Interparents intervention on Interim report of the Languages working group.

Interparents is puzzled by this document which purports to be an Interim Report of the Languages Working Group and yet has not been seen or approved by the group and is neither an accurate reflection of the meeting or of the Interparents remarks. Remarks by the other participants, inspectors and directors, are strangely absent and, most noticeable of all, is the total lack of reference made to the long and detailed Spanish intervention on L2, let alone a copy of the proposal which is supposed to be the basis for further discussion and copies were requested.
The document also has an introduction, not presented to the Language Working Group, including references to Council conclusions which apparently served “as a guideline in drafting its proposals”. Interparents would like to see the actual working group documents in annex to show this and also show what is the work of the Language Inspectors working group (for example, summary of their meeting, 9 November 2011) in order to differentiate it from the work of the Languages Working Group.
The Working Group on Languages on the 17 January 2012 agreed that further discussion was necessary, including more information and some financial analysis, in order to prepare for the next enlarged meeting before the October 2012 Joint Teaching Committee. Yet from the Interim report, it appears that there is already agreement even on very serious issues such as a decision to make a third language obligatory for every pupil in year 6 and 7.
Interparents apologises for this lengthy intervention but feel it incumbent to make the following points again and ask that they be properly recorded this time, replacing those in the interim document. They would also like to see the other comments properly recorded as well clearly identifying the various speakers. Why has only Interparents been singled out? We would also like to make the general point that Interparents should not be referred to as the “parents representatives” but as Interparents.
A – Basic proficiency level proposal (pg.4) 

Interparents consider that these levels are not high enough, that they do not indicate real language attainment levels in the schools, that they cater for the lowest common denominator and that universities will not understand what level the pupil really has achieved (a good mark for the indicated proficiency level or a good mark reflecting their real language skills). For example, what would the grade be for a pupil who has an attained C1 in their L3 Baccalaureate exam?
B – Mother tongue plus two languages principle

Interparents fully endorses the Barcelona guiding principles, which are already part of the European schools programme with every pupil reaching this goal from, soon to be, Year 1 to Year 5 with the aim to acquire appropriate levels of competence. Interparents would like to see these language levels recognised in a 5th Year official certificate which could later on be used as proof of their proficiency. 
However, Interparents do not agree that it is necessary to oblige all pupils to take a third language in year 6 and 7, which are already very heavily burdened and would be to the detriment of those studying sciences, those with poor aptitude for languages or learning difficulties or those with already complicated language combinations. Remember, pupils already have extremely limited choice of 3rd and 4th languages and some schools are even unable to offer L3 English. To date, those who wished to continue their L3 to Baccalaureate level were often refused yet now we speak of it as “required”. We welcome the fact that this will no longer be the case.

Contrary to statements made in the working group, there are no European requirements, or even statements on multilingualism, language competencies or language teaching, which specify the need for “mother tongue + 2” at Baccalaureate level. If this were the case for university entrance, surely the Reform Baccalaurean working group would have already come to this conclusion years ago? European schools are not language schools nor do we need to be more catholic than the pope.
C – Starting teaching L3 from secondary year 1

Interparents was and is in agreement with this in principle so long as it does not reduce hours of L1 or L2 as originally proposed. Our expressed concerns, rather than reservations, were to highlight the generally held pressures on S1 pupils moving from primary to secondary, pressures that the both the L2 inspector and Directors spoke in some detail about during the meeting but are sadly not recorded in the report. In fact, it was the Directors who felt that introducing L3 at this stage was not a good idea but that with the right teacher training and preparation, a 2hr schedule rather than 3hrs as in year 2 and 3 and a more playful introduction of L3 in S1, it could be well managed.
As for controlling the pupil’s load.. Interparents again stress that they do not agree with the proposal to abolish complementary activities, music and art, as early as year 3.
D – Host country language (HCL)

Following the Secretary General’s presentation of the document 2012-01-D-13 (actually D3. Proposal 2) and proposal that the discussion should be limited to Varese, Alicante, Mol, Bergen and Type II schools, the Spanish inspector made a lengthy intervention raising the issue of greater choice of vehicular languages, L2. Some immediate reactions came up, as one might expect in a working group but no real discussion or conclusions as the Secretary General then felt that there was no point in further discussion until the Spanish proposal could be properly taken into account. 
Interparents agreed in the meeting that the re-convening of the Language working group was following requests by several delegations in the Board of Governors contesting the basis of the current choice of vehicular languages (L2) and requesting that other languages, notably those which already had HCL sections, could also be considered as valid choices for L2. It was on this point that Interparents felt that expanding the L2 choice should not just be limited to host countries whose language was not a current vehicular language, but be a real choice for all schools. Interparents did not express a preference for Spanish over other possible L2s, only highlighted the fact that Spanish is already the major L3 in the schools and often desired because of its worldwide importance.
Interparents have many reservations about host country language as an extra subject as it wasn’t really clear as to its target group, purpose and application and once again raised questions about how to mark the real attainment levels and the choice of basic proficiency levels. B2 is an important level to attain as it is the minimum level required for further study in the country of that language, hence the need for minimum B2 in HCL and ONL but possibly also necessary for a student taking L3. Indicating real attainment levels on the Baccalaureate certificate would solve all these problems.
5 – Conclusions

Many other interesting issues were raised during the working group which have not been reflected, regarding for example, the diverse language levels, language support, differentiated teaching, European hours, impact of reduction of class sizes on language choices, etc..  Also not to be forgotten is the need for further reflection on SWALs due to the inability of the working group to discuss this at the meeting.

Interparents would like to stress that so far no decisions have been taken and that the Joint Board of Inspectors and the Joint Teaching Committee are only asked to give an opinion.
