples of this type of assessment in the Assessment sections of individual levels. e.g.– Level 1 – ‘the students tell or write a simple narrative sharing their experiences or information’ (p.51).

Language as a system

There is an acknowledgment of the importance of teaching language as a system - ‘grammatical structures are like the building blocks of effective communication’ (p. 17) and an indirect reference to the need for a focus on grammar across all levels of the curriculum -‘by revisiting and consolidating their knowledge of grammatical structures, learners can learn new structures when they are ready’ (p.17); ‘learners generally learn simpler structures first and more complex ones later’ (p.14). However, there are only two pages that deal with the teaching of the structures of the language and no reference to how teachers may identify, explain, apply or compare language features. This is an obvious area where there is a misalignment between the DRAFT documents and the existing curriculum.

Learning to learn language

There is an acknowledgement that learners will learn how to learn language in the curriculum (p.15) and also an awareness that teachers need to encourage ‘independent, self-motivated language learning’ (p.15) and give learners opportunities to manage their own learning (p.16).  

View of cultural learning

The view of culture depicted in this curriculum document fits more with a dynamic than with a static view of culture (Liddicoat et al, 2003). There is a constant emphasis on culture as behaviour. On page 22 the objective for culture is described as one where learners will ‘act appropriately within different cultural contexts and situations/select and use appropriate language for relevant occasions’. The interdependence of language and culture is also mentioned (p.12/14). The way that the culture and context strand is described in relation to the achievement objectives for the different levels consistently presents a view of culture as mediated through text and discourse – e.g. Level 1 ‘retell and respond to Cook Islands songs, poems and stories’ (p.45). There is also an awareness of differences within culture – the curriculum document ‘support[s] the learning of the different language and dialects of the Cook Islands’ (p.7) and an awareness of cultural change - ‘culture changes and adapts over time in the same way as does language’ (p.6). We have mentioned above references to speakers of Cook Island Maori, rather than to native speakers. There is also a recognition that exposure to culture gives insight into self and not just others – ‘as they compare New Zealand and New Zealanders with the Cook Islands and the people of the Cook Islands, learners will examine the contexts and implications of their own attitudes . . . (p.24). In one respect, the view of culture fits more, at times, with Liddicoat’s static view – on a number of occasions there is an emphasis on identifying cultural differences (p.77/93). One notable and encouraging exception on page 99 has students ‘comparing Cook Islands culture with another Pasifika culture and discussing some feature that is common to both cultures’.

Curriculum match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

There is an immediate natural fit between this curriculum and the DRAFT Achievement Objectives because of the importance that the former gives to the same three strands – language/communication/culture that make up the essence of the Achievement Objectives. These are first presented on p.13 of the curriculum. Furthermore, the achievement objectives for each level are presented according to these three strands.

There is a good fit between Levels 1, 2 and 3 of the curriculum and the DRAFT Achievement Objectives. 

There is however a mismatch between the Level 4 Curriculum achievement objective ‘initiate . . . short conversations’ (p.67) and the DRAFT Achievement Objectives (DAO). Levels 3 and 4 of the DAO do not assess the ability to ‘initiate’ conversation. Furthermore, the Level 4 Curriculum achievement objective: ‘use more complex expressions of time, place and frequency’; ‘express their future plans’ (p.67)  does not fit with A2 of the DAO. On the other hand the Level 4 Curriculum achievement objective: ‘present ideas’ (p.67) is appropriate for this level according to the DAO.


At Level 5 the Curriculum achievement objective ‘ask for, express and respond to opinions and points of view’ –corresponds well with the DAO level. 


At Level 7 the DOA mentions the ability to engage in extended interactions – this is not an objective that is referred to in the Curriculum.

At Level 8 the Curriculum achievement objectives – ‘support points of view’, ‘present information for different purposes and audiences’ (p.93) fits well with the DAO. Once again there is nothing about extended interactions in the Curriculum although there is a reference to ‘writing extended texts for various purposes’ (p.98).

NCEA match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

There are a number of mismatches between NCEA and the DAO. These are outlined below.

NCEA Level 1 does not test students’ ability to initiate interactions as required at Levels 5 and 6 of the DAO, we have already seen that this is mentioned as being assessed at Level 4 of the curriculum.

At Level 7 the DOA mentions the ability to engage in extended interactions – this is not an assessment objective for NCEA Level 2. Furthermore, NCEA Level 2 assesses ideas and information but not opinions, which is required at Levels 7 and 8 of the DAO. 

NCEA Level 3 provides for the assessment of opinions, however. There is, on the other hand, no mention of the assessment of extended interactions in NCEA Level 3, a DAO objective at Levels 7 and 8.

FRENCH in the New Zealand Curriculum

Access to diverse language and cultural practices

The importance of exposing learners to diverse language and cultural practices is not explicitly emphasized in the French curriculum although it is mentioned that learning a language involves ‘sensitivity to what is culturally and linguistically appropriate in different contexts’ (p.16). The Suggested learning activities at each level detail different cultural and language contexts to which students are exposed (e.g., listening to conversations between tourists and employees in information offices, p.69). It is not clear to what extent these contexts are authentic and real although, encouragingly, there are a number of references to the importance of including authentic materials (pages 11/19) and one to the importance of a ‘variety of materials and text types’ 

( p.19). The exposure of learners to a wide range of authentic materials should facilitate learning about diverse language and cultural practices. 


Once again there is little explicit emphasis on the importance of giving learners opportunities to communicate in diverse linguistic and socio-cultural contexts, although we read that ‘students should . . practise and experiment with, new and assimilated language in meaningful contexts’ (p.19). However, the Suggested learning activities at each level give a range of linguistic and socio-cultural contexts in which students are given the opportunity to communicate. For example, at Level 4 learners are given the opportunity to observe and take part in ‘simulated meal-table dialogues involving requesting, offering, accepting and declining things’ (p.54). 

Communicating interculturally

The discussion part of the document does not stress the importance of giving learners the chance to communicate interculturally. The first mention of the possibility of this is on page 12 -  ‘the internet can . . provide a direct link between  . .  learners of French in New Zealand and native speakers of French overseas’. Opportunities for intercultural communication are often included, however, under ‘Suggested Learning and Assessment Activities’. For example, on page 34 it is suggested that learners can contact ‘native speakers of French in schools and colleges overseas, communicating information (including personal information) to them and asking them suitable questions’. The proficiency statements for Levels 3 and 4 and onwards mention communication with French speakers. This is not explicitly stated at Levels 1 or 2, although activities which put learners in contact with French speakers are suggested at these levels.

Operating as language users

There is, however, a considerable emphasis in the curriculum on having learners operate as language users rather than just language learners. The teacher is encouraged to ‘provide many opportunities for the students to communicate with one another’ (p.14), to have students ‘communicate real information for authentic reasons’ (p.16/18),  ‘discuss topics of genuine interest’ (p.17) and to ‘avoid language exercises that are out of context and essentially meaning-free’ (p.16). The importance of using French for classroom management is also stressed (p.14/17). Types of activities that are more likely to encourage authentic communication are described on page 16. Suggestions for activities that involve genuine exchanges of meaning are also listed under Suggested Learning and Assessment Activities for each level, for example, ‘surveying the class to find out which foods ( . .or items in another category) are popular with the group ‘ (p.40). Other suggested activities do not involve genuine exchanges of meaning but rather have students operating as learners, for example, ‘labelling pictures of the seasons with the appropriate word’ (p.40).

Language as viewing and presenting

There is incidental reference only to viewing and presenting/performing as skills. The use of films is mentioned on page 19 and on page 13 learning tasks that ‘involve drama and other physical activities’ are referred to. However, at each level, objectives are presented for the four traditional skills areas only (reading/listening/speaking/writing). 

Assessment

The importance of assessing automatic and unconscious knowledge in language use is recognised. On page 23 we read that ‘assessment should be based on activities that measure performance in communicative contexts’ and on page 24 that 

‘assessment strategies should allow for a range of responses rather than anticipating strictly predetermined language content’. The Suggested learning and assessment activities at each level outline some activities that allow for the unconscious and automatic use of language, along with many that do not allow for this, for example, ‘doing question and answer tests and substitution exercises together’ (p.63). 

Language as a system

Overall there is a greater focus on form (i.e., language structure) in this curriculum than in some others. At each level of the curriculum the grammatical forms that should be taught are specified, along with their metalingual terms.

There is also more that is written about grammar activities (p.17/18). However the description of communicative grammar activities as ‘involving an information gap of some kind’ is misleading and includes no description of how such activities should be used to encourage students to pay attention to grammatical structure. While it is stressed that grammar may at times be taught in relation to student needs (p.10) and must be taught in meaningful contexts (p.17) there is no information about how teachers may identify, explain or apply language features. It is mentioned that learners should make connections and establish relationships both within the French language and between French and their first language’ (p.13), but there is no reference to how this should be encouraged.

Learning to learn language

There is a recognition of the involvement of the student in the language learning process and the idea that he/she is learning to learn a language - ‘learners are developing an awareness of the language-learning process’ (p.29). On page 15 students are given a list of things they need to do to succeed as learners of a second language. This emphasis fits with the DRAFT Essence Statement claim that ‘learning languages in the school setting also involves learning-how-to-learn languages’.

View of cultural learning

The view of culture that is presented in the curriculum is both static and dynamic. The idea that language and culture are closely related (p.11) and the awareness that there are many varieties of French (p.8/9/21) and that culture and language changes ‘as both the language changes and as it spreads throughout the world’ (p.11) present a dynamic view of culture. References to French speakers and not just native speakers (p.43 and elsewhere) and the realisation that there are similarities as well as differences between languages and cultures (p.9), as well as the idea that learning about another culture/language involves learning about oneself ( p.9/13) are all typical of a dynamic view of culture. However, the suggested sociocultural aspects listed under strands at each level of the curriculum tend to suggest a view of cultural learning entailing the accumulation of facts and not mediated through language, e.g., ‘how birthdays and special occasions are celebrated/ French speaking people in the world’ (p.31). Another example on this page, ‘conventions involved in greeting people’ is also listed under achievement objectives as ‘recognition that students also need to be able to ‘understand and use a range of politeness conventions’ (p.30) suggesting, encouragingly, that this objective may be mediated through text and discourse and not taught as factual information only. 

Curriculum match with DAO (Draft Achievement Objectives)

The reference made in the curriculum to the draft Common European Framework of Reference (p.7) aligns the curriculum with the DRAFT Achievement Objectives (DAO). 


At Levels 1 and 2 of the curriculum there is a good match with the DAO.  

At Level 3, initiating conversations (mentioned on p.45 of the curriculum) is not included in the DAO at this level. The curriculum mentions nothing about the communication of ideas at either Levels 3 or 4; this is part of the DAO at these levels. On the other hand, expressing personal interests and needs (DAO) are indirectly covered by the curriculum objectives. Communicating about plans for the immediate future (p.52 of the curriculum) does not fit with the Proficiency Level A2 (DAO).

Level 5 of the curriculum is aligned with the DAO in that the communication of opinions (p.58) and the ability to initiate (p.59) are specified as objectives. The communication of ideas (DAO) is not mentioned at Level 5 of the curriculum, but on p.60 learners are expected to be able to communicate feelings and to compare things. This could maybe be considered as the expression of ideas. Communicating about past habits and routines (p.58 of the curriculum) does not fit with the Proficiency Level A2 (DAO). 

The specification at Level 6 of the curriculum that learners need to write with past/present and future time reference (p.65) does not fit with Proficiency Level A2, (as we have seen this was a feature at Level 5 also). 

At Level 7 the curriculum specifies the use of language to ‘entertain and persuade’ (p.73) and to ‘express approval/disapproval’ (p.74).  This fits with the use of language for different purposes and effects (DAO).

At Level 8, the curriculum mentions the ability to ‘sustain conversations’ (p.79) – this is a good fit with ‘extended interactions’ (DAO).

NCEA match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

There are a number of mismatches between NCEA and the DAO, as well as instances where there is a correspondence between the assessment criteria outlined by each. These are discussed below.

NCEA Level 1 does not mention the expression of ideas and opinions in the achievement criteria, however, the development of ideas is mentioned in the explanatory notes. It is not clear to what extent NCEA Level 1 tests the ability to initiate interactions. Both the expression of ideas and opinions and the initiation of interactions are mentioned at Levels 5 and 6 of the DAO.

NCEA Level 2 does not mention the assessment of the expression of opinions but it does mention the expression of ideas. Both are featured at Levels 7 and 8 of the DAO.

NCEA assessments 3.2/3.3/3.5 mention the ability to express a point of view/opinion – this is a good fit with the DAO at Levels 7 and 8. Assessment 3.3 mentions that the learner should take a significant role in the conversation; this tests the ability to engage in extended interactions (DAO, Levels 7 and 8).

GERMAN in the New Zealand curriculum
Access to diverse language and cultural practices

The importance of exposing learners to diverse language and cultural practices is not explicitly emphasized in the German curriculum although it is mentioned that learning a language involves ‘sensitivity to what is culturally and linguistically appropriate in different contexts’ (p.16). The Suggested learning activities at each level detail different cultural and language contexts to which students are exposed (.e.g., listening to conversations between tourists and employees in information offices, p.69). It is not clear to what extent these contexts are authentic and real although, encouragingly, there are a number of references to the importance of including authentic materials (pages 11/19) and one to the importance of a ‘variety of materials and text types’ 

( p.19). The exposure of learners to a wide range of authentic materials should facilitate learning about diverse language and cultural practices. 


Once again there is little explicit emphasis on the importance of giving learners opportunities to communicate in diverse linguistic and socio-cultural contexts, although we read that ‘students should . . practise and experiment with, new and assimilated language in meaningful contexts’ (p.19). However, the Suggested learning activities at each level give a range of linguistic and socio-cultural contexts in which students are given the opportunity to communicate. For example, at Level 4 learners are given the opportunity to observe and take part in ‘simulated meal-table dialogues involving requesting, offering, accepting and declining things’ (p.54). 

Communicating interculturally

The discussion part of the document does not stress the importance of giving learners the chance to communicate interculturally, despite the fact that page 8 refers to the presence of many German speakers in New Zealand. The first mention of the possibility of intercultural communication is on page 12 -  ‘the internet can . . provide a direct link between  . .  learners of German in New Zealand and native speakers of German overseas’. Opportunities for intercultural communication are often included, however, under ‘Suggested Learning and Assessment Activities’. For example, on page 34 it is suggested that learners can contact ‘native speakers of German in schools and colleges overseas, communicating information (including personal information) to them and asking them suitable questions’. The proficiency statements for Levels 3 and 4 and onwards mention communication with German speakers. This is not explicitly stated at Levels 1 or 2, although activities which put learners in contact with German speakers are suggested at these levels.

Operating as language users

There is, however, a considerable emphasis in the curriculum on having learners operate as language users rather than just language learners. The teacher is encouraged to ‘provide many opportunities for the students to communicate with one another’ (p.14), to have students ‘communicate real information for authentic reasons’ (p.16/18),  ‘discuss topics of genuine interest’ (p.17) and to ‘avoid language exercises that are out of context and essentially meaning-free’ (p.16). The importance of using German for classroom management is also stressed (p.14/17). Types of activities that are more likely to encourage authentic communication are described on page 16. Suggestions for activities that involve genuine exchanges of meaning are also listed under Suggested Learning and Assessment Activities for each level, for example, ‘surveying the class to find out which foods ( . .or items in another category) are popular with the group ‘ (p.40). There are also suggested activities that do not involve genuine exchanges of meaning but rather have students operating as learners, for example, ‘labelling pictures of the seasons with the appropriate word’ (p.41).

Language as viewing and presenting

There is incidental reference only to viewing and presenting/performing as skills. The use of films is mentioned on page 19 and on page 13 learning tasks that ‘involve drama and other physical activities’ are referred to. However, at each level, objectives are presented for the four traditional skills areas only (reading/listening/speaking/writing). 

Assessment

The importance of assessing automatic and unconscious knowledge in language use is recognised. On page 23 we read that ‘assessment should be based on activities that measure performance in communicative contexts’ and on page 24 that 

‘assessment strategies should allow for a range of responses rather than anticipating strictly predetermined language content’. The Suggested learning and assessment activities at each level outline some activities that allow for the unconscious and automatic use of language, along with many that do not allow for this e.g. ‘doing question and answer tests and substitution exercises together’ (p.63). 

Language as a system

Overall there is a greater focus on form (i.e. language structure) in this curriculum than in some others. At each level of the curriculum the grammatical forms that should be taught are specified, along with their metalingual terms.

There is also more that is written about grammar activities (p.17/18). However the description of communicative grammar activities as ‘involving an information gap of some kind’ is misleading and includes no description of how such activities should be used to encourage students to pay attention to grammatical structure. While it is stressed that grammar may at times be taught in relation to student needs (p.10) and must be taught in meaningful contexts (p.17) there is no information about how teachers may identify, explain or apply language features. It is mentioned that learners should make connections and establish relationships both within the German language and between German and their first language’ (p.13), but there is no reference to how this should be encouraged.

Learning to learn language

This curriculum places an emphasis on the involvement of the student in the language learning process and the idea that he/she is learning to learn a language - ‘learners are developing an awareness of the language-learning process’ (p.29). On page 15 students are given a list of things they need to do to succeed as learners of a second language. This emphasis fits with the DRAFT Essence Statement claim that ‘learning languages in the school setting also involves learning-how-to-learn languages’.

View of cultural learning

The view of culture that is presented in the curriculum is both static and dynamic. The idea that language and culture are closely related (p.11) and the awareness that there are many varieties of German (p.8/9/21) and that culture and language changes ‘as both the language changes and as it spreads throughout the world’ (p.11) present a dynamic view of culture. References to German speakers and not just native speakers (p.43 and elsewhere) and the realisation that there are similarities as well as differences between languages and cultures (p.9), as well as the idea that learning about another culture/language involves learning about oneself ( p.9 & 13) are all typical of a dynamic view of culture. However, the suggested sociocultural aspects listed under strands at each level of the curriculum tend to suggest a view of cultural learning entailing the accumulation of facts and not mediated through language, e.g., ‘how birthdays and special occasions are celebrated/ German speaking people in the world’(p.31). Another example on this page ‘conventions involved in greeting people’ is also listed under achievement objectives as ‘recognition that students also need to be able to ‘understand and use a range of politeness conventions’ (p.30) suggesting, encouragingly, that this objective may be mediated through text and discourse and not taught as factual information only. 

Curriculum match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

The reference made in the curriculum to the draft Common European Framework of Reference (p.7) aligns the curriculum with the DRAFT Achievement Objectives (DAO). 


At Levels 1 and 2 of the curriculum there is a good match with the DAO.  

At Level 3, initiating conversations (mentioned on p.45 of the curriculum) is not included in the DAO at this level. The curriculum mentions nothing about the communication of ideas at either Levels 3 or 4; this is part of the DAO at these levels. On the other hand, expressing personal interests and needs (DAO) are indirectly covered by the curriculum objectives. Communicating about plans for the immediate future (p.52 of the curriculum) does not fit with the Proficiency Level A2 (DAO).

Level 5 of the curriculum is aligned with the DAO in that the communication of opinions (p.58) and the ability to initiate (p.59) are specified as objectives. The communication of ideas (DAO) is not mentioned at Level 5 of the curriculum, but on p.60 learners are expected to be able to communicate feelings and to compare things. This could maybe be considered as the expression of ideas. Communicating about past habits and routines (p.58 of the curriculum) does not fit with the Proficiency Level A2 (DAO). 

The specification at Level 6 of the curriculum that learners need to write with past/present and future time reference (p.65) does not fit with Proficiency Level A2, (as we have seen this was a feature at Level 5 also). 

At Level 7 the curriculum specifies the use of language to ‘entertain and persuade’ (p.73) and to ‘express approval/disapproval’ (p.74).  This fits with the use of language for different purposes and effects (DAO).

At Level 8, the Curriculum mentions the ability to ‘sustain conversations’ (p.79) – this is a good fit with ‘extended interactions’ (DAO).

NCEA match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

There are a number of mismatches between NCEA and the DAO, as well as instances where there is a correspondence between the assessment criteria outlined by each. These are discussed below.

NCEA Level 1 does not mention the expression of ideas and opinions in the achievement criteria, however, the development of ideas is mentioned in the explanatory notes. It is not clear to what extent NCEA Level 1 tests the ability to initiate interactions. Both the expression of ideas and opinions and the initiation of interactions are mentioned at Levels 5 and 6 of the DAO.

NCEA Level 2 does not mention the assessment of the expression of opinions but it does mention the expression of ideas. Both are featured at Levels 7 and 8 of the DAO.

NCEA assessments 3.2/3.3/3.5 mention the ability to express a point of view/opinion – this is a good fit with the DAO at Levels 7 and 8. Assessment 3.3 mentions that the learner should take a significant role in the conversation; this tests the ability to engage in extended interactions (DAO, Levels 7 and 8).

JAPANESE in the New Zealand Curriculum

Access to diverse language and cultural practices

The importance of exposing learners to diverse language and cultural practices is not explicitly emphasized in the Japanese curriculum, although on page 8 we read that ‘learners need to be offered examples and models of good usage. All these techniques should be used in realistic contexts’. While it is advised that ‘teachers and learners should make use of authentic Japanese materials wherever possible’ (p.8), it does not seem from the Suggested Learning Activities that are presented along with each level, that learners are exposed to many authentic examples of the language in real use. Language practices often seem contrived specifically for the classroom context and it is not certain that learners are also given the chance to see/hear authentic language and cultural practices in these contexts first. e.g. Level 1 ‘acting the parts of delegates at a Japan-New Zealand student context and role-playing greetings and introductions’. (p.29) 

The Suggested Learning Activities outline a wide range of diverse linguistic and cultural contexts in which students are to be given the opportunity to communicate – e.g. Level 4 ‘presenting a television programme such as a weather forecast . . .’ (p.43), Level 7 ‘planning an orientation guide for a group of Japanese students’ (p.55). The importance of having students communicating in diverse contexts is also openly acknowledged - ‘they will learn about the conventions of communicating in Japanese in a range of situations’ (p.5/15). 

Communicating interculturally

The curriculum recognises the opportunities that exist for learners of Japanese to communicate interculturally in New Zealand - ‘many students will have opportunities for personal contact and communication with Japanese people’ (p.5); ‘the rapid increase in tourism . . . provides many opportunities for personal contact and communication’ (p.6). There is also an awareness of the possibilities that are offered by the internet - ‘useful exchanges with other language learners can be established through computer links, both within New Zealand and with native speakers in other countries’ (p.10). However, while there are suggestions at a number of levels of how intercultural communication can occur (e.g. Level 2: ‘mak[e] contact with a school in Japan’, p. 34), there is perhaps an underlying reticence to encourage the beginner learner to use the language learnt in the classroom with other speakers of Japanese. At Levels 1 & 2, ’learners may still be reticent about using Japanese outside the classroom’ (p.21) and at Levels 3 & 4 ‘they may still be hesitant about talking to native speakers’ (p.21). The curriculum may need to consider encouraging students to communicate interculturally at beginner as well as more advanced levels of language competence.

Operating as language users

There is considerable emphasis in the curriculum on giving learners the opportunity to operate as language users as well as language learners. ‘Communication involves using appropriate language for real purposes’ (p.9/16/18) and ‘will often have some personal importance or meaning for the students’ (p.9). It is suggested that ‘the dominant language in the classroom is Japanese’ (p.9) and that teachers should encourage interaction among students (p.8/9) and between students and teachers (p.9). Furthermore, at each level there are suggested activities that do give students the opportunity to engage in genuine exchanges of meaning. For example, at Level 2 it is suggested that students can

 - conduct a survey of class preferences

 - ask each other questions about where they live and mark the places on a map of the school neighbourhood (p.34).

There are also activities suggested at each level that do not involve genuine exchanges of meaning and have students operating as learners.

Language as viewing and presenting

There is little focus on viewing and presenting/performing in the Japanese curriculum. While the ‘interaction of listening, reading, writing and visual language’ is referred to on page 10, the language skills presented at each level are defined as oral language (listening and speaking) and written language (reading and writing).

There are intermittent references to giving students the opportunity to watch videos. 

Assessment

The importance of assessing automatic and unconscious knowledge in language use is not mentioned explicitly but understood from an emphasis on the assessment of communicative language skills - ‘assessment should be based on activities that assess skills in communicative contexts’ (p.20/9). ‘Assessment should measure both communicative competence and linguistic accuracy and should allow for a range of students’ responses rather than anticipating strictly predetermined language content’ (p.21). Suggested assessment activities at different levels give contexts for the assessment of automatic knowledge. At Level 3, for example, learners can ‘interview the teacher’ (p.39).

Language as a system

There is a small paragraph on page 10 dealing with the teaching of grammar and another on page 11 that specifies how to deal with the correction of errors. It is emphasized that grammar is learnt in the context of communicative need (p. 8/10). Under each level grammatical structures that could be taught are listed, usually as metalingual terms. There is, however, no explanation of how grammar should be taught and no statement of the importance of learners understanding language as a system. There is no explanation of the importance of explaining features of language, and no mention of applying or comparing language features.

Learning to learn language

There is considerable emphasis in this curriculum on the idea that students will learn how to learn a language – ‘develop the skills, understandings and attitudes that facilitate the learning of other languages’ (p.7); ‘develop an understanding of how languages are learned’ (p.10). There is also recognition of the importance of learners becoming increasingly responsible for their own learning - ‘as language competence increases, the responsibility for learning is progressively transferred from teacher to student’ (p.9). Page 17 also refers to ‘the expectation of increasing learner independence’.

View of cultural learning

The view of culture presented in the Japanese curriculum is both dynamic and static. It is static because at times cultural knowledge seems separate from language knowledge, as if students will be encouraged to ‘know’ rather than to ‘do’. It also seems as if some aspects of culture will be taught in the first language. For example, at Level 1, ‘students should be able to demonstrate knowledge about Japan and Japanese people’ (p.27). However, in other parts of the curriculum, there is acknowledgement that culture and language are linked - ‘language and culture are inextricably interwoven. Aspects of Japanese culture cannot be separated from communicative functions and language skills. Where possible they will use Japanese language when learning about aspects of Japanese culture’ (p.19/9). This quote exemplifies the ambivalence in the approach to culture, that is, culture is not consistently mediated through text and discourse in the target language. Culture is also viewed statically in that there is an emphasis on students comparing themselves with Japanese people and Japan (p.13/19) and no mention of establishing similarities between cultures. Furthermore, there is no mention of the diversity that may exist within Japanese culture, nor recognition that culture changes over time. A more dynamic view of culture is implicit, however, in the acknowledgement that in learning about another culture students will be helped to ‘develop and clarify their own values and beliefs’ (p.13).

Curriculum match with DAO (Draft Achievement Objectives)

The Japanese curriculum is aligned with the DRAFT Achievement Objectives (DAO) in that it emphasizes and presents learning objectives according to the same three strands – language/communication/culture. At Level 1 there is a good correspondence between the curriculum and the DAO. 

At level 3 of the curriculum the requirement that students express future plans and past/present and future activities does not fit with Proficiency Level A2 of the DAO. The curriculum requires learners to express and respond to personal needs/interests at this level, but not express ideas (DAO). 

At Level 4 the curriculum requires learners to initiate and maintain short exchanges (p.41), this is not required till Levels 5 and 6 of the DAO. Commenting on the weather and expressing comments about events and ongoing information (p.42) could be construed as the expression of ideas – to fit with the DAO at this level.


At Levels 5 and 6 of the curriculum, the expression of opinions (DAO) is not explicitly mentioned, although the expression of wishes and feelings referred to on page 45 may be seen as the expression of opinions. 

At Level 7 the expression of opinions is again not explicitly mentioned in the curriculum but is a criteria in the DAO at this level.

NCEA match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

There are a number of mismatches between NCEA and the DAO, as well as instances where there is a correspondence between the assessment criteria outlined by each. Some of these are discussed below.

NCEA achievement standards 1.2/1.3/1.5/1.6 do not mention the expression of opinions and the expression of ideas is not mentioned in the achievement criteria but it is referred to in the notes. The expression of both ideas and opinions is an assessment criteria at Levels 5 and 6 of the DAO.


NCEA achievement standards 2.3/2.5/2.6 refer to the assessment of the expression of ideas and information in the achievement criteria but not to the expression of opinions. Once again, the expression of ideas and opinions is a DAO criteria at this level.

NCEA achievement standards Level 3 do refer, however, to the expression of points of view. At this Level also it is expected that ‘a substantial amount of the conversation should be provided by the student’ (3.3), which corresponds with the DAO ‘engage in extended interactions’. It would appear that there is a mismatch between NCEA Level 3 and the curriculum at Levels 7 and 8. All NCEA achievement objectives at Level 3 mention the use of complex language, while the curriculum refers to the use of ‘basic language patterns’ in spontaneous situations (p.57).

KOREAN in the New Zealand Curriculum

Access to diverse language and cultural practices

There is no mention of the importance of exposing learners to diverse language and cultural practices in the Korean curriculum. Indeed, there is almost an admission that there is an overemphasis on the production of language – ‘The descriptions are mostly of ‘productive’ language; that is, they use simple statements to use what students will say or write. It is assumed that students will also be able to understand these expressions when they hear or read them’ (p.18). In fact NCEA Level 1 (1.1) gives more suggestions of the types of language that students could be exposed to (messages, instructions, announcements, dialogues, narratives) than does the curriculum. It is hard to imagine that learners become competent users of language without being exposed to a range of authentic examples of language and culture in use. The use of authentic language materials is not mentioned at all.


While it is recognised that it is desirable that learners ‘extend the range of . . . communication functions they can use to express themselves, communicative situations they can cope with’ (p.14), there is little explanation of how this may happen. The Suggested Topics and Specific Outcomes for each Level outline a range of linguistic features that students should be taught but at times do not specify a context e.g. ‘describe their feelings, say what the weather is like’ (p.48/9). There are, furthermore, no lists of suggested activities that set out different contexts in which learners may practise communicating these topics.  

Communicating interculturally

There is considerable emphasis on the desirability of having students communicate interculturally, that is, outside the classroom - ‘they become able to communicate spontaneously with speakers of that language outside the classroom’ (p.5), ‘students are expected to be able to communicate with speakers of Korean’ (p.10). There is also recognition of the potential that exists for this - ‘because of the increasing number of Korean immigrants and tourists to New Zealand, many students will have opportunities for personal contact and communication with Korean people’ (p. 6). However, there is no suggestion within the curriculum as to how this may happen. There is no suggestion that the activities in the Suggested Assessment Activities section of each level that have students writing to Korean penpals (p.37), for example, involve authentic communication. On page 41, students write notes to ‘imaginary’ teachers.  There is, furthermore, an underlying reticence to encourage the beginner learner to use the language learnt in the classroom with other speakers of Korean. At Levels 1 & 2, ‘learners may still be reticent about using Korean outside the classroom’ (p.15) and at Levels 3 & 4 ‘they may still be hesitant about talking to native speakers’ (p.15). 

Operating as language users

The curriculum stresses a focus ‘on learning to communicate with real people in real situations’ (p.11). It mentions that Korean should be used ‘for classroom management wherever possible’ (p.9) and that ‘students should value the ability to think and work in Korean without recourse to English’ (p. 8). It also suggests that students should be ‘encouraged to work co-operatively in pairs and groups to improve their ability to communicate’ (p.10). However, while it does acknowledge that learners should be allowed ‘to exchange messages of personal importance’ (p.9), it does not discuss the importance of having students engage in genuine exchanges of meaning. Nor are there any suggestions for how students may operate as language users (apart from the recommendation that Korean be used for classroom management). The suggested assessment activities (aspects of which can be used earlier in lessons), have learners operating as learners and not users.

Language as viewing and presenting

There is no focus on viewing and presenting/performing in the Korean curriculum. The language skills are described as ‘listening, speaking, reading and writing’ at each level’ (p.16).

Assessment

There is some ambivalence in the curriculum’s approach to assessment. On page 20 we read that ‘assessment situations should be authentic or should simulate real-life situations whenever possible’ (p.20) while on page 21, that, ‘assessment should measure both communicative competence and linguistic accuracy and should allow for a range of students’ responses rather than anticipating strictly predetermined language content’ (p.21). The Suggested assessment activities at each Level tend to emphasize the assessment of automatic and unconscious knowledge, at least under the listening and speaking skill areas, in that there is a considerable emphasis on role play, in presumably largely unrehearsed situations.

Language as a system

There is passing reference to the importance of learners comparing language features as they learn Korean - learners ‘make connections and establish relationships between . . . new language and the language they know already’ (p.10). There is a short paragraph on grammar on page 19 which suggests that ‘once students can use a grammatical structure to communicate, it can be useful for them to examine how that structure works’ (there is no acknowledgement that understanding how the structure works may help learners learn to use it in communication). At each Level there is a list of Suggested Grammar which is separate from functions, that is, the Suggested Topics and Outcomes.  There is no indication at all of how the suggested grammar may be used to express meaning. It is not even clear how the grammar relates to the topics and outcomes. For example, at Level 3 (p.32), it is suggested that ‘interrogative which’ and ‘the negative’ be taught but it is not clear from the suggested topics and specific outcomes how these grammatical features would be used at this level or, indeed how they are related to the latter. There is, furthermore, no suggestion of how grammar may be taught anywhere in the curriculum.

Learning to learn language

There is considerable emphasis in this curriculum on the idea that students will learn how to learn a language – ‘develop the skills, understandings and attitudes that facilitate the learning of other languages’ (p.6). There is also recognition of the importance of learners becoming increasingly responsible for their own learning - ‘the expectation of increasing learner independence’ (p.14).

View of cultural learning

The view of culture presented in the Korean curriculum is both dynamic and static. It is static because at times cultural knowledge seems to be composed of discrete concrete facts that will be taught in the first language. For example, at Level 1, students should be able to ‘demonstrate knowledge about Korea, Korean people, and the development of the Korean writing system’ (p.25). However, in other parts of the curriculum, there is acknowledgement that culture and language are linked - ‘language and culture are inextricably interwoven. . . .Where possible, the Korean language should be used when students are learning about aspects of Korean culture’ (p.16). This quote exemplifies the ambivalence in the approach to culture, that is, culture is not consistently mediated through text and discourse in the target language. Culture is also viewed statically in that there is an emphasis on students comparing themselves with Korean people (p.16) and no mention of establishing similarities between cultures. Furthermore, there is no mention of the diversity that may exist within the Korean culture, nor recognition that culture changes over time. A more dynamic view of culture is implicit, however, in the acknowledgement that in learning about another culture students will be helped to ‘develop and clarify their own values and beliefs’ (p.11).

Curriculum match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

The Korean curriculum is aligned with the Draft Achievement Objectives (DAO) in that it emphasizes and presents learning objectives according to the same three strands – language/communication/culture. 

At Level 1 there is a good correspondence between the curriculum and the DAO. 

At Level 3 and 4 the curriculum mentions the expression of ideas which corresponds well with the DAO, but the curriculum suggested assessment activities do not test the expression of ideas. 

The ability to initiate interactions is mentioned as a skill required at Levels 5 and 6 of the curriculum which matches well with the DAO. The expression of opinions is not mentioned at Level 6 of the curriculum but is a required skill in the DAO at this level. 

At Level 7 of the curriculum the expression of ideas and the understanding of opinions is mentioned, so aligning the curriculum at this level with the DAO. 

At Level 8 of the curriculum, the importance of maintaining an interaction is mentioned but it would seem that even at this level learners are not required to express opinions but only to read them. This would indicate a mismatch with the DAO, which does require the expression of opinions at Levels 7 and 8.

NCEA match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

NCEA Level 1 does not assess the initiation of interactions, which is a requirement at Levels 5 and 6 of the DAO. Level 1 of NCEA also does not assess the expression of opinions, so this is another instance where there is a mismatch in relation to the DAO.

The ability to engage in extended interactions (Levels 7 and 8 of the DAO) is perhaps implied in the NCEA Level 2 requirement that conversation be a total length of about 2 minutes. 

NCEA achievement levels 3.2/3.3 require learners to express a point of view/opinion. This corresponds well to the DAO requirement that learners can receive and produce ideas and opinions. NCEA also assesses the ability to engage in extended interactions at this level (Levels 7 and 8 of the DAO) with the requirement at achievement level 3.3 that a substantial amount of the conversation be provided by the speaker.

LATIN

NCEA match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

There is no Latin curriculum to examine so this report will look at the NCEA achievement standards for Levels 1, 2 and 3 only.


Because of the very different status of Latin as a language, that is, a largely extinct language with very few fluent speakers and now studied principally for academic purposes, there is little correspondence between NCEA Level 1 and the Draft Achievement Objectives (DAO) for Level 6. One exception is the requirement that learners be able to receive information, ideas and opinions for different purposes and respond to personal perspectives - potentially assessed by 1.2 and 1.3. In these two achievement units learners are required to demonstrate comprehension of unfamiliar and familiar Latin text. Students are not required to use the Latin language to express personal perspectives or to engage in interactions. Their production of the language is limited to translation; to a limited extent translation could involve them in the production of information, ideas and opinions (DAO).


NCEA Level 2 is similar to Level 1 in that assessment is limited to testing learners’ reception of information, ideas and opinions and production through translation only (NCEA 2.1/2.2/2.3). There is no opportunity for the use of language to communicate on a personal level or to engage in interaction. NCEA 2.5 requires students to examine familiar literary passages and to demonstrate some understanding of the wider context. This demonstrates a dynamic view of culture (Liddicoat et al, 2003), in that the engagement with culture is through discourse. In NCEA 1.4 and 1.5 learners are required to engage with Latin texts to a lesser extent (they can also use English sources) in order to distil information about Roman civilisation.  


Similar comments to those made above about NCEA Level 2 can be made about NCEA Level 3 – in particular 3.1/3.2/3.5. NCEA 3.3 and 3.4 assess the ability of students to analyse language – which may require learners to demonstrate understanding of accidence, syntax, metre, allusions, style etc. This demands some understanding of the Latin language as a system and the ability to identify and explain language features. This fits with the language strand of the essence statement although it is specified that this strand is not to be assessed. To a lesser extent NCEA 2.4 assesses similar skills as 3.3/3.4.

NEW ZEALAND SIGN LANGUAGE in the New Zealand Curriculum (draft) 

Access to diverse language and cultural practices

There is considerable emphasis on exposing learners to diverse language and cultural practices in the New Zealand Sign Language curriculum. The importance of 

placing ‘the learner within a range of linguistic and cultural contexts that represent the everyday lives of people in the Deaf community’ is acknowledged early on page 9. Elsewhere there is reference to exposing learners to ‘language role models in a variety of situations’ (p.21) and to ensuring ‘that access to Deaf role models with NZSL as their first language is available whenever possible’ (p.19/20). There is also an emphasis on the use of ‘authentic NZSL materials and contexts wherever possible’ (p.23/35).


Learners are also given opportunities to communicate in diverse linguistic and socio-cultural contexts. A general aim of the curriculum is to ‘promote and use NZSL in a range of contexts’ (p.11). There is further reference to the need for students to ‘develop communication skills for a range of purposes’ on pages 11/21/23. The following quote makes it clear that it is intended that students will be encouraged to use their language skills outside of the classroom: ‘learners will be able to use NZSL for a range of post school options, including employment, training, and higher education, and in a range of situations, including those within the family and the community.’ (p.12).

Communicating interculturally

The importance of having learners communicate interculturally is also stressed throughout the curriculum. On page 11 a specific aim is that learners will ‘establish a rapport with users of NZSL through contact with the Deaf community’ and on pages 20 and 17 they will ‘participate in the Deaf community and in wider society’ and ‘become confident in communicating with native NZSL speakers’. The computer is mentioned as one way of achieving this: ‘Computers can enable learners and teachers to access other learners and Deaf communities via email’ (p.28). Some other ways in which this may be achieved are at times given as part of the Suggested Learning and Assessment Activities section at the end of each level. For example, at Level 6 it is suggested that learners could invite ‘a Deaf person . . to come and talk about their life and what motivates them to succeed’ (p.84).

Operating as language users

Although not explicitly stated, the curriculum recognises the importance of having learners operate as language users as well as learners in an emphasis on:

Using NZSL as ‘the main language used in the classroom’ (p.22/.24/51) and

encouraging learners to have ‘meaningful and purposeful interactions in NZSL’ (p.22/24). On page 53 the importance of learning language through interaction is again referred to, in passing – students will be involved in ‘exchanging information, seeking clarification’. The Suggested Learning and Assessment Activities include some activities where meaning is genuinely exchanged, for example, ‘ inviting native NZSL users to come and introduce themselves’ or ‘responding to general classroom instructions’ (p.51). There are other activities, however, where the learner operates as a language learner rather than a language user, for example, ‘roleplaying dialogue in specific contexts, such as a teacher asking a new student for information of their first day of school’ (p.51).

Language as viewing and presenting

Because ‘there is no written form of NZSL’ (p.20), there is considerable emphasis on viewing and presenting/performing, although this tends to be understood rather than stated explicitly. On pages 20 and 28 there is a mention of the need to record communication visually in order to enable teachers, students and caregivers to review the work at a later date’. The use of technology to ‘visually record their own work and the work of others’ and ‘communicate with others using visual technologies’ is first mentioned on page 69 as an achievement objective at Level 4 but also referred to at all the following levels.

Assessment

There is no mention in the Assessment and Evaluation section on pages 29 and 30 of the importance of assessing automatic and unconscious knowledge. This section deals more with the purpose than the process of assessment. However, under the Suggested Activities and Assessment section of each Level there are some examples of activities that may assess unconscious automatic knowledge. For example, on page 52 students at Level 1 can be assessed: ‘briefly introducing and describing themselves or sharing their experiences and information’. There are also examples of activities in these sections that are less likely to assess automatic and unconscious knowledge, for example, ‘matching pictures with signs’ (p.53). A stated awareness of and policy on the type of knowledge that it is most desirable to assess, is recommended.   

Language as a system

There is a stated focus on the importance of teaching NZSL grammar explicitly (p.22/26). At each Level of the curriculum specific language structures are listed for suggested language focus, these are often described in metalingual terms. It is acknowledged that grammar will best be learnt when the structures ‘are taught in realistic and meaningful contexts’ (p.26) and that learners will become competent by ‘interacting in meaningful ways’ (p.27). There is some emphasis on having learners understand language as a system: At Levels 5 and 6 it is stated that students should be able to ‘identify language features’ (p.75/81). A specific aim of the curriculum is having learners ‘develop an understanding of the . . . structures . . .  of NZSL’ (p. 11). There is also recognition that the learning opportunity will allow students to compare language features of NZSL with their own language – they will ‘learn more about their first language through becoming aware of how it resembles, and differs from, NZSL’ (p.17). There is, however, no information as to whether or how the teacher should identify, explain, apply and compare language features.

Learning to learn language

There is recognition that ‘learning another language can also improve performance in the learner’s first language’ (p.17) and that as students develop confidence in using NZSL they should take increasing responsibility for their own learning’ (p.24) and ‘be given opportunities to manage their own learning’ (p.25).

View of cultural learning

The view of culture that is presented in the curriculum document is one that is largely dynamic (Liddicoat, A. et al., 2003). Language is seen as ‘inextricably linked to Deaf culture. Language and culture are interdependent’ (p.19). On page 31 the general aim that ‘learners will act appropriately within different cultural contexts and situations; select and use appropriate language for relevant occasions’, presents a view of culture where learners are participating in the culture rather than just knowing about it. Furthermore, the sociocultural contexts that are specified for each Level again specify culture as behaviour. For example at Level 1: learners are to ‘act appropriately when communicating with others in specified situations and contexts/

demonstrate ways of expressing membership of the Deaf community/begin to access the environment without relying on sound’ (p.47). There is also the acknowledgement that as learners come into contact with the NZSL community that they will examine the context and implications of their own attitudes’ (p.33).

Curriculum match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

The Achievement objectives for each level of the curriculum are expressed as the same three strands that are central to the DRAFT Achievement Objectives (DAO). There is a good correspondence between Levels 1 and 2 of the curriculum and the same levels of the DAO although the requirement at Level 2 of the curriculum that learners ‘communicate about plans for the immediate future’ (p.55) does not fit with Proficiency Level A2 of the DAO. 

At Level 3 of the curriculum, students are required to ‘initiate and sustain conversations’ (p.68). This is not a requirement at Level 3 of the DAO. 

The requirement that students at Level 5 of the curriculum be able to exchange information, ideas and opinions (p.75) fits well with the DAO at this level. 

Similarly the requirement that students ‘respond in ways that inform, persuade, influence and entertain others’ (p.86) and ‘initiate and maintain communication confidently’ (p.86) at Levels 7 and 8 fits well with DAO requirements.


There are no NCEA achievement standards for NZSL so they cannot be discussed as part of this report.    

SAMOAN in the New Zealand Curriculum

Access to diverse language and cultural practices

The importance of exposing learners to diverse language and cultural practices is referred to in the curriculum. It is acknowledged that all learners should ‘experience Samoan in a wide range of printed, audio and visual material’ (p.9) and the importance of authentic texts and contexts in which ‘students are likely to encounter in their everyday lives’ is acknowledged (p.12). However, the most explicit statement about the importance of exposing learners to authentic language and cultural practice is included under cultural learning at Level 4:  ‘when possible the local Samoan community should be involved in the learning process. This allows learners to hear the Samoan language being spoken by a range of first language speakers’ (p.59). The curriculum needs perhaps to state this more explicitly as a general aim because while some learners of Samoan will have family or caregivers who speak the language with them (p.8) and expose them to the culture, others won’t.


It is obvious that a general aim of the curriculum is to enable learners to communicate in diverse linguistic and socio-cultural contexts: ‘Students will then be able to use Samoan for a range of post-school options, including employment and training, and in a range of situations, including within the family and the community’ (p.6). On page 9 we read that learners will want to ‘use language for a broad range of different purposes’ (p.9). Each curriculum achievement level outlines different cultural contexts in which language may be used, however it is not clear to what extent these contexts are authentic and to what extent this learning is confined to the classroom. 

Communicating interculturally

On page 14 we read that ‘Children and students need to have opportunities for sustained conversations with Samoan speakers’. The importance of intercultural communication is thus acknowledged but there are not many practical suggestions given at each level for how this may happen. At Level 2 we read ‘as they interact with speakers of Samoan, children and students have opportunities to observe and then demonstrate appropriate behaviour, for example, some of the gestures used by Samoan speakers’ (p.41) and at Level 6 – ‘they should be able to communicate in Samoan outside the classroom, in social situations they are familiar with, participating in conversations in real-life situations’ (p.73). 

Operating as language users

The importance of having learners engage in genuine exchanges of meaning and operating as language users rather than learners is not mentioned explicitly anywhere in the curriculum, however, the importance of communication between both learners, and learners and the teacher, in Samoan, is mentioned, as is the fact that 

‘children and students learn by using the language for their own purposes’ (p.9). Under the Suggested learning activities section of each level there are activities that do involve genuine exchanges of meaning, as well as many that don’t. For example at Level 1: learners are to ‘listen to Samoan songs, poetry, and stories and say which they enjoy most and want to hear again/ recount a personal experience or an imaginary event’ (p.29). A more explicit awareness by curriculum designers of the importance of having students operate as genuine language users rather than learners would be desirable.

Language as viewing and presenting

There is considerable emphasis on the importance of viewing and presenting/performing. On page 12 we read that ‘language does not consist only of words, sentences, and stories: it includes the language of images, art, dance, drama . . and that ‘students will be provided with frequent opportunities to observe, learn, and practise oral, written and visual forms of language’. Furthermore throughout the document oral, written and visual language are presented as separate achievement objectives.

Assessment

There is no explicit recognition of the importance of assessing automatic and unconscious knowledge in the Samoan curriculum. The section on page 11 that deals with the assessment of language focuses more on the purpose than the process of assessment. Under the Teacher assessment section at each level there are suggestions for assessment that are more likely to involve the use of automatic and unconscious knowledge, but many that don’t. For example, at Level 2, one suggestion is: ‘having teacher-student conferences about books and written work, expressing interest, enjoyment, points of view and degrees of understanding’ (p.44). A stated awareness of and policy on the type of knowledge that it is most desirable to assess, is recommended.

Language as a system

There is a short section on page 10 that deals with the teaching of grammar. It is stressed that the language structures and forms that are taught ‘should arise out of the content being covered’ and the importance of providing corrective feedback is also discussed. There is no explanation of how language structures could be taught and no mention of identifying, explaining, applying and comparing language features. It is perhaps unusual to read as a language level indicator at Level 2: ‘there is agreement between subject and verb in expressions of amount, quality, and state’ (p.38), given that elsewhere language level indicators tend to focus on language functions rather than the mastery of precise grammatical forms.

Learning to learn language

The curriculum recognises that learners of Samoan ‘acquire skills which may be transferred to other curriculum areas including the learning of other languages’ (p.6) and stresses the importance of giving learners ‘opportunities to manage their own learning’(p.10).

View of cultural learning

The curriculum presents a largely dynamic view of culture in that the link between the ‘Samoan language and fa’asamoa’ (p.9) is openly acknowledged. The importance of learning culture along with language is also emphasized: ‘whenever developing programmes, teachers and early childhood supervisors should plan in ways that integrate learning about aspects of culture with language learning opportunities’ (p.16). Furthermore, in the achievement objectives, cultural objectives are presented as ways of ‘behaving’ not just ‘knowing’. For example, at Level 1, learners ‘begin to use the language of respect (for example, for please, thank you and excuse me); position themselves appropriately when speaking to others’ (p.27). The NCEA achievement objectives that deal with culture also emphasize learner participation and the associated appropriate use of language. For example, 1.7 assesses participation in a ‘cultural situation using visual and specialised Samoan language’. 

Curriculum match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

The strands that are mentioned for all levels in the curriculum document are not always appropriate for individual levels. For example at Levels 1 and 2, the strand ‘exchange experiences, information, and points of view’ (p.27) is too difficult for this level and does not match with the DRAFT Achievement Objectives (DAO) which requires learners to produce basic information only at Levels 1 and 2.  There also seems to be no correspondence between this strand and the achievement objectives given on the same page. 

At Level 3 of the curriculum, students are required to initiate conversations. This is not required in the DAO. 

At Level 4 the curriculum requirement ‘take part in conversations in unfamiliar situations’ (p.54) does not fit with the DAO. The requirement on page 54 that learners be able to ‘express future plans’ does not fit with Proficiency Level A2. The Achievement objectives of the curriculum at Level 4 are overall more demanding than those of the DAO. There also seems to be a mismatch between the curriculum achievement objectives and the suggested learning activities. There are no activities that give learners practice, for example, in expressing ‘agreement/disagreement with support’ (p.55). In the writing section there seems a mismatch between writing ‘personal notes about familiar topics to friends’ and writing ‘critically about something’ (p.58).

At Level 6 of the curriculum learners are required to ‘give advice and warnings/express certainty/discuss evidence for and against a point of view’ – these objectives would seem to fit more with Levels 7 and 8 of the DAO than with Level 6. There also seem to be mismatches between NCEA Level 1 achievement standard requirements and the curriculum at this level. For example, NCEA 1.5 requires students to ‘write text in Samoan on a familiar topic’. This is less demanding than the curriculum ‘points of view that differ from their own are identified and discussed in relation to their own perspectives’ (p.71). At Levels 2 and 3 of NCEA there again seems to be a mismatch with curriculum demands. For example, NCEA 2.3 requires learners to ‘converse in Samoan in a less familiar context’ while the curriculum specifies that learners’ ‘contributions convey complex thoughts with precision’ (p.78).

NCEA match with DAO (Draft Achievement Objectives)

A discrepancy between NCEA Level 1 and the DAO at Level 6 is that NCEA does not test the ability to initiate interactions at Level 6, which is a DAO requirement. NCEA Level 1 achievement standards assess the communication of ideas but not the communication of opinions – both are a DAO requirement at Levels 5 and 6. The same observation can be made of NCEA Level 2 achievement standards. The requirement that the use of language be assessed in ‘less familiar contexts’ at this Level accords well, however, with Proficiency Level B1 of the DAO.


NCEA Level 3 achievement standards are aligned with the DAO in that the communication of opinions/points of view is mentioned (units 3.2, 3.3 and 3.5). The NCEA 3.3 requirement that students ‘assume a significant role in the conversation’ accords well with the DAO that learners ‘engage in extended interactions’.

SPANISH in the New Zealand Curriculum

Access to diverse language and cultural practices

The importance of exposing learners to diverse language and cultural practices is not emphasized in the Spanish curriculum. While the use of ‘authentic Spanish materials’ is mentioned on page 11, it does not seem from the Suggested Learning Activities that are presented along with each level, that learners are exposed to many authentic examples of the language in real use. There are some, but not many exceptions, eg., ‘listening to a Spanish news bulletin or advertisement’ (p.49). Other activities seem contrived for the classroom. 

There is an emphasis on using language to communicate in a range of contexts in the curriculum. On page 10 we read that a goal of language learning is to ‘use language appropriately in a range of social and cultural contexts’ and on page 15 that 

‘as they progress, students . . . . use Spanish more and more accurately in a wider range of contexts’. The Suggested Learning Activities for each Level provide a range of contexts within which language is used: e.g., ‘role-playing a job interview/producing a Work Wanted advertisement in Spanish’ (p.55). However, what is not clear, is how much learners are exposed to authentic examples of language in use in these cultural contexts (see above) before they are expected to produce it. 

Communicating interculturally

The importance of giving learners the chance to communicate interculturally is mentioned as a goal of the communicative approach on page 10 - ‘understand and convey meaning through interaction with other speakers of the language’. However, overall there is little explanation of how this may happen. The use of the internet is referred to as one means by which this may be facilitated ‘useful exchanges . . . can [be] established through computer links . . . with native speakers in other countries’ (p.7) and at times one of the suggested activities gives learners the chance to communicate cross-culturally, eg., ‘writing to pen-friends who are students in Spanish-speaking countries’ (p.55). On the other hand, students at lower levels are to some extent cushioned from any expectation that they will use Spanish outside the classroom:  At Levels 1 & 2 ‘learners may still be reticent about using Spanish outside the classroom’ (p.21) and at Levels 3 & 4: ‘although their confidence is growing they may still be hesitant about talking to native speakers in some situations’ (p.33). The curriculum should consider putting a greater emphasis on encouraging students and giving them the confidence to communicate interculturally at lower levels of instruction. 

Operating as language users

The curriculum places a considerable emphasis on the Communicative approach and thus emphasizes the importance of giving learners the opportunity to use language to communicate ‘their own needs, experiences, opinions, and interests’ (p.7), ‘for real purposes’ (p.10). Teachers are encouraged to ‘use Spanish for classroom management whenever possible’ (p.9 & 10) and to ‘encourage interaction and communication between students, as well as between students and teachers’ (p.9 & p.10). However, in practical terms teachers are given few suggestions of activities at each Level that do enable students to communicate for ‘real purposes’. Most suggested activities have students functioning as language learners and not users. One possible exception (assuming that students may ‘report’ the results of this task back to the class), on page 31 is ‘conducting a simple survey, in writing, of the characteristics or preferences of class members (hair colour, eye colour, pets).

Language as viewing and presenting

There is no focus on viewing and presenting/performing in the existing curriculum. The statement is divided ‘into the strands of listening, speaking, reading and writing’ only (p.5). There are references to watching videos as suggested learning activities but no reference to viewing as a learning skill.

Assessment

There is repeated reference in the curriculum to the importance of measuring language use ‘in realistic communicative situations’ (p.13/16/17). ‘When assessing, teachers and students place emphasis on communicative abilities’ (p.10). However there are relatively few assessment activities in the Suggested Assessment Activities for each Level that involve the use of automatic and unconscious knowledge. 

Language as a system

The section that deals with the teaching of language structures on page 11, stresses that language structures are best learned ‘when they are used to fulfil communication’ and on page 10 we read that ‘students learn appropriate grammar when they need it to comprehend or convey messages in Spanish’. However, there are activities in the Suggested Learning Activities section of each level that have students practising grammar drills in contexts that are not meaningful. For example, on page 50, ‘taking turns with a partner to type infinitives for stem-changing verbs – each partner then conjugates the other’s infinitives’. While suggested language structures are listed for a teaching focus at each level, there is no mention of having students understand language as a system, nor of how language features may be identified, explained or applied. There is reference to the fact that learners make ‘connections and [establish] relationships both with their first language and with the new language’ (p.7). 

Learning to learn language

There is focus on the process of language learning in the curriculum and recognition of the fact that by learning Spanish young New Zealanders can ‘develop the skills, understandings, and attitudes which facilitate the learning of other languages’ (p.6). The reference to the increasing responsibility that students will take for their own learning (p.8) matches well with the DRAFT Essence Statement emphasis on learning to learn.

View of cultural learning

The curriculum presents a largely static view of culture (Liddicoat, A. et al., 2003) although we read on page 7,  ‘Because language and culture are so closely related, cultural aspects in this statement are fully integrated with the teaching of the language rather than isolated and treated separately’. However, it is obvious from the Suggested Socio-cultural aspects section of each Level that culture is taught as factual information presented in the first language rather than mediated through text and discourse. For example, at Level 3 students are taught ‘popular sports and leisure-time activities in the Hispanic world/layout of cities and houses (plaza)’ (p.35). A more dynamic view of culture is implicit in the recognition that increasing knowledge of Spanish speaking people will enable learners ‘to examine the context and implications of their own values, and the values that support our current social structures’ (p.8).

Curriculum match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

The curriculum achievement objectives for Levels 1 and 2 fit well with the DRAFT Achievement Objectives (DAO). 

The curriculum requires learners at Level 3 to express likes, dislikes and feelings, but not express ideas (a DAO requirement). 

At Level 4 the curriculum requirement that learners ‘understand, ask about, and express future plans’ (p.40) does not fit with the DAO proficiency level A2, nor does the requirement at Level 5 that they ‘understand, ask about, and express events or facts in the past’ (p.46). At Level 4 the curriculum requires learners to initiate and maintain short exchanges (p.41); this is not required till Levels 5 and 6 of the DAO.


At Level 6, the curriculum achievement objectives fit well with the DAO requirement that learners receive and express ideas and opinions. 

At Level 7 the expression of opinions is again not explicitly mentioned in the curriculum.

NCEA match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

NCEA achievement standards 1.2/1.3/1.5/1.6 do not mention the communication of opinions and the communication of ideas is not mentioned in the achievement criteria but it is referred to in the notes. The communication of ideas and opinions is a DAO requirement at Levels 5 and 6. NCEA achievement standards at Level 1 also do not assess learners’ ability to initiate participation in interactions, which is a DAO requirement for this level.


The NCEA achievement standards 2.3/2.5/2.6 refer to the assessment of the communication of ideas and information in the achievement criteria but not to the communication of opinions. 

The communication of points of view is an important part of NCEA achievement standards at Level 3, however. At this Level also, it is expected that ‘a substantial amount of the conversation should be provided by the student’ (3.3), which corresponds with the DAO ‘engage in extended interactions’. 

TE REO MAORI and TIKANGA MAORI in the New Zealand Curriculum (draft)

Access to diverse language and cultural practices

The te reo Māori curriculum mentions the importance of involving ‘community and whanau in the learning of te reo Māori and tikanga Māori’ (p.14), which is likely to expose learners to diverse language and cultural practices. However, there are not many suggestions of how this may happen, one exception being on page 23 where ‘a member of a student’s whanau might make a contribution to a lesson . . . by helping prepare a hangi for a group of students’. There are not many references to the use of authentic language materials in the learning context. We read on page 18 that ‘sometimes classes will use materials designed primarily for first language Māori speakers’ which suggests that this is not common practice and it is only mentioned at Level 8 that learners will ‘read a variety of authentic materials’ (p.86). There is need for an acknowledgement of the importance of using authentic language materials at all levels of the curriculum. 


The curriculum states as a general aim that young New Zealanders will be able to ‘operate effectively in social, legal, educational, business and general professional contexts in which knowledge of te reo Māori and tikanga Māori are required’ (p.9), thus acknowledging that communication in diverse linguistic and socio-cultural contexts is a priority. An objective at Level 4 is that ‘learners can cope with a variety of routine situations when talking to Māori speakers’ (p.52). The Suggested Learning and Activities sections of each Level outline many different contexts for the practice of language in class (e.g., p.85); however almost all of these are simulated (see below).

Communicating interculturally

There is little explicit emphasis in the curriculum on the importance of ensuring that students have opportunities to communicate interculturally and few practical suggestions as to how this may be facilitated. One exception is a reference to the potential that the internet offers - ‘the internet can provide a direct link between learners of te reo Māori and tikanga Māori in different New Zealand schools’ (p.13). Some suggested activities at each level have the potential to facilitate intercultural communication (e.g., writing letters, emails, p.58) but it is often unclear how much these do involve authentic communicative contexts.

Operating as language users

The very clear definition of communicative language teaching on page 16 indicates that learners will have opportunities to operate as language users – ‘learners . . .  engage in meaningful communication in the target language, communication that has a function over and above that of language learning itself.’ Furthermore, references to having students ‘use te reo Māori to ask and respond to questions, seek clarification, and offer information and suggestions’ and ‘develop a range of skills to help them negotiate meaning’ (p.15) suggest that students will be involved in genuine interaction in the target language which according to Long (1996) is a primary source of learning. In this respect it is disappointing to find that so many of the activities suggested for each level have students communicating in simulated contexts and as language learners rather than as language users. A possible exception at Level 3 is having students survey ‘how members of the class travel to school and comparing/contrasting/categorizing the results’ (p.58).

Language as viewing and presenting

Viewing and presenting are listed along with the language skills of listening, speaking, reading and writing throughout the curriculum. Indeed, the learning strands at each level of the curriculum include viewing and presenting along with these skills.

Assessment

The curriculum document specifies that ‘assessment activities should involve the communication of real information for authentic reasons’ (p.16/22) and that 

‘assessment strategies should allow for a range of responses’ (p.23). Very few of the assessment activities that are suggested for each level of the curriculum allow, however, for a focus on the assessment of automatic and unconscious knowledge in language use. This is an area that needs to be addressed. 

Language as a system

There is more written in this curriculum about the teaching of grammar than in most other curricula. We read on page 10 that ‘a good teacher of young learners will teach grammar implicitly and in such a way that the learners do not even realise that they are learning grammatical rules. More explicit grammar teaching, but teaching that is still tied closely to contexts of use, and presented in a simple way that is useful to the learners can be introduced later.’ The importance of introducing and practising language structures in meaningful contexts is also mentioned (p.17), as is the teaching of ‘language forms in interesting and effective ways’ (p.11). At each level of the curriculum there is a suggested language focus with structures, described often in metalingual terms, listed. However the description of communicative grammar activities as ‘involving an information gap of some kind’ (p.17) is misleading and includes no description of how such activities should be used to encourage students to pay attention to grammatical structure. There is also no information about how teachers may identify, explain, apply or compare language features.

Learning to learn language

There is emphasis on the learner developing skills through learning te reo Māori ‘that will help them to learn other languages’ (p.9). There is also reference to the learner developing autonomy and responsibility for their own learning - ‘give the students opportunities to make conscious decisions about their own learning’ and ‘monitor their own progress towards their language learning goals’ (p.15). The development of language learning skills is even recognised as an objective at Level 2 - ‘learners are developing an awareness of the processes involved in learning te reo Māori and tikanga Māori’ (p.26) and at Level 6 ‘learners are increasingly confident in using a range of strategies associated with the learning of te reo Māori and tikanga Māori’ (p.69). 

View of cultural learning

The view of culture presented in the curriculum is dynamic in that the interaction between Te reo Māori and tikanga Māori is emphasised (p.12/13). Furthermore, many of the curriculum objectives demonstrate that intercultural behaviour is a learning goal for students. For example at level 1, learners are to ‘understand and use a range of politeness conventions’ (p.27). However, it is not clear to what extent some of the topics that are specified, e.g., ‘the marae and its people/whanau:relationships/the changing seasons’ (p.40), are mediated through text and discourse rather than being taught in the first language. The recognition that learners will learn about their own culture as they are confronted with tikanga Māori is indicative of a dynamic rather than static view of culture (‘the curriculum will help students to develop and clarify their own values and beliefs and to respect and be sensitive to the rights of people whose values and beliefs differ from their own’, p.14).

Curriculum match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

Levels 1 and 2 of the curriculum fit well with the DRAFT Achievement Objectives (DAO). 

At Levels 3 and 4 of the curriculum, learners are not required to express ideas which is a DAO requirement at this level. On the other hand, the curriculum requirement that learners ‘initiate . . .conversations’ (p.54) at Level 3 is not a DAO requirement. 

At Level 4 the curriculum requires students to communicate about the future and at Levels 5 and 6 about the past; these do not fit with Proficiency Level A2 of the DAO. The requirement that students at Level 5 be able to ‘initiate and sustain short conversations’ fits well with the DAO for the level, as does the objective that learners be able to communicate about ‘opinions’ (p.72). 

At Levels 7 and 8 of the curriculum, learners are required to use language for a range of purposes, including to persuade, influence, inform. This matches well with the DAO for this level. 

NCEA match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

There are a number of mismatches between NCEA and the DAO, as well as instances where there is a correspondence between the assessment criteria outlined by each. These are discussed below.

NCEA achievement standards 1.1 and 1.3 correspond well with Proficiency Level A2 of the DAO in that the ability to understand te reo Māori is assessed in familiar contexts (However, to the extent that the curriculum requires learners to communicate about the future and past at this level, as mentioned above, one could say that there is a mismatch between curriculum objectives and NCEA requirements).  Once again, achievement standards 1.2 and 1.4 assess use of the language in familiar contexts. These units also assess the expression of ideas (a DAO requirement at this level), ‘breadth and depth of ideas’ is mentioned in the assessment specifications. The expression of opinions, however, is not mentioned in any of the NCEA achievement standards at this level, nor is the ability to initiate interactions. Both of these are DAO requirements at Levels 5 and 6.

There is a mismatch between NCEA Level 2 achievement standards and Proficiency Level B1 in that the NCEA units assess the comprehension and production of language in familiar contexts only, while Proficiency Level B1 goes beyond this in specifying that the learner ‘can deal with most situations likely to arise in contexts where the language is used’. As at Level 1, the NCEA Level 2 achievement standards assess the expression of ideas but not the expression of opinions. There is no mention in NCEA standards of learners being required to engage in extended interactions, which is a DAO requirement at this level.  

NCEA Level 3 achievement standards correspond more closely to Proficiency Level B1 than do NCEA Level 2 standards in that the understanding and use of language is tested in less familiar situations – the Achievement standards use the expression ‘from the wider world’. A notable difference between NCEA achievement standards for te reo Māori and those of other languages at Level 3, e.g., Samoan, is that the standards for te reo Māori do not specify the use of complex language in unit titles. The te reo Māori Level 3 assessment specifications mention advanced language, for example, te reo Māori 3.3 assesses comprehension of advanced written text and to gain achievement with merit at 3.4 the learner must demonstrate the use of advanced language features; however, the fact that the use of advanced language is not signalled in the unit titles, indicates somewhat of a different emphasis. As at Level 2, there is no mention of the expression of opinions or of the ability to engage in extended interactions at Level 3 (both are DAO requirements). Te reo Māori 3.6 – ‘the student is able to analyse (grammar in) Maori text from the wider world’ – is somewhat of an anomaly in that no other language has a similar emphasis on assessment of grammar at NCEA level. To the extent that this unit places a stress on assessing learners’ explicit understanding of grammar, there is a mismatch with the DAO. In the DAO it is the Communication strand only that is to be directly assessed, and not the language or culture strands. Students’ knowledge of grammar is, in other languages, assessed through communicative use and understanding of the language. This is a difference in emphasis that the te reo Māori assessment procedures may need to address.

TONGAN in the New Zealand Curriculum

Access to diverse language and cultural practices

There is reference in the curriculum to the importance of exposing students to different contexts in which the language is used, e.g., ‘the achievement objectives are based on authentic texts and contexts which learners are likely to encounter in their everyday lives’ (p.19). There is an emphasis on exposing students to different media through which they may experience the language – ‘a wide range of printed, audio, digital and visual material’ (p.9), ‘learners should be encouraged to read widely in Tongan’ (p.20). However, the most explicit statement about exposing students to authentic language is mentioned at Level 4, rather than in the more generic parts of the document that deal with approaches to teaching and learning -‘when possible the local Tongan community should be involved in the learning process to enable the students to hear the Tongan language being spoken by first-language speakers’ (p.68) – although there is reference to ‘the importance of the home, the church and the Tongan community for the teaching and acquisition of Tongan’, earlier in the document (p.9).

 
A specific aim of instruction is having learners ‘develop verbal and non-verbal communication skills for a range of purposes’ (p.6/9). Teachers are encouraged to ‘plan activities in which learners will engage orally in a variety of situations and contexts’ (p.19) and the Suggested Learning and Assessment Activities section of each level do give a range of linguistic and socio-cultural contexts in which students are given the opportunity to communicate. What is not certain, however, is the extent to which some of these opportunities involve learners in using the language to engage in genuine exchanges of meaning (see below).

Communicating interculturally

The importance of giving learners opportunities to communicate interculturally is acknowledged - ‘they should be given the opportunity to participate in community situations in which Tongan is spoken’ (p.9) and ‘learners need to have opportunities for sustained conversations with Tongan speakers’ (p.19). It is also clear from the achievement objectives at each level that it is intended that intercultural communication will be part of the learners’ experience at all levels. At Level 2 we read ‘as they interact with speakers of Tongan students can observe and then demonstrate appropriate behaviour’ (p.53) and at Level 6 ‘they are generally able to communicate in Tongan outside the classroom in social situations that they are familiar with and can cope with some less familiar ones’ (p.82). 

Operating as language users

There is a focus on having learners operate as language users in that ‘the use

of Tongan as the medium of instruction’ (p.5) and the importance of the learners and the teacher communicating in Tongan is mentioned (p.9). The importance of having learners use ‘the language for real/authentic purposes’ (p.9) is also referred to. The Suggested Learning and Assessment Activities are described as ‘ways of using and reinforcing Tongan in realistic, communicative language-learning and cultural contexts’ (p.43).  However while some of these activities could have students operating as language users rather than language learners (e.g. ‘take part in short, contextualised conversations/give simple descriptions of family, self and others/express their needs and preferences’ p.47) many do not. With some it is not clear – for example, it is not clear when students ‘write brief letters’ (p.56) whether there is a genuine recipient or not.

Language as viewing and presenting

Viewing and presenting are a constant focus throughout the curriculum. 

As a general achievement objective it is stated on page 19 that ‘students will be provided with frequent opportunities to observe, learn, and practise oral, written, and visual forms of language’. Visual language is presented as a learning strand at each level. The suggested activities in this learning area afford students opportunities to perform as well as view. For example, ‘perform a particular type of song, speech or performance’ (p.77).  

Assessment

There is a section on page 14 that deals with the assessment of language but there is no mention of the type of language that should be assessed. We read only that ‘a range of assessment procedures is more likely to provide useful information’. Some suggested teacher assessment activities at each level involve the use of automatic and unconscious knowledge, e.g., ‘participate in teacher-students conferences about books and written work, expressing their interest, enjoyment, and points of view’ (p. 57), but these tend to be in a minority. A stated awareness of and policy on the type of knowledge that it is most desirable to assess, is recommended.

Language as a system

The curriculum does acknowledge the importance of teaching language features. We read on page 5 that one of the three principles about the learning of Tongan is ‘developing knowledge of grammar and formal aspects of the language.’ However, we are told little about how language structures should be taught, other than that ‘the language structures and forms to be taught should arise out of the content being covered’ (p.10). There is no other reference to identifying, explaining features of language, no mention of applying or comparing language features, nor any discussion of how students may be helped to understand language as a system.

Learning to learn language

There is recognition that in learning Tongan learners will ‘acquire skills which may be transferred to other curriculum areas, including the learning of other languages’ (p.6). Teachers are also encouraged to use approaches which enable learners ‘to manage their own learning’ (p.9). 

View of cultural learning

The view of culture depicted in this curriculum document fits more with a dynamic than with a static view of culture (Liddicoat et al, 2003). There is a constant emphasis on culture as behaviour. On page 15 the objective for culture is described as one where learners will ‘act appropriately within different cultural contexts and situations/select and use appropriate language for relevant occasions’. Furthermore, the interdependence of language and culture is also mentioned (p.9) and teachers are encouraged to ‘integrate learning about aspects of culture with language learning opportunities’ (p.21). On page 10 themes are presented for teachers and it is made clear that they are to be taught through the target language:  ‘teachers may focus on them as content and teach them through Tongan.’ There is also a recognition that exposure to culture gives insight into self and not just others – ‘as they compare New Zealand and New Zealanders with the Tongans and the people of the Tonga Islands, learners will examine the contexts and implications of their own attitudes . . .’ (p.18). A perspective that fits more with a static than a dynamic view of culture is perhaps evident in the focus on ‘comparing aspects of Tongan language and culture with aspects of other cultures and languages that they are familiar with’ (p.68) which suggests that there may be emphasis on the discovery of difference and no recognition that there may also be similarities.

Curriculum match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

There is a good match with the curriculum achievement objectives and the DRAFT Achievement Objectives (DAO) at Levels 1 and 2.  

At Level 3 the curriculum requires learners to ‘express ideas of state, place and quality in some detail’ (p.59), this matches well with the DAO. 

At Level 4 the requirements that learners ‘initiate . . . short conversations’ and ‘express a personal opinion, giving reasons’ (p.66) do not fit with the DAO – these are not DAO requirements till Level 5. 

At Level 7 the curriculum requirement that learners ‘initiate and maintain a conversation’ (p.87) fits well with the DAO objective ‘engage in extended interactions’. The communication functions on p.87 of the curriculum also outline a range of purposes and effects to which language can be put which fit well with the DAO at this level. However, one may wonder whether some curriculum objectives at Level 8 may be too hard. For example, ’develop personal writing style or ‘voice’, p.97/’giving a short, impromptu talk on a current issue, expressing a viewpoint without much preparation’, p.98.
There are no NCEA achievement standards for Tongan so they cannot be discussed as part of this report.    

VAGAHAU NIUE in the New Zealand Curriculum

Access to diverse language and cultural practices

There is reference in the curriculum to the importance of exposing students to different contexts in which the language is used, e.g., ‘the achievement objectives are based on authentic texts and contexts which learners are likely to encounter in their everyday lives’ (p.13). There is an emphasis on exposing students to different media through which they may experience the language – ‘a wide range of printed, audio, digital and visual material’ (p.20), learners should ‘read books published in Vagahau Niue’ (p.16). However, the most explicit statement about exposing students to authentic language is mentioned at Level 4, rather than in the more generic parts of the document that deal with approaches to teaching and learning -‘where possible, the local community should be involved in the learning process to enable the students to hear the language being spoken by first-language speakers’ (p.73). 

A specific aim of instruction is having learners ‘develop verbal and non-verbal communication skills for a range of purposes’ (p.6/20). On page 16 we read that ‘Learners should increasingly be able to communicate their own ideas, feelings and thoughts in Vagahau Niue and be able to respond to others appropriately in a range of formal and informal situations.’ It is clear that it is intended ultimately that learners will be able to use the language outside of the classroom - ‘Learners will be able to use Vagahue Niue for a range of post-school options, including employment, training, higher educational; and in a range of situations, including within the family and within the community’ (p.6 ). 

Communicating interculturally

There is further acknowledgement of the importance of giving learners opportunities to communicate interculturally – learners need ‘to participate in community situations in which Niue language is spoken’ (p.20) and ‘have opportunities for sustained conversations with Vagahau Niue speakers’ (p.16). It is also clear from the achievement objectives at each level that it is intended that intercultural communication will be part of the learners’ experience at all levels. At Level 2 we read ‘as they interact with speakers of Vagahau students can observe and then demonstrate appropriate behaviour’ (p.54) and at Level 6 ‘they are generally able to communicate in Vagahau Niue outside the classroom in social situations that they are familiar with and can cope with some less familiar ones’ (p.92). Practically it is not always clear how this will be achieved (see below).

Operating as language users

 There is a focus on having learners operate as language users in that the importance of learners communicating ‘using Vagahau Niue’ and ‘using Vagahau Niue for their own purposes’ is stressed (p.19). The importance of having ‘learners apply their learning in authentic settings’ (p.19) and of having opportunities for ‘contextualised, appropriate and meaningful communication in Vagahau Niue’ (p.20) is also mentioned. However, many of the suggested learning and assessment activities for each level do not involve students using language in genuine exchanges of meaning, although with some it would be easy to adapt them so that they did. For example at Level 2, the activity ‘write brief letters following a simple letter format/write brief poems following suitable models’ (p.57) would have students operating as language users rather than just as learners were there a genuine audience. On the other hand the activity ‘view a performance by a Niue dancer and take part in a discussion with the dancer afterwards’ (p.57), at the same Level, does allow learners to engage in genuine exchanges of meaning.

Language as viewing and presenting

Viewing is a constant focus throughout the curriculum. Visual language is identified as a key achievement objective on page 13 - ‘the achievement objectives focus on oral, written and visual language and cultural learning’ – and throughout the document where objectives for visual language are specified at each level. That visual language also embraces performance is clear - ‘Learners experience the world of visual language in a number of ways, for example, through traditional performances, crafts, signs and symbols, television and other media and play’ (p.16). Furthermore, the objectives for visual language include opportunity for performance – ‘view and participate in performances’ (p.57).

Assessment

There is a section on page 23 that deals with the assessment of language but there is no mention of the type of language that should be assessed. We read only that ‘a range of assessment procedures is more likely to provide useful information’. Some suggested teacher assessment activities at each level involve the use of automatic and unconscious knowledge, e.g., Level 2 ‘participate in teacher-student conferences about books and written work, expressing their interest, enjoyment, and points of view’ (p. 58) or Level 5 ‘holding a debate in which they express a point of view or justify their position’ (p.87), but these tend to be in a minority. A stated awareness of and policy on the type of knowledge that it is most desirable to assess, is recommended.

Language as a system

The section of the curriculum that focuses on teaching grammatical competence states that ‘in any activity teachers may focus on certain structures and forms ‘ (p.21). However, we are told little about how language structures should be taught. The ‘language structures and forms to be taught should arise out of the content being covered’ (p.21) and guidelines for handling errors are given. There is no other reference to identifying, explaining features of language, no mention of applying or comparing language features, nor any discussion of how students may be helped to understand language as a system.

Learning to learn language

There is recognition that in learning Vagahau Niue learners will ‘acquire skills which may be transferred to other curriculum areas, including the learning of other languages’ (p.6). Teachers are also encouraged to use approaches which enable learners ‘to manage their own learning’ (p.19). 

View of cultural learning

The view of culture depicted in this curriculum document fits more with a dynamic than with a static view of culture (Liddicoat et al, 2003). There is acknowledgement of the relationship between language and culture  - ‘Aga Faka Niue . . . is often expressed through the Vagahau Niue language’ (p.16). Most obviously there is a constant emphasis on culture as behaviour. On page 25 the culture objectives are described:  ‘learners will act appropriately within different cultural contexts and situations/select and use appropriate language for relevant occasions’ and at different levels it is obvious that cultural objectives require learners to participate in cultural contexts. For example, at Level 1, ‘recount and respond to Vagahau Niue stories and poems and songs/position themselves appropriately when speaking to others’ (p.41). A dynamic view of culture is also evident in the awareness that learning about culture has an impact on self (‘as they compare New Zealand and New Zealanders with the Niue language speakers, learners will examine the context and implications of their own attitudes’, p.27) and in the recognition of the diversity that exists within culture (‘even within each group there is diversity’, p.17). Again the recognition that culture changes over time (‘Aga Faka-Niue values are communicated inter-generationally and modified by context and culture over time,’ p.27) and that learners should be encouraged to focus on similarity as well as difference (‘comparing Vagahau Niue culture with another Pasifika culture and discussing some feature that is common to both cultures’, p.114) are also indicative of a dynamic view of culture. 

Curriculum match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)

There is a good match with the curriculum achievement objectives and the DRAFT Achievement Objectives (DAO) at Levels 1 and 2.  

At Level 3 the curriculum requires learners to ‘express ideas of state, place and quality in some detail’ (p.61), this matches well with the DAO. 

At Level 4 the requirements that learners ‘initiate . . . short conversations’ and ‘express a personal opinion, giving reasons’ (p.70) do not fit with the DAO – these are not DAO requirements till Level 5. 

At Level 5 the curriculum requirement that learners – ‘express logical relationships/use more complex expressions of time, place and frequency’ (p.70) may be too hard for this level. Furthermore, along with ‘express ideas about future plans’ (p.72) these requirements do not fit well with Proficiency Level A2. 

At Level 7 the curriculum requirement that learners ‘initiate and maintain a conversation’ (p.99) fits well with the DAO objective ‘engage in extended interactions’. The communication functions on pages 100 and 101 of the curriculum also outline a range of purposes and effects to which language can be put which fit with the DAO at this level. 

One may wonder again whether some curriculum objectives at Level 8 too hard. For example, ‘give a formal speech using the language of oratory effectively and confidently’, p.112/’develop personal writing style or ‘voice’, p.113/’giving a short, impromptu talk on a current issue, expressing a viewpoint without much preparation’ p.114.
There are no NCEA achievement standards for Vagahau Niue so they cannot be discussed as part of this report.    

Section C: Summary and implications for pedagogy

The analysis of each curriculum in relation to the identified trends of the DRAFT Essence Statement and the DRAFT Achievement Objectives documents has identified a number of areas that have implications for teacher pedagogy. These will be discussed in greater detail below.  

Exposure to authentic language and culture

Both the DRAFT Essence Statement and the DRAFT Achievement Objectives stress the learning of language and culture and the process of ‘moving between and responding to diverse language and cultural practices’. In order to learn language and cultural practices, learners need extensive language input which exposes them to the linguistic and cultural variety that is typical of the language. This input needs to provide learners with authentic examples of the language in use at all levels of learning as well as with examples of language that is contrived for use in the language classroom. However, an acknowledgement of the importance of exposing students to the target language and culture, including information as to how this may happen, is at times lacking in the language curricula. Correspondingly, there is often a lack of awareness of the importance of exposing learners to authentic language, rather than just language that is contrived specifically for the language learning process.

The hallmark of an authentic text is that it ‘fulfil some social purpose in the language community for which it was produced’ (Little, Devitt and Singleton, 1994:45). Little et al. report that authentic texts are more motivating for learners than invented text and that because the focus is on content rather than form that they are more likely to promote learning. Exposure to authentic language/text is also a powerful medium through which cultural awareness can be promoted. For example, Altman (1989) noticed that French students understood the word ‘bol’ better when they had seen one on video. They realised that it was shaped differently than they imagined and saw how it was used in context – in the morning for the drinking of ‘café au lait’. Increasingly a wide number of resources are available to teachers through which students may be exposed to authentic language and culture – the internet, videos, DVDs and so on. Teachers need awareness of the value of such resources and help to know how to use them effectively to promote learning (Gruba, 2005). Of course there are also, to a greater or lesser extent, depending on the language being taught, opportunities for learners to gain exposure to authentic language and culture in the community. Once again, teachers need to acknowledge the importance of and make use of these opportunities. 

Intercultural communication

As well as opportunities to experience authentic language and culture, learners need opportunities to communicate with other speakers of the target language. Putting learners in contact with other speakers can be a challenge for teachers, especially for those who do not have access to a local community where the target language is spoken. However, with the availability of resources such as the internet, this is increasingly possible and there needs to be recognition of the importance of this in all language curricula. A number of curricula (e.g., SpiNZC, KiNZC, JiNZC, CiNZC
) ‘protect’ learners from communicating interculturally at lower levels of instruction, mentioning that they will be reticent to use the target language outside of the classroom and specifying that it is at higher levels only that they will be confident 

enough to seek out opportunities to communicate in the target language. This is regrettable in that it may build in students the impression that they can only ‘use’ the language when they have a reasonable level of competence and cultivate a fear of making errors, rather than see the making of errors as a valuable part of the learning process. It can also mean that students are not encouraged to ‘try out’ and experiment with the language they have, an exceedingly valuable learning experience.   

Opportunities for students to operate as language users not learners

All curricula mention the importance of giving learners the chance to use the language to communicate and some stress the opportunity to use the language for real purposes. Many specify that the target language should be used for classroom management and talk about creating opportunities for students to communicate with each other in the target language. However, many of the suggested activities that have the aim of encouraging the use of the target language in the classroom have learners operating as learners and not as users engaged in genuine exchanges of meaning. Teachers need to be educated to understand the importance of having learners ‘use’ and not just ‘practise’ the language and instructed in the types of activities that enable this. Educating teachers how to design language tasks is one way of achieving this within the classroom. Ellis (2005, 2003) claims that tasks promote learning because they provide opportunities for learners to attend to pragmatic meaning (i.e., the contextualised meaning that arises in acts of communication). Ellis (2003) describes a task as an activity where there is a focus primarily on meaning, some kind of gap needs to be filled through the communicative efforts of the learners, the learners construct their own utterances rather than just manipulating language that has been given to them and there is a clearly defined outcome rather than just the display of correct language. Ironically some of the curricula specify language activities which almost, but not quite, have learners operating as language users. For example, the VNiNZC
 frequently mentions giving learners opportunities to write letters, poems or reports but it is not clear whether there is an authentic audience for this communication or whether learners are just practising language for its own sake. Of course another way to have learners operating as language users and involved in genuine exchanges of meaning is to give them opportunities to communicate interculturally (see above), but given that a large amount of time is spent in the classroom, teachers need to know how to contrive opportunities for learners to ‘use’ and not only ‘practice’ the language in this context as well.    

Language as viewing and performing

The communication strand of the essence statement mentions viewing as a receptive skill and performing as a productive skill. It lists these skills along with what have been traditionally considered the four language skills in language learning: speaking/writing/listening and reading.  There is, however, no emphasis in the CiNZC, FiNZC, GiNZC, JiNZC, KiNZC or SpINZC
 documents on viewing or performing as language skills. 

Gruba (2005) in his book Developing media literacy in the second language classroom puts forward a convincing case for making use of media in the classroom and provides a bibliography which provides further information on the topic. He points out that watching television, for example, is a primary source of recreation, a source of knowledge about the world as well as a major tool of cultural assimilation. He underlines to what extent ‘consumption’ of the media shapes and informs our modern world and claims that teachers have a responsibility to enable learners to make sense of the media. However, he also stresses that teachers need help in using media in the language classroom and in developing ‘media literacy’. Gruba cites Potter (2001:4) to provide a definition of media literacy: a ‘perspective that we actively use when exposing ourselves to media in order to interpret the meaning of messages we encounter’.

Television and other media are only some of the ways in which learners experience what the SaiNZC
 and VNiNZC documents refer to as ‘visual language’. The SaiNZC document states that some of the other ways that learners experience the world of visual language are through performance, body language, gesture, art forms and drama. Exposing learners to these forms of visual language is an important vehicle for the learning of both language and culture.  Learners need guidance in developing an understanding of how visual language creates meaning. They also need guidance in developing the skills they need to communicate in this way, that is, in developing the skills of performing/presenting.     

Assessment of automatic and unconscious language use

The communication strand of the DRAFT Essence Statement refers to the development of ‘procedural knowledge’ (i.e., knowledge that is available for automatic and unconscious use) as part of the learning process. If this is the aim of the instructional process, it is important to assess to what extent learners have achieved it. While a number of curricula mention the importance of assessing communicative abilities, others (e.g., SaiNZC, TiNZC
, VNiNZC) have no stated policy on what type of language should be assessed. To the extent that a number of the NCEA achievement standards (1.1/1.3/2.1/2.3/3.1/3.3) place an emphasis on the assessment of automatic and unconscious language use, this will also be reflected in the classroom as teachers endeavour to prepare students for these assessments. However, it is desirable that teachers have a clear understanding of what type of knowledge it is more preferable to assess and how to go about assessing it. There needs to be a greater emphasis on assessing this type of knowledge at lower levels of the curriculum. 

Focus on understanding language as a system

The importance of having learners understand language as a system is stressed in the language strand of the DRAFT Essence Statement and in the DRAFT Achievement Objectives. The dangers of an overemphasis on explicit language knowledge in teaching, and of having students focus on language as an object, have been discussed above. However, research suggests that there is value in teaching explicit language knowledge and that a focus on the structure of language is necessary for acquisition to take place (Ellis, 2005).  All the curricula acknowledge this to some extent in that all make reference to the teaching of grammar and/or language structures. Furthermore, all curricula list a number of structures that would be appropriate to teach at each level. However, there is, within each curriculum, little other emphasis on having students focus on grammar or on understanding language as a system. While the language strand mentions the processes of identifying, explaining, applying and comparing language features, the curricula do not. In fact, most make no reference to how students’ attention should be drawn to specific language features. The FiNZC, GiNZC and TrMiNZC
 documents specify that from time to time the teacher will need to ‘use communicative grammar activities, which encourage students to practise grammar in contexts that reflect real-life communication as realistically as possible’ and then describe communicative grammar activities as ‘involving an information gap of some kind’. These references, which include no description of how these activities enable students to pay attention to language form, indicate a misunderstanding of what grammar is (Erlam, 2003).  There is a need for teachers to understand the role that grammar instruction plays within a communicative approach to language learning and to be aware of the different ways in which they may encourage students to attend to language form and structure in the classroom. A coordinated and consistent approach to the teaching of grammar and language structure is necessary.

Emphasis on cultural learning

The importance of a theoretical background against which the learning of culture can be understood and Liddicoat et al.’s (2003) dynamic view of culture as the one which is most effective for designing a curriculum for intercultural learning has been discussed above. There is considerable variation within the curricula with respect to the view of culture and intercultural learning which they present. There is a need for a consistent approach to the teaching of culture and for teachers to have an appropriate understanding of intercultural learning and how best to promote it within the classroom. 

Table 2 presents a summary of suggested changes that need to be made to the language curricula in order to better align these with the DRAFT Essence Statement and the DRAFT Achievement Objectives. The possible implications of these changes are also presented in the table.

Table 2: Suggested changes to language curricula

	Principle
	Suggested changes

	Exposure to authentic language and culture
	1/.Curricula need to acknowledge the importance of exposing learners to authentic language & culture at all levels of learning

2/. Curricula should provide guidelines for how learners can be exposed to authentic language and authentic culture (e.g., community opportunities, internet, videos etc.)

Implications

Teachers may need training in how to find and use these resources to maximise effectiveness of learner exposure to authentic language and culture

	Intercultural communication
	1/. All curricula need to acknowledge the importance of encouraging learners to communicate interculturally at all levels of learning

2/. Curricula need to provide guidelines for how teachers may encourage intercultural communication

	Opportunities for learners to operate as language ‘users’ and not ‘learners’
	1/. Curricula need to provide teachers with examples of activities where learners operate as language users and not language learners

Implications 

1/. Some curricula need to rewrite Suggested Activities sections in order to provide learners with some activities where they use language for real purposes

2/. Some curricula need to make small changes to some suggested activities in order to have learners use language for real purposes

3/ Teachers need training in how to contrive opportunities where learners use language for real purposes in the classroom

	Language as viewing and performing
	All curricula need to acknowledge ‘visual language’ – viewing and performing as language skills

Implications

1/. All curricula need to include visual language along with the other four skill areas in the learning and assessment activities that are suggested for each learning level

2/. Teachers need to understand the importance of visual language and learn how to use media and the world of visual language in the classroom to enhance learning about language and culture 

	Assessment of automatic and unconscious language use
	1/. Curricula need a stated policy on what type of language knowledge should be assessed, that is, automatic and unconscious language use

2/. There needs to be a greater emphasis on assessing automatic and unconscious language use at all levels of the curriculum

	Focus on understanding language as a system
	1/. Curricula need a greater focus on understanding language as a system

2/. All curricula need a comprehensive, coordinated and consistent approach to the teaching of grammar

Implications

Teachers need educating to understand the role that grammar instruction plays in language learning and the different ways in which they may encourage students to attend to language form and structure in the classroom 

	Emphasis on cultural learning
	Curricula need to present a consistent and informed view of intercultural learning, preferably using Liddicoat et al.’s (2003) dynamic view as a model

Implications

Teachers need training in understanding intercultural learning and how to promote it in the classroom

	Curriculum match with DAO (DRAFT Achievement Objectives)


	These are some of the inconsistencies which tend to be common to a number of curricula:

1/. Curricula often require students to initiate interactions at Level 4 or below – the DAO does not require it till Level 5. 

2/. Most curricula require students to communicate about the past and future at Levels 4 to 6. This does not fit easily with Proficiency Level A2.

3/. Some curricula do not mention communication of opinions at Levels 5 to 6 – this is a DAO requirement at this level.

4/. The DAO require students at Level 7 to engage in extended interactions – this is not referred to in some curriculum at this level.


Suggested revisions for the DRAFT Achievement Objectives document.

1. Proficiency Level A2 needs reviewing to ascertain whether it provides an appropriate fit with Levels 5 and 6 of the curricula.

2. There needs to be a greater emphasis on seeing cultural learning in terms of behaviour and not just knowledge.

3. There needs to be greater emphasis on having learners develop knowledge about language in order to identify and make meaning (rather than just knowledge for its own sake).

4. Some inconsistencies need to be addressed (see comments on this document in Section A). For example, the difference between ‘recognise and describe features’ and ‘explain features’ needs to be clearly conceptualised.

Suggested changes in order to align NCEA achievement standards with DAO 

The following suggest some changes that could be made to better align NCEA achievement standards (as a whole) with the DRAFT Achievement Objectives (DAO) and the DRAFT Essence Statement. 

1. NCEA achievement standards do not assess the ability of learners to initiate interactions. This is a requirement at Levels 5 and 6 of the DAO. In view of the fact that the ability to ‘initiate interactions’ is hard to assess in a formal testing situation, this DAO requirement may need reconsideration as a testable learning outcome.

2. NCEA Levels 1 and 2 do not mention assessment of the communication of opinions. This is not a NCEA requirement till Level 3 but it is a DAO requirement at Levels 6 and 7. Realignment is needed here.

3. NCEA Level 2 does not measure the ability of learners to engage in extended interactions which is a DAO requirement at Level 7. At Level 3 NCEA standards mention the ability to ‘assume a significant role in the conversation’. Realignment may be needed here.

4. It is not clear from the Achievement Criteria that are presented along with each NCEA achievement standard how learners’ ability to use cultural knowledge to respond and interact appropriately/express, extract and create meaning (DAO) will be taken into consideration. If intercultural learning is to form a significant part of the new generic languages curriculum, then there needs to be a clearly formed rationale for assessment of this strand. [NB. Note that assessment of the language strand is dealt with in achievement criteria that specify how errors in language will be treated]

Glossary

CiNZC

Chinese in the New Zealand Curriculum

CIMiNZC
Cook Islands Maori in the New Zealand Curriculum
FiNZC

French in the New Zealand Curriculum

GiNZC
German in the New Zealand Curriculum

JiNZC

Japanese in the New Zealand Curriculum

KiNZC
Korean in the New Zealand Curriculum 

NZSLiNZC
New Zealand Sign Language in the New Zealand Curriculum 

SaiNZC
Samoan in the New Zealand Curriculum 

SpiNZC
Spanish in the New Zealand Curriculum 

TiNZC

Tongan in the New Zealand Curriculum 

TrMiNZC
Te reo Māori in the New Zealand Curriculum 

VNiNZC
Vagahau Niue in the New Zealand Curriculum 
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� SpiNZC – Spanish in the New Zealand Curriculum, 	KiNZC - Korean in the New Zealand Curriculum


JiNZC- Japanese in the New Zealand Curriculum, CiNZC - Chinese in the New Zealand Curriculum


� VNiNZC – Vagahau Niue in the New Zealand Curriculum


� CiNZC - Chinese in the New Zealand Curriculum , FiNZC- French in the New Zealand Curriculum GiNZC - German in the New Zealand Curriculum, JiNZC- Japanese in the New Zealand Curriculum KiNZC - Korean in the New Zealand Curriculum, SpINZC - Spanish in the New Zealand Curriculum


� SaiNZC- Samoan in the New Zealand Curriculum


� TiNZC – Tongan in the New Zealand Curriculum, VNiNZC – Vagahau Niue in the New Zealand Curriculum


� FiNZC – French in the New Zealand Curriculum, GiNZC – German in the New Zealand Curriculum


TrMiNZC – Te reo Maori in the New Zealand Curriculum





The New Zealand Curriculum: draft for consultation 2006 | Learning languages |     
    Page 7 of 55
Accessed from http://www.tki.org.nz/r/nzcurriculum/whats_happening/learn_language_e.php
© NZ Ministry of Education – copying restricted to use by New Zealand education sector

