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Abstract |

The aim of this research project was to conduct a qualitative evaluation of the
effectiveness of the European Language Portfolio (ELP) as a pedagogical and assessment tool
with reference to a particular learning/teaching context (primary schoolé 1 Armenia in which
the ELP is currently being piloted) and from the perspective of those directly engaged in
working with the EL.P. For this purpose, it was necessary to explore the implementation of
the pedagogical functions of the ELP, to verify the usefulness of the ELP as perceived by
teachers ana learners and to find out about organizational constraints and issues related to the
implementation of the ELP. To gather relevant infomiation, a survey was conducted through
a combination of teacher and learner questionnaires and semi-structured interviews with
teachers, one of the school principals, the teacher trainer, and the ELP program coordinator.
In addition, some of the ELPs developed by the pupils were examined.

As the results of the study indicate, the teachers and the learners.in general had a
positiv;: attitude towards the ELP. The ELP appeared to function as an efficient instrument
for assessing and documenting language proficiency and as a valuable tool for improving
language learning and developing learner autonomy. The ELP was found to be fulfilling most
of its basic pedagogical functions. The existing issues were found to be typical of other pilot
projects carried oﬁt in a variety of teaching/learning contexts throughout Europe and were
related mainly to the integration of the ELP into regular class work, the unclear status of the
ELP and its perceived incompatibility with the official curriculum. These issues are discussed

in detail and possible solutions are provided. It was also found that successful implementation

of the ELP requires substantial teacher and learner training and continued commitment on the

part of teachers and school principals.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

The Council of Europe, an intergovernmental organization curré_ntly c.onsisting’ of 46
member states, was founded in 1949 to support democratic stability and human rights in
Europe. In 1954, the representati.ves of the -membef states of the Councﬂ of Europe signed the
European Convention on Cultural Co-operation establishing the framework for the Council of
Europe’s work in education, culture, heritage, sport, and youth. Since then, the Council of
Europe has put constant emphasis on the importance of the social role of language education
in developing mutual understanding among the citizens of the Council’s member countries
and has pi'omoted life-long learning of modern languages through ongoing series of projects
in the modern languages field. For many years, the Council of Europe has been helping
member states to impl“ement reforms and bring innovation in language teaching and teacher

training by “facilitating the pooling of international experience and exi)ertise, and promoting

" a coherent, learner-centered methodology which integrates aims, content, teaching, learning

and assessment in a harmonious approach based on common principles” (Council of Europe,
2002, p. 7).

At the Council of Europe Intergovernmental Symposium “Transparency and
Coherence in Language Learning in Europe: Objectives, Assessment and Certification™ held

in Riischlikon, Switzerland in 1991 delegates from twenty-seven member states recognized

~ the need for “the development of a comprehensive, flexible framework of reference for the

definition of objectives and of levels of certification for language learning in Furope”

(Schérer and North, 1992, p. 3). Thus, the Common European Framework of Reference

(CEFR) for language learning, teaching and assessment at all levels was developed to provide
a basis for the mutual recognition of language qualifications among educational institutions in

different countries and support cooperation among these educational institutions. The
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Framework describes in a comprehensive way what language learners have to learn to do in
order to use a language for communication and what knowledge and skills they have to
develop to be able to act effectively. The Framework incorporates scales of proficiency for
five skills (reading, writing, listening, oral interaction and oral presentation). On this scale six
proficiency levels have been pinpointed which are labeled Al, Breakthrough; A2, Waystage;
B1, Threshold; B2, Vantage; C1, Effective Operational Proficiency aﬁd C2, Mastery (Council
of Europe, 2001b). According to North (1999) the Common Reference Levels provide
common standards against which to reference the assessment of modern language
achievement in different educational sectors, target languages, linguistic regions aﬁd states.
The second instrument launched was the Europeaﬁ Language Portfolio (ELP). The
ELP 1s based on the CEFR and is used to record owner’s language achievements. The ELP
consists of three parts, comprising respectively a formal record of qualifications, a personal
record of language learning experiences, and a dossier of samples of W?rk and other
gvidence. The aims, which the ELP secks to promote, reflect those of the Council of Europe
itself, such as promoting:
e mobhility in Europe by presenting language qualifications in a clear and internationally
comparable way;
» life-long learning of foreign language;s;
» the development of mutual understanding among European citizens;
o diversity of culmreé, languages and ways of life;
» autonomous learning and the ability to assess oneself (Council of Europé, 2000, p. 2).
The Education Commitiee of the Council for Cultural Cooperation has established a
European Validation Committee for the validation of ELP models {Council of Europe, 2002).
The Council of Europe provides guidelines and models for developing ELPs, Which serve as

a means for institutions and entire sectors of education to set up their language leaming



achievements and plans. The number of validated portfolios is growing and has already risen

to 69 covering Furope from Ireland to Russia and from Sweden to Turkey according to the
Council of Europe’s ELP website.

As a member of the Council of Europe Armenia has agreed to indicate a strong
commitment to common European standards and values by ensuring adequate and
appropriate access to education, which is considered to be a basic human right of Mdividualé.

The Council of Europe Secretariat (Directoréte of Education) and the

Ministry of Education of Armenia have agreed on the Framework

Programme of Co-operation in order to co-ordinate and focus the

support of the Council of Europe in reforiming their legislation, policy

and practice in the field of education (Council of Europe, 2001a).

Among the projects and activities proposed in the Fralnéwork Program of
Cooperation is the introduction of the European Language Portfolio 1'11_}9 the Armenian
educational system. The Ministry of Education of Armenia has agreed to support the
introduction of the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages and the
European Language Portfolio as a basis for curriculum development and benchmarking. The
Armenian version of the ELP was developed in 2003 by Armenian experts from Yerevan
State Linguistic University after V. Brusov. This ELP prototype is intended for the pupils of
primary schools (age 6 to 10) in Armenia where second or foreign language teaching starts
from the second form. It consists of three parts: “My Language Passport”, “My Language

Biography and My Progress”, and “My Treasure Box”’(My Dossier). The primary portfolios

_contain descriptions at the levels Al, A2, and B] (Astvatsatryan, Terzyan, Tadevosyan,

Ohanova, and Chanchapanyan, 2005). At present, this draft version of the ELP model is

being piloted in three primary schools in Yerevan.
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Although the ELP has been verified as a valid pedagogical tool in various pilot
settings, it has been emphasized that positive and negative feedback relates usually to very
specific circumstances. It is necessary to be cautious in making generalizations and when
transferring results to different conditions. There is a need to investigate and determine the
feasibility of the implementation of the ELP, as well as its potential and effectiveness in the
Armenian context. The present study has been designed to evaluate the effectiveness of the
European Language Portfolio as a pedagogical and assessment tool in the Armenian pi'ilnary
school context. Thus, the research question is:

What are the potentials and_challenges of the ELP in the Armenian primary school
context?

In order to answer the research question it is necessary to determine:
* how successfully the EL.P’s pedagogical function is being implemented;
* to what extent learners and teachers regard the ELP as a useful tool for learning,
teaching, and assessment;
e what organizational issues need to be addressed to attain favorable conditions for the
future implementation of the ELP.

The structure followed throughout the study is the following: literature review,
methodology, results and discussion, and conclusion. The purpose of Literature Review is to
provide relevant background information related to the current study. The chapter titled
Methodology will describe the procedure adopted to obtain relevant data for the study by

describing the method used for the research, the selection of the participants, the instruments

~ysed to collect data and the process of data collection and analysis. The obtained results are

presented and discussed in the forth chapter titled Results and Discussion. The last chapter

will summarize the overall results and present suggestions for further research.



CHAPTER TWO

Literature Review

This chapter will review relevant literature related to the present study. First, it will
briefly define such concepts as laﬁguage assessiment, lﬁnguage testing and alterative
assessment and then explore the language portfolio as a form of alternative assessment, It will
look at the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) and the European Language
Portfolio (ELP) as major developments in the field of language learning, teaching and
assessment. Afterwards, it will present various pilot projects carried out throughout Europe in

order to identify results transferable to the local Armenian context. It will consider the

- applicability of the ELP for young language learer assessment. It will then explore the

Armenian primary school context where the ELP is currently being piloted. This will lay the
basis for discussing the potential benefits as well as challenges involved in the

implementation of the ELP in Armenian primary schools.

2.1 Alternative assessment

The terms ‘assessment’ and ‘testing’ are often used intérchangeably since the
definitions of these terms in the literature are rarely consistent, and vary according to author

or context of publication (Figueras, 2005). According to Clapham (2000), some applied

- linguists tend to use ‘assessment’ as an umbrella term to include testing and other means of

~ assessment whereas others use the term ‘assessment’ only to refer to the methods of

alternative assessment. Black and Wiliam (1998a, cited in Boston, 2002) define assessment
broadly to include all activities (including tests) carried out to obtain information to be used

diagnostically to adjust teaching and learning. Hancock (1994) contrasts assessment with



it

i

testing stating that assessment is a continuous process involving students in monitoring their
own learning. Lynch and Shaw (2005) make a distinction between traditional testing and
alternative assessment by characterizing the latter as assessment that “involves an

investigation of developmental sequences in student learning, a sampling of genuine

~performances that reveal the underlying thinking processes, and the provision of directions

and opportunities for further learning” (p. 265). In this view, ‘testing’ and ‘alternative
assessment’ can be seen as standing at the opposite ends of thé assessment continuum. In
contrast to traditional testing, alternative assessment focuses on pérformance and is more
communicatively meaningful and more authentic since learner performance is assessed
through tasks that represent language use as realistically as possible. Birenbaum and Dochy
(1996, cited in Gulikers et al., 2004) describe contextualization of assessment in real-life and
authentic tasks as one of the crucial elements of alternative assessment.

Alternative assessment allows evaluating not only the product !)ut also the process of
learning a language. The way learners 1eam, their language leaming preferences, their
learning styles, the strategies employed by them gain significant importance in the
assessment procedure. Learners themselves become aware of the ways they approach a
particular task and learn to monitor the process of completing the task and adjust their
‘language learning behavior’ according to the task requirements. While being engaged with
learning tasks, the learner gradually builds up confidence, awareness, and self-realization
(Ross, 2005). Learners develop skills allowing them to independently assess progress in

learning a language. Learners’ self-assessment at the same time allows for a positive effect on

~what is taught and how it is taught by providing continuous constructive feedback to teachers.

Language assessment therefore becomes inseparable from teaching and learning by

developing into an interactive process engaging both teacher and learners in monitoring the
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learner’s progress. Such constructive alignment between teaching, learning and assessment is

believed to promote the enhancement of teaching and learning (Biggs, 1996).

2.2 The concept of the Ianguage portfolio

One tyioiéa] example of aIterﬁétivé assessment is the language portfolio. As a
pedagogical and assessment tool, portfolios in general have been used in a variety of ways in
education (for example, an artist’s portfolio or a .teacher’s professional portiolio). A language
portfolio can be defined as “é purposefill, selective collection of leamer work and reflective
self-assessment that is used to document progress and ach%evelnent over time with regard to
specitic criteria” (Kohonen, 1997, p. 8). Samples of portfolio tasks may include various
written assignments, drafts of work, student reflections, submitted works, audio or video
recordingé, learning logs, drawings, evaluation criteria and checklists, comments by the
teacher and peers. In portfolio assessment, students are asked to select 'é.émples of their own
workl to show growth aﬁd learning over time. A portfolio consisting of relevant products and
assignments enables a more meaningful and authentic approach in establishing learner
knowledge and skills than traditional testing since "students are evaluated on what they
integrate and produce rather than on what they are able to recall and reproduce” (Huen.a-
Macias, 1995, p. 9).

Language portfolios are used principally with two main functions: a reporting
function (this is related to the administrative uses of portfolios which serve as bases for
reporting language learning outcomesj and a i)edagogical function (this is related to the uses
of portfolios for everyday practices of classtoom agsessment). From a pedagogical
perspective, portfolios serve as a tool to monitor the process of attaining particular
competencies and result in self-organized language learning. Learners learn to collect their

work, record it in suitable ways and reflect on their language learning. The pedagogical



function of the language portfolio is to facilitate the development of language learning skills
through substantial self-assessment and teacher/peer feedback that lead to further reflection
on one’s own thinking and learning processes. Consequently, by gaining a better
understanding of their learning processes leamers develop their capacity for autonomous
learning. In its pedagogical function the portfolio serves as a means for developing learner
autonomy. Portfolios can considérably promote the efficiency of foreign-language acquisition
given that the pedagogical function receives substantial attention (Westhoff, 1999).
According to Kohonen (2000b) portfolio assessment promotes the twin goals of 1eémer—
centered language curriculum discussed by Nunan (1988) since it facilitates the development
of (1) the necessary language skills and attitudes and (2) a critical awareness of language
learning by putting special emphasis on such concepts as self-assessment and reflection on
one’s own leatning. Being fundamental to portfolio assessment, the concepts of self-

assessment and reflection will be addressed in the following section.

.

2.2.1 Self-assessment and reflection on one’s own learning

The purpose of portfolio assessment is to encourage student reflection and self-
assessment. According to Little (1999), although self-assessment involves a high degree of
subjectivity, learner self-assessment has no alternatives when it is focused on the learning
process and based on learners’ perceptions and feelings since only the learner is able to fully
evaluate his/her own strengths and weaknesses and make valid judgments on his’her own

progress in learning a language. McNamara and Deane (1995) confirm that self-assessment

“can produce accurate judgments of students' linguistic abilities, weaknesses and strengths,

and improvement. To be able to reflect on their language learning by assessing their learning
and monitoring their own progress, learners need to clearly see the learning targets. In

contrast to traditional tests, portfolio assessment allows learners to evaluate their language



competency in relation to a criterion-referenced grading system. The criteria of assessment
are taught explicitly to students so that they understand what the descriptions mean in terms
of learning and communication. In fact, accuracy in self-assessment is enhanced when
assessment is carried out with reference to descriptors, which clearly describe language
proficiency standards (Council of Europe, 20erb). However, recognizing leaming goals is not
enough; learners need to realize where they stand in relation to these goals in order to be .able
to reach the learning targets. Through self-assessment learners are able to diagnose their own
strengths and weaknesses and think about what they need to do in order to advance in their
own learning. According to Black and Wiliam (1998b) learners should be trained in self-
assessment so that they can understand the main objectivé’é of their leaming and by this
means understand what they need to do fo achieve these objectives.

In addition to functioning as a means of diagnosis, self-assessment can increase
awareness of individual 1earner progress by getting learners to think a‘t??ut how they proceed
in their own learning. This is extremely important since learners may become demotivated if
they cannot see any clear progress. Learning to self-assess their [anguage skills and reflect on
their own performance as language users, learners will be able to perceive their own progress
in learning to communicate in a language. According to Harris (1997), self-assessment is
most needed in formal educational settings to focus learners' perceptions of progress since it
is in these settings that students are often passive in their approach to learning. In addition, as
Harris (1997) argues, through self-assessment learners can realize that studying languages is
different from other kinds of learning at théir school or university since the main objective in
learning a language is performance in the language rather than knowledge about the
language. |

Portfolio assessment allows learners to receive external feedback on their knowledge,

skills and achievement from their teachers or peers. The leamers’ capacity to reflect on their
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-own knowledge or skills also begins to serve as a form of ‘internal” feedback through which

the learners realize where they stand in relation to the established achievement targets.
Developiﬁg a portfolio allows the learners continuous opportunities to reflect on how they
develop skills for learning a language and how their performance as language users improves
little by little. The learners create their self-profile while being free in choosing what to
include in the portfolio. This enables the learners to present not only the depth of their
knowledge but also a range of their skills through their own selection of materials for the
portfolio. While having to self-assess and reflect on their own learning, learners become more
active and focused on their learning. In fact, according to Oxford and Shearin (1994, cited in
Ngeow, 1998) involvement (the extent to which the learnér actively and consciously
participates in the language learning process) is one of the six factors that impact motivation
in language learhing. In addition, the ability to self-assess and to reflect on one’s own
leaming is essential for developing learner autonomy. This suggests that portfolio assessment
has a great potential for promoting autonomous language learning. T}:;is potential will be

further studied in the next section.

2.2.2 Portfolio assessment and learner autonomy

Little (2004) emphasizes that for a learner to be maximally successful he or she has to
be autonomous. According to Kohonen (2000a, 2002), autonomous language learning is
endorsed by a holistic, experiential learning approach to foreign-language education. Benson

and Voller (1997) describe autonomy as a capacity to take responsibility for, or control over

_one’s own learning. For this capacity to develop, learners need to be given ample

opportunities to assess their own progress and reflect on their own learning. There is also a
view among educationalists that autonomy in language learning is about providing learners

with situations and opportunities for exercising a degree of independence (Sinclair, 1999).

10



Cotterall (2001) believes that in order to promote learner autonomy language learners should
be encouraged to become active participants in various aspects of the language learning
process (such as setting goals, selecting learning strategies, and evaluating progress) and take
more responsibility for their own learning.

-~ According to Ross (2005, p. 319), “a kgy appeal formative assessment provides for
language educators is the autonomy given to learners” since instead of functioning as passive
recipients of teacher input, “language learners use their own reckoning of improvement,
effort, revision, and growth.” In portfolio assessment, students are encouraged to take
responsibility for their own learning when they realize that the teacher is not the only person
accountable for their learning. Through teacher guidance they gradually become more
conscious of their language learning needs and more aware of their role within the learning
pl'OCBE;S. The learners exercise the responsibility for their own learning by regularly assessing
the growth of their language competence with reference to perceived needs. Portfolio
assesément factlitates language learners to acquire the necessary lmgu;;e skills and develop
a critical awareness of language leaming. As Kohonen (2000b) suggests, the language
portfolio may serve as a bridge to close the gap between the goals of learner autonomy and
.the instructional means of promoting it in language education.

All of the above mentioned qualities of the la.ﬁguage portfolio have laid the basis for
the growing recognition of portfolio assessment as an important means of “gaining a dynamic
picture of students' academic and linguistic development” (Tannenbaum, 1996: 1).

However, as Kohonen (2000a) argues, it is important to distinguish the educational

term ‘language portfolio’ from the Council of Europe’s concept of the European Language

Portfolio in which the coneepts of language passport and biography clearly extend the
traditional notion of language portfolio to emphasize the reporting function of the ELP with

regard to the criterion referenced levels of proficiency described in the Common European

11



Framework of Reference (CEFR). Since one of the main objectives of the ELP is to report
language-learning achievement in terms of the Common Reference Levels presented in the
CEFR (North, 1999), it is essential to explore the Council of Europe’s Common European

Framework of Reference before narrowing our scope to the ELP.

2.3 The Common European FrameWork of Reference

At the Council of Europe Intergovernmental Symposium “Transparency and
coherence in language learning in Europe: QObjectives, Assessment and Certification” held in
Riischlikon, Switzerland in 1991 delegates from twenty-séven member states recognized the
need for “the development of a comprehensive, flexible framework of reference for the
definition of objectives and of levels of certification for Janguage learning in Europe”
(Schiérer and North, 1992, p. 3). Thus, The Common European Framework of Reference
(CEFR) for language learning, teaching and assessment at all levels was developed to
‘promote and facilitate co-operation among educational institutions in different counties’,
“provide a sound basis for the mutual recognition of language qualifications’ and ‘assist
learners, teachers, course designers, examining bodies and educational admiﬁisuators to
sitnate and co-ordinate their efforts’ (Council of Europe, 2001b: 5-6). The Framework
describes in a comprehensive way what language learners have to learn to do in order to use a
language for communication and what knowledge and skills they have to develop so as to be

able to act effectively. According to the recommendations of the Riischlikon syuiposium

{Council of Europe, 1992), the European Language Portfolio (ELP) in turn would be related

to this shared framework of reference and thus would help to harmonize the recbgnition and
reporting of language learning achievement in multilingual Europe. It was further proposed

that the development of the ELP could significantly help to motivate learners, to increase the

12



coherence and transparency of the Ianguagé learning process, and to value and reward

achievement.
The Common European Framework of Reference incorporates scales of language
- proficiency for five skills, i.e. reading, writing, listening, oral interaction and oral
presentation. On this scale six proficiency levels have been identified.(Council of Europe,
2001b);
| | ¢ Al (Breakthrough)
o A2(W aystagé)
i s Bl (Threshold)
| * B2 (Vantage)
» (1 (Effective Operational Proficiency)
n\ » (2 (Mastery).
o These levels describe communicative proficiency in terms of the activities learners

can perform and provide a basis for assessment of learners’ communicative proficiency in
ncy

different languages in relation to the criterion of real word language proficiency. The criteria

for assessment are in a form of ‘can do’ descriptors, which are formulated in a positive way

o by putting the emphasis on what a learner ‘can do’ in a particular language and not what

L] he/she cannot do. The ‘can do’ approach “recognizes lower levels in the scale as having a

‘ place of functional importance” (Hudson, 2005, p. 205). Thus, ‘can do’ statements imply a

:] task-based approach to learning with emphasis on what one can do with a language and how

‘] one uses it. The ‘can do’ approach is considered to be one of the CEFR’s most important
innovations since the same descriptors can be used (1) to define a curriculum, (2) to plan a

J language teaching/learning program, and (3) to guide the assessment of language learning,

which implies that curriculum, teaching/learning and assessment can be more closely related

to one another than has traditionally been the case (Council of Europe, 2004, p. 14).

13
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The language competence of an individual is divided into ‘general competences’ and
‘communicative language competences’. General competences aré then subcategorized into
knowledge, skills and know-how, existential competence and the ability to learn whereas
communicative language competences include linguistic, sociolinguistic and pragmatic
competences. According to Little (2005), the CEFR scales present a hierarchy of
communicative tasks the successful performance of which depends on underlying linguistic
competence, Based on this division of general language competence into different
components, it is po.ssible to value also the partial knowledge of a language, which a learner
might have. This is believed to encourage learners since they learn to value their partial
qualifications instead of concentrating on the deficiency (;f their language skills. This is
especially motivating for beginners and for young learners. Furthermore, it is possible to
support learners as individuals who have their personal strengths énd Weaknesses and
concentrate on the improvemént of particular skills and competences.. .

The CEFR is not meant to provide policy guidelipes, but rather to promote reflection
and communication about all aspects of language learning, teaching and assessment by
describing in a comprehensive way what language learners have to learn to do and what
knowledge and skills they have to develop in order to effectively use a language for
communication (Schneider and Lenz, 2001). The CEFR has been designed to help learners,
teachers, course designers, administrators, employers, and parents to adjust their decisions
and to inform each other in a comprehensive, transparent and coherent way (Council of
Europe, 2001b). Hence, the CEFR may be used for planning of language 1earning courses, of
language certification and of self-directed learning (Council of Europe, 2001b). In order to
fulﬁil all these functions appropriately, the Frameﬁork needs to be comprehensive (i.e. it

should specify a full range of language knowledge, skills and use), transparent (i.e. the

14
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information it contains has to be explicitly férmulated) and coherent (i.e. descriptions should
be free from internal contradictions) (Council of Europe, 2001b: 7j.

According to the CEFR, one of the main objectives of language learning is the
development of learner autonomy. This implies helping learners to accept responsibility for-
their own learning by encouraging them to make use of any opportunity to independently
learn and use the language. At the same time, to become autonomous, learners need o
become aware of -not only what, why and how they are learning, but they must also be able to
assess their progresslin fearning (Dam, 1995, cited in Little, 2005). To enable leamers to self-
assess their language competence, the CEFR has formed the basis for a self-assessment grid
where ‘can do’ statements are used for assessing one’s lar;guage skills. These descriptions
give the learners the possibility to better understand which level they have already reached
and what they are able to do and which competences they have achieved.

According to Figueras, North, Takala, Verhelst, and Van Avermaet (2005), the CEFR

aims at improving evaluation, testing, and assessment. Examination boards are currently

“working towards relating their tests and exams to the CEFR using it as a resource for the

specification of the content of tests and examinations. Tﬁe CEFR addresses the three
fundamental concepts of assessment - validity, reliability and feasibility. It specifies (1)
‘what is assessed’ using the levels and descriptors to define the content of assessment, (2)
‘how performance is interpreted’ using the levels and descriptors to state the criteria by which
to determine whether or not a learning objective has been attained, and (3) ‘how comparisons
éan be made’ using the levels and descriptors to analyze the content of assessment (Council
of Burope, 2001b: 178). It also serves as a reference point in the definition and limitafion of
criteria and categoties and thus addresses the issue of feasibility. As a set of common
standards, the CEFR provides a meahs to relate various forms of assessment (.e. g., teacher

assessment, self-assessment, external assessment) to one another. However, the descriptors

15



are comprised of abstract statements which are not always clearly understandable and can be

interpreted in different ways by the users of the framework (Weir, 2005). It has also been
reported that there is a certain amount of overlapping between the different reference levels,

and it is sometimes hard to distinguish between items within the same level because many of

them resemble each othertoo closely (Forster Vosicki, 2000).

The Common reference levels in the CEFR form the basis for the descriptions of
levels and for self-assessment grids and scales included in the European Language Portfolio.
According to Schneider and Lenz (2001), in order to be reliable, all information documented
in the ELP should be related to the Common Reference Levels in the CEFR wherever

possible.

2.4 The European Language Portfolio i

The European Language Portfolio “represents a new departure, offering an instrument
which indépendently of any given syllabus or any given set of materials is a vehicle for
communicating to teachers and learners about their language teaching and leaming and
encouraging them to formulate their own views, aims and paths” (Council of Europe, 2002, p.
171).

The ELP consists of three main components (Council of Europe, 2000):

» a Language passport (presents the learners’ language proficiencies in an
internationally transparent manner). It contains a description of the ]eeirner’s
language skills, his/her level of communicative language proficiency, significant
language and intercultural learning experiences and formal qualifications and
certifications obtained. This section is meant to form the basis for formal

recognition of achievements across schools systems and national borders. To secure
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pan-European recognition and comparison, the assessment of the learner’s skills
always is related to the six levels of the CEFR. The Council of Europe has
established a standard passport for adults.

a Language biography (presents documents and information regarding the learner’s
languagg learning history). This section is used to set language learning targets,
monitor ieaming progress, and record specifically important language learning énd
intercultural experiences (Little, 2002). The leamer has to reflect on his/her learning
and to evaluate independently his/her competences in listening, reading, spoken
interaction, spoken production and writing using the ‘can do’ checklists which are
based on the CEFR. Learners are able to set 1ang1;age learning goals and later
evaluate whether they have achieved them or not. This sgction may include reporis I
about visits and exchanges as well as work experience abroad.

a Dossier (documents and samples of learner’s work illustrating language
proficiency). The dossier is the place for tile learners to keep samples of their work
(ina form of written texts, audio or video recordings) that reflect their
achievements, which they have recorded in the passport and learner biography
sections. The dossier includes documentation on language programs such as
language course records and exchange program certificates.

According to the ELP guide for teachers and teacher trainers (Little and Perclova,

2001), the three parts can be used in interaction with each other so that language learning
begins with self-assessment and proceeds to goal setting. In the dossier, the learners put
together the outcomes of their language learning and further evaluate these outcomes in the
biography. This evaluation forms the basis for setting new goals, carrying out a new learning
task, evaluating it and collecting the outcome in the dossier. For example, the ]éamers

involved in the piloting of the ELP at the Linguistic Lyceum of Moscow State Linguistic
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University (Koriakovsteva and Yudina, 1999) stressed that in particular the language
biography helped them to clarify the learning objectives and devellop their ability to self-
assess language proficiency, as well as highlighted their problems in language learning and
promoted theﬁ‘ self-confidence in language Ieaminé and use. Thus, the process of developing
the ELP provides a means for learners to get involved in the design and running of their own
language leaming.process and to aéhieve a fuller é.wa:reness of their development as language
learners by being able to have a clear view of where they stand and what they are aiming
toward and by realiiing that all their achievements are being valued. Such a degree of learner
involvement in the language learning process --as well as the recognition of partial
qualifications-- helps to motivate learners since the overafl learning appears to be more
relevant to learners.

Referring to ELP experiments in some Finnish upper primary schodls, Kohonen
(1999) affirms that a clear majority of the students can take an active and responsible role as
they learn to set their goals and generally work hard to reach them. He further states that self-
direction increases the meaningfulness of language leaming for students, citing as evidence
students’ comments on their own work. Thus, as a planning and self-assessment instrument,
the ELP provides a means to make the learning process more visible to the learners and as
such involves them more in the process of learning (Schérer, 2000).

The ELPs developed in different countries and different educational settings may
differ in their appearance, but they all must consist of the above main three components. At

the same time, they should be based on the CEFR reference levels. The Education Committee

. of the Council for Cultural Cooperation has established a European Validation Committee for

the validation of ELP models (Council of Europe, 2002).
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The ELP has been developed to fulfill two functions:

» Reporting. The ELP presents information about the owner’s experience of learning
o and using foreign languages and provides concrete evidence of*his/her achievements

in acquiring linguistic and cultural skills in foreign languages (including both formal

T- and infonﬁal learning) by relating them to the proficiency levels of the CEFR. In its "
= reporting function the ELP supplemeﬁts the certificates and diplomas that are awarded
™ on the basis of formal information, The reporting function is mainly fulfilled through
- the Languagé Passport, which involves the ELP owner in summative self-assessment
; with relation to the six reference levels of the Common Furopean Framework.

] However, this reporting function is also fulfilled by the Biography section and the

Dossier section. Completing the reporting parts of the ELP helps students realize their
responsibility for keeping an up-to-date self- report of their foreign language leaming
achievements and intercultural experience (Little, 2005). "
* Pedagogical. The ELP is intended to maké the learning 'process more tfansparent to

learners by promoting the development of their capacity for reflection and self-

assessment and gradually fostering the development of learner autonomy. The

i

development of learner autonomy is viewed as one of “the cornerstones of education

for democratic citizenship and lifelong learning”™ (Council of Europe, 2000, p.2).

g !

Learner autonomy is fostered since the ELP supports reflective learning in which goal

i ]

setting and self-assessment plays a central role (Little, 2005). Using the self-

assessment checklists the learners themselves can establish their own language

i

learning goals. The pedagogical function is mainly fulfilled through the Language

Biography and the Dossier.

i

According to the ELP principles and guidelines (Council of Europe, 2000), these two

functions of the ELP are interdependent and complement each other. For example, the

R
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Dossier can be used to fulfill the reporting function of the ELP through providing an

opportunity for the learner to select relevant documentation to demonstrate his/her language
knowledge and skills. At the same time, Kohonen (2000a) states that in language portfolio
experiments carried out in Finland it became apparent that. the pedagogical function of the
Dossier is vital for developing portfolio-;)riénted foreign language learning since it makes
language learning more visible to the learners by alloWing them to as.sess the language
learning outcomes they presented in the Dossier and thus to reflect on their own language
learning. Little and Perclové (2001) in their ELP guide for teachers and teacher trainers
examine the possibilities of using the Dossier as an instructional tool to promote reflective
learning. Thus, the ELP’s potential to promote language-iearning lies in both its pedagogical
and reporting fimctions.

In fact, one of the major advantages the ELP is the fact that it is based on a set of
common standards such as the Reference Levels of the Common European Framework. As
such, the ELP functions as a logical development of CEFR, providing support for learners,
which is coherent with the principles of leamer-orientation, transparency and flexibility
(Council of Furope, 2002). The fact that the ELP is based on the CEFR levels makes it
possible to document progress, mainly through self-assessment. “Visible progress gives a
feeling of success, which generates motivation and a positive circle: success-motivation-
success” (North, 1999, p. 28). The learner is also encouraged to regularly include reliable
entries about their self-assessed foreign language proficiency. The ELP gives both the leamer

and the teacher an opportunity to systematically set language learning goals and to evaluate

. learner’s achievement with reference to the set goals instead of having to compare the

individual learner with the other learners. Thus, the reference to CEFR is particularly
valuable in helping learer self-assessment, teacher assessment, and external assessment

adjust themselves towards the same behavioral descriptions (Little, 2005). In addition,
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according to Little and Perclové (2001}, thé self-assessment checklists of the ELP can be

used to plan a course of learning and thus serve as a syllabus for téaching foreign languages.
The ELP is regarded as a tool to promote plurilingualism and pluriculturalism
(Council of Europe, 2000} and is meant to doCument all the language learning and cultural
éxperience of a-leamer'. The ELP provides a méans to relate lea;ning in a formal context with
self -directed learning since while developing the ELP learners are ésked to réport their
ability to communicate in languages, which they have not been formally taught. Thus,
learners realize thatllanguage learning does not only take place in formal contexts (i.e.,
schools, universities) and they become conscious of the possibility to advance their foreign
language skills by using the 1aﬁguage independently of tlfe school context. The ELP
encourages them to learn to value and to take advantage of every available opportunity to be
exposed to a foreign language (e.g., visits to foreign countries, the Internet, the literature and
mass media in a foreign language, personal contacts with other users of the language).
Through the use of CEFR descriptors, the ELP makes it possible for teachers and learners to
describe and record language ability across the full range of levels (Hasselgreen, 2005). It
enables the learners to record and present different aspects of their language knowledge and
skills. The ELP provides learners with a means to keep a record of their progressing
plurilingual competence by documenting language learning experience of all kinds over a
wide range of languages which may otherwise be unattested and unrecognized (Council of
Europe, 2002). For example, Slovak teachers Gydngy&si and Majercsik Téthne (2000} while
describing fheir experiences with the ELP in Hungary in a minérity language (Slovak being
the mother tongue of the majority of 640 inhabitants in Lucfalva) reported that the ELP
provided an opportunity.to turn the limelight on learning Slovak and gave them a more
detailed picture of the learner’s knowledge of the language by covering the Whole range of

activities and aspects relative to learning and using the language. In addition, Khaleeva
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'(l 999, p.20) states that the ELP “has every reason 1o be accepted in plurilingual and

pluricultural Russia with its 150 nationalities, each having its own language and culture” and

~ o believes that the ELP will familiarize Russians with European methods of assessment of
i language proficiency. Thus, the ELP can serve to motivate the learning of languages

throughout life by giving value to language knowledge and skills in all languages that have

been acquired in both formal and informal learning environments.

2.4.1 The implementation of the ELP

i

At a recent Council of Europe seminar on the Burgpean Language Portfolio (Council
of Burope, 2004), it was noted that the ELP is making indisputable progress in terms of both
form and content and has three strong features in particular: the development of learner self-
assessment, the emergence of new pedagogical approaches centered on learner autonomy,

and the incorporation of the intercuitural dimension of language 1earrﬁﬁg and language use.

At present, the ELP has been integrated into language teaching progfams at various levels of

-

the educational system. In general, the European pilot project has shown that the structured
approach to learner self-assessment and learner responsibility offers the 'pdssibility of real
h innovétion in approaches to teaching and assessment (Sheils, 2000). In the course of the ELP
pilot projects it has become apparent that the introduction of the ELP as a tool to promote

= self-assessmenf and leamner autonomy in some contexts has served as a means to generate and
promote changes in the fields of teaching practice, curriculum design and assessment.
Foreign language curricula that were elaborated during the ELP pilot phase used the CEFR

- ' | levels and corresponding descriptions from the ELP to describe language-leafning objectives

(Schneider and Lenz, 2001). Integration of the ELP in the curriculum produced positive

results; for example, in the Czech Republic the ELP pilot project shifted the focus of
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rlanguage learning in some pilot classes from a strict structural syllabus to communicative
objectives and seeking enjoyment in language learning (Schérer, 2000).

According to Forster Vosicki (2000}, the ELP seems to have great potential for
encouraging a new approach to teaching and learning by emphasizing the value of
autonomous learning and allowing the consideration of the invisible factors which influence
language learning. In fact, a clear majority of learners involved in the European pilot projects
reported that they appreciated their involvement in the process of reflection on leaming goals
and objectives (Schiirer, 2000). The results of the ELP pilot project in France indicated that
learners found it motivating to self-assess their own competence and o be able to analyze
their own progress (L."Hotellier and Troisgros, 2003). In §lovenia, the ELP was reported to
have a qualitative effect on learning and teaching by serving as a means for teachers to
individualize their approach by taking account of learners’ intellectual styles (Schérer, 2000).
The teachers involved in the pilot project in Greece acknowledged that the ELP helped them
to plan their lessons and to present teaching/learning objectives in an accessible and
motivating way (Kaga-Giovoussoglou, 2003). The majority of teachers involved in the pilot
project in Russia consider the ELP to be “an efficient pedagogical tool, an effective
instrument for assessing communicative competence, an important help to define educational
objectives and tasks and a valuable cognitive instrument for learners™ (Schérer, 2000, p. 55).
Thus, it seems that the ELP can serve as a quality assurance instrument by providing a
standardized description of language levels and skills and enabling an evaluation to be carried

out in terms that are clear, comprehensible, non prescriptive and transnational and which

- fully embrace a wide diversity of language teaching and learning approaches (Forster

Vosicki, 2000). At the same time, according to Sheils (2000), the development of the ELP
into a broadly accepted tool for reporting and comparing competences on both national and

international levels will take time and require sustained political support.
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Although the ELP-was originally intended for adults it is currently being implemented
and used throughout European schools. At the time of writing, the only version of the ELP
that had been developed in Armenia is the ELP prototype intended for young language

learners in Armenian primary schools. This fact makes it necessary for the purposes of our

study to examine the potential benefits of the ELP for young language learnets. The next

section will consider the use of the ELP as a tool for the assessment of young language

learners.

2.4.2 The ELP and young language learners

In order to promote autonomous and life-long learning, it is essential to encourage and
motivate young learners to face a new language with confidence and help them form a
positive attitude towards language learning by offering the right strategies, study skills and
general educational competences (Council of Furope, 2001b). Accorci;;ig to Little (2004),
learner autonomy can be developed within any organizational framework. This can be
achieved if the leamers are encouraged to reflect upon their learning processes and are
provided with a means to practice self-assessing their skills and regulating their behavior to
achieve learning targets.

Kohonen (2000b) emphasizes that in general it is extremely difficult for young

learners to self-assess their language skills since they have little experience and knowledge

about language learning as a linguistic and psychological phenomenon, In addition, Harris

(1997) points out that after the initial stages of learning a language, learners may feel that

they are getting nowhere (or even that they are going backwards) since progress in skills such
as listening and speaking can seem highly intangible. However, the fact that the ELP allows
young learners to assess their skills by referring to self-assessment checklists, which are

based on the CEFR’s reference levels, enables them from a very early age to say whether or
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not they can perform concrete tasks (Little, 2005). Young learners may be able to clearly see

progress in terms of communicative objectives since the descriptors included in the checklists
allow them to become aware of the language-learning process. This is considered by Nunan

(1988, p. 5) to have a number of positive outcomes for the learners among which is the fact

“that self~evaluation becomes mote feasible and skills development is seen “as'a gradual,

rather than an all—of—nothing process.” For instance, it was reported that in Russia children
had no difficulties in evaluating their skills and learnt to reflect on their language competence
and to set targets (Sc.:h%irer, 2001). Patricia McLagan (2000), the junior ELP coordinator in the
UK, reported that children who used the self-assessment descriptors enjoyed and benefited
from using them. At the same time, learners’ self~assessrr;ent has been reported to help the
teachers to reflect on their work and their assessment (Perclova, 2000).

" The fact that the ELP describes language competence through positive ‘can-do’
statements can help to encourage young learners and motivate further.effort to leamn foreign
languages. As Hasselgreen (2005) states, .assessment practices for young learners should
involve tasks and forms of feedback that emphasize the learner’s strengths in terms of what
they can do. The ELP with its emphasis on positive self-assessing ‘can-do’ descriptions
allows children to keep track of their own gradual progress in acquiring a foreign language.
Additionally, children are encouraged to analyze their own work by selécting items to include
in the Dossier, Children involved in the ELP pilot project in the Czech Republic confirmed
that the ELP promoted reflection on their learning, and 85 % of those surveyed felt it boosted
their motivation (Schérer, 2001). |

However, as Schneider and Lenz (2001) emphasize, language learming i.s not the same
at various stages of individual and social development in terms of motivation, goals and
methods. This is why in their guide for ELP developers they highlight that age-specific ELPs

will allow consideration of leamers’ personal and intellectual development as well as changes
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in environments and needs of learners as they grow up. In the ELP piloting projects it has
become apparent that the ELP modeis that are tailored to the needs.of specific age groups in
terms of design, complexity, and expected background are better underStan(iable, attractive,
user-friendly and manageable (Schérer, 2001). The self-evaluation descriptors Al and A2 in
the Slovene EL.P prototype for children in low-er primary school were adapted to children’s
needs and competence and enriched by illustrations (DovZan Troha, 2000). In the ELP model
for young learners in France, the ‘can do’ statements were changed into statements that
learners at this age uﬁderstand and to which they can relate (Schérer, 2001). The ELP thus
allows the teacher to adapt tasks according to children’s cognitive and emotional stage of
developiment. H

The ELP offers a criterion-referenced approach to classroom assessment through its
use of the CEFR’s scaled descriptions of language performance and thus is designed to
document individual children's progress over time and is not meant to be used for comparing
children to each other. The ELP’s three—_comp(_)nent structure allows the teacher a wider view
of a particular child’s abilities, strengths, weaknesses, and needs in relation with the CEFR’s
set of performance standards. The reports froin teachers involved in the piloting of the ELP in
a primary school in Russia indicate that the ELP has helped the teachers to adjust the teaching -
process to make it learner-centered and pass from an authoritative method of teaching to a
pedagogy of partnership (Yurova, 2000). Accordiné to Grace (1992), the shared approach to
making decisions promoted through portfolio assessment affects children's attitudes toward
language learning and school in general. At the same time, as Hasselgreen '(ZOOSj states,
assessment of young learners rshould involve the children themselves, the teachers and the
parents. Through the ELP, parents can follow children's progress by reviewing children's
writings, drawings, and recordings. At the same time, the ELP can form a basis. for teacher-

parent discussions.
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In fact, to develop autonomy learners need to use the target language as a means of
classroom communication, channel of learning and tool for reﬂectioh. (Little, 2004). From an
early age the ELP is likely to help the child to acquire skills for self-assessment and to learn
to reflect upon his/her own learning processes. This is expected to foster the child’s
development as-an autonomous learner.

As it has been mentioned in chapter one, the EL? has been verified as a valid
pedagogical tool in various pilot settings. However, it is necessary to be cautious in making
generalizations and wHen transferring results to different conditions. To gather relevant
information on which to base decisions about the feasibility and effectiveness of the ELP in a
particular context it is necessary to evaluate ELP models by El) exploring the impact on the
quality of the learning and teaching process as well as on the learners and teachers; (2)
verifying the compatibility between common European objectives and national and
institutional goals, traditions and requirements; and (3) testing the acceptance of the
European Language Portfolio by the learners, teachers, leaming institutions, parents and
employers (Schirer, 2000). To be able to evaluate the implementation of the Armenian ELP
model, it is necessary first to look at the Armenian primary school context in which it is

currently being piloted.

2.5 The assessment system in the Armenian primary school

Armenia has basically maintained the school ieaving examination system for schools
dating back to the times of the Soviet Union. At the end of the fourth and the eighth year of
school and the tenth year of schooling, there are national examinations that are standard for
all schools in all subjects iﬁcludihg foreign languages. At the same time, there are also
entrance examinations for universities. All the universities require their applicants to take an

~ exam in a foreign language (which in the majority of cases is English). These summative
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éxaminations are in a form of a test, which is meant to test all the four skills of foreign
language proficiency (i.e., reading, writing, listening, speaking). At the present time, the
Ministry of Edu;:ation is trying to introduce major changes into Armenian secondary and
higher education. The new educational objectives and attainment targets include canceling
univeréity entrance examinations. This implies that an applicant to a university is going to be
admitted or rejected based on his/her school records. This is going té give more power and
responsibility to schools and will require a considerable change in the didactic clilnate in the
schools and in particﬁlar more rigor in terms of assessment since formative classroom
assessment is going to be more high-stakes than before.

A few researchers have undertaken investigations (;f teachers’ formative assessment
practices in the Armenian schools. All of them have indicated that the current assessment
system in the Armenian school is beset with problems and shortcomings. A study of
assessment and examination issues carried out by Harutyunryan (2002)_'_,1;evealed that teachers
gave more importance to thé assessment of the students’ oral performance than to other
aspects of language. The stady pointed to the lack of criteria for assessing oral performance.
A further study carried out by Grkikyan (2005) aimed at improving the situation by designing
and introducing a rating scale for assessing oral ability. However, the problem of
overemphasizing one skill over the others continued to exist. In contrast to the above
mentioned findings, a study carried out in 2005 brought to light the fact that the tasks used for
classroom assessment were mainly designed to assess learners’ writing skill and grammar

(Smbatyan, 2005). The study also revealed that the majority of teachers used tests as the only

_means to assess their students’ knowledge. This study also pointed to the lack of criteria for

assessment. It further revealed that feedback received from teachers was mainly in the form
of marks. However, it was noted that students seemed to have difficulties in understating

what each mark denoted in terms of language proficiency. As Smbatyan suggests, the
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problems may be due to teachers’ lack of und'erstanding of the concept of assessment, which
is related to the fact that teachers have very little or no training in assessment.

Although none of the studies mentioned above concentrated specifically on primary
school population, their findings refer to the current state of assessment system in the
Armenian school in general. There are no findings to suggest that there are fewel_' Or no
shortc;omings in the i)ri1nary school assessment system since the primary schoél is part of the
whole school system. The described deficiency of the assessment system becomes even more
crucial considering its. possible negative impact on young learners. As has been discussed in
section 2.4.2, young learners have special assessment needs. Tests in which there are only
right or wrong answers and which need to be taken within s}aecified time frames do not allow
children to fully demonstrate their learning and put too much pressure on them. Feedback in
the form of marks fails to offer guidance on how work can be improved and leads to
comparison of pupils with each other, which further promotes competition rather than
personal improvement. Assessment précﬁces fail to show children evidence of progress and .
consequently fail to make teachers aware of the necessity of adjusting and improving
teaching. All these may result in the development of negative attitudes towards learning.
Thus, the shortcomings of the assessment system at the primary level may have a harmful
impact not only on learning and teaching at this level but at higher levels as well by forming
negative dispositions towards learning from an early age. It seems crucial to develop a new
“assessment culture” starting from the primary level. The main conclusion of the ELP
piloting in Slovenia was that “portfolio thinking” should be introduced to pupils at the
primary school level (Dovzan Troha, 2000). It may be rather difficult to teach children self-
assessment skills and help them become aware of their own learning and learn to monitor
their own progress. The effort, however, will be worthwhile resulting in the devélopment of

learner autonomy from an early age. -
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The present study will attempt to evaluate the introduction of the European Language
Portfolio as a means to bring positive changes into the current assessment system in the j{'

Armenian primary school. The Armenian version of the ELP, which was developed in 2003,

is intended for the pupils of primary schools (age & to 10) in Armenia, where second or \l
foreign language teaching starts in the second form. The de;velopers were inspired by some - ||w
foreign ELPs and adv.ised by experts from the Council of Europe. During the development of
this Portfolio the working group was guided by the following documents: “European |
Language Portfolio: Pﬁnciples and Guidelines™ and “Common European Framework of

Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment”. The Armenian ELP prototype

consists of three parts: “My Language Passport”, “My Language Biography and My

Progress”, and “My Treasure Box” (My Dossier). The primary portfolios contain descriptions

at the levels Al, A2, and B1 (Astvatsatryan et al., 2005). Some of the descriptors have been

slightly modified according to learners’ level of foreign or second language acquisition and
their age. It has been observed that in primary school the learners mostly master the first two
levels (Al, A2); some of them reach B1 level in Russian (Astvatsatryan, 2005). Thljs, the
inclusion of the higher levels would not make sense for younger children since they would
not understand the descriptors, nor would they be able to perform the tasks typical of higher
language leaming levels. At present, a draft version of the ELP model is being piloted in
three primary schools in Yerevan.

The use of the ELP as a tool for sefting language learning aims and assessing
language achievement would allow teachers in the primary schools in Armenia to assess their
students overall language ability with reference to a set of criteria and standards defined for
assessing language proficiency by being able to give appropriate emphasis to each language
skill. The ELP is likely to make the learning objectives clearer fo learners and eﬁable learners

to assess themselves by providing checklists for self-assessment. Assessment practices
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(including self-assessment) would become a fully infegrated part of the teaching/learning

process. Pupils, teachers, ﬁarents and educational administrators throughout the primary
schools in Armenia may be able to share a common understanding of learning goals and
outcomes. The ELP is likely to involve learners actively in the learning process and thus
promote the development of learner autonomy. The ELP promises to link teaching/learning,
assessment, and curriculum more élosely than has tfaditionally been the case in the Armenian
primary school.

However, i1ﬁp1ement’ing fhe ELP widely in the Annenian educational system is a far-
reaching decision. It may be that because of the existing persisting focus on formal testing
the introduction of the concept of the ELP with its applicz;tion of self-assessment and learner
autonomy in the classroom will appear to be a significant challenge and require considerable
effort to take root. Thus, the present study intends to investigate and determine the feasibility
of the implementation of the ELP, as well as its potential and effectiveness in the Armenian
primary school context. The main focus of the current evaluation is the pedagogic potential

and functions of the ELP. This is due to the fact that the pilot project covers only the primary

school sector, which does ot allow us to study how the ELP fulfils its reporting function

when pupils transfer from one educational level to another.
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CHAPTER THREE

Methodology

This chapter will describe the procedure that has been adopted in order to obtain
relevant data on how the European Langqage Porifolio is being received and what challenges
it pdses in the Armenian pﬁmary school context. The chapter will provide the description of
the participants, the instruments used to collect relevant data, as well as the process of
collecting and analyzing the obtained data.

3.1 Research design

Descriptive research methodology has been used to obtain relevant information for
the current study. Descriptive research, according to McDonough and McDonough (1997, pp.
44-45), allows describing the significant events within the context itself (i.c. it provides a
‘rich account” of the whole situation rather than minimizing it). As Se_h'ger and Shohamy
(1989, p.124) note, techniques employed in descriptive research help to describe “naturally
occurring phenomena without experimental manipulation.” To evaluate the ELP as a
pedagogical and assessment tool in Armenian primary schools where it is being currently
piloted a survey was conducted. The survey data were collected through a combination of
questionnaires and interviews. To obtain a wider picture of the current status of the
implementaﬁon of the ELP, some of the ELPs developed by the pupils were examined.

3.2 The selection of the participants

The participants of this study are the pupils and the teachers in primary schools in
Yerevan that are currently involved in the piloting of the ELP, as well as the ELP program
coordinator, the teacher trainer, and the principal of one of the schools. At this stage, only
three schools are involved in the piloting of the ELP. Not all the primary classés in these

three schools are participating in the pilot project. The participation in the ELP piloting has so
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far been voluntary. School principals and teachers involved in the current pilot project

volunteered to pilot the ELP. Although more than three schools héd previously been reported
to be using the ELP, the beginning stage of the study revealed that some of the schools that
had volunteered to pilot the ELP had not started the actual pilot process.

The three schools are at various stages of piloting since two of the three schools have

been involved in the ELP pilot project for already two years while the third school has very

recently joined the pilot project. Therefore, out of the total number of 83 learners

Iparticipating in the current study 53 were at primary level (3™ grade) while the other 30 were

at 5™ grade and had completed the pilot project at the time that this study was conducted.
3.3 Data collection methods

For the current study three data collection methods were used. These methods were:
1. teacher and learner questionnaires
2. semi-structured interviews with teachers, one of the school principals, the teacher
trainer, and the ELP program coordinator

3. examination of pupils” ELPs

3.3.1 Questionnaires

Two questionnaires were administered to collect data for this study. These were
Council of Europe Teacher and Learner questionnaires (see Appendices A and B) specially
designed for the evaluation of the ELP. These questionnaires contain a set of questions and

statements that have been used for the evaluation of the ELP in various European countries.

The questions and statements focused on several important aspects of the ELP and its use

(the ELP as a product; uses and quality of descriptors and scales; the concept of self-
assessment embedded in the ELP; working with the ELP; compatibility of ELP and teaching
practice). The learner questionnaire had to be in Armenian since it was intended for pupils

who had recently started to learn a foreign language (English and Russian). It was also
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necessary to translate the teacher questionnaire due to the fact that although eight out of the

nine teachers were English language teachers, one teacher was teaching Russian. Both
questionnaires were translated into Armenian by a certified translator who was asked to make
the concepts in the learner questionnaire understandable to pupils at age 6-10 (sec Appendix
C). The translations were refie*wed by a primary school teﬁcher who is familiar with the ELP.
She was asked to ensure that the wording of the questions in thé learner questionnaire was
understandable to pupils at age 6-10. Back translations from Armenian into English was done
to make sure that thé underlying concepts of all items were retained in the translated versions.
The back-translations were done by a different translator than the one who did the original
translation. The two translators together reviewed the baci.c-translations and came up with the
final Armenian versions of the two questionnaires. The meanings in both Armenian versions
were found fo be fully comparable with the meanings in the English versions of the
questiénnaires‘ The teacher questionnaire included twelve closed choice questions, three
open-ended questions and fifteen statements. The learner questionnaire included fourteen
closed choice questions, two open-ended questions and seven statements.
3.3.2 Administration of teacher and learner questionnaires

The teacher questionnaire (Appendix A) was administered to eight English language
teachers and one Russian language teacher, who teach at primary school in three Armenian
schools in Yerevan. Two of the schools had been involved in the pilot project already for two
years. The two teachers from the third school had only recently introduced the ELP to their

pupils and were asked to fill in the questionnaire only a few weeks after first using the ELP in

~class. All the teachers were also given the opportunity to insert comments at the end of the

questionnaire.
The learner questionnaire (Appendix B) was administered to eighty-three pupils out

of whom 53 were at primary level (3" grade) while the other 30 were at 5 grade. As it has
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already been mentioned, the reason for administering questionnaires to 5% graders was the
fact that they had previously worked with the ELP and had completed the pilot phase. When
administering the questionnaire to the pupils in the study, the teachers explained the purpose
of the questionnaire and emphasized that there were no right or wrong answers.
3.3.3 Semi-structured interviews

While filling in the questionnaire teachers in most cases had to decide between yes
and ﬁo, or between agree and don't agree. In contrast, the semi-structured interview provided
them with the oppoftunity to express their ideas concerning the ELP and its implementation
in a more detailed manner. Overall thirteen interviews wete conducted: nine interviews with
the teachers, one interview with the principal of one of the schools, an interview with the ELP
program coordinator and two telephone interviews with the teacher trainer responsible for
introducing the ELP to teachers. The interviews with teachers and the second interview with
the teacher trainer were carried out after the teacher and learner quest_iﬁcznnaire results were
analyzed to gain insight into questionnaire responses, which were found to be interesting or
unexpected considering the context and the current stage of the ELP pilot process in
Armenia. All the interviews were carried out in Armenian to eliminate any potential
misunderstanding. Seven out of thirteen interviews were not tape-recorded due to objections
on the part of some interviewees and also to the fact that the two interviews with the teacher
trainer could only be conducted on the telephone. During the interviews, which could not be
recorded, detailed notes were taken to document participant input.

3.3.4 Examination of pupils’ ELPs

. Overall thirty ELPs were examined. These ELPs were randomly selected from the total

number of ELPs from the three schools. The main aim of the analysis was to see whether the

pupils seemed to be able to handle the ELP in terms of working with the checklists, filling in
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the necessary information.in the passport and the biography sections, collecting materials in

the dossier. It also aimed to see which sections of the ELP have been used most by pupils.
3.4 Data analysis

The data collected was principally analyzed in relation to the ELP;s pedagogical
functions (i.e., self-assessment, clarifying language leaming objectives, developing learner
autonomy, linking achievement to the European levels, enhancing motivation). In addition,
the results were analyzed to establish the usefulness of the ELP as perceived by learners and
teachers and to gain insights on organizational issues. For this purpose, the questionnaire
items from the learner and teacher questionnaires and the‘ interview subtopics have been re-
grouped and analyzed according to the above mentioned Il)edagogical functions. The
questionnaires used for this study included a set of open-ended and closed choice questions
and a set of statements. All positive responses to closed choice questions were collated to.
yield the frequency and percentage of yes answers, which was then compared with the
percentage of no and don ’t know responses. To analyze the responses to the statements
included in the questionnaires frequency and percentage of occurrence of agree answers was
counted and then compared with frequency and percentage of don't agree and don’t know
responses. Teachers’ and learners” responses to open-ended questions included in the
questionnaires were grouped into categories based on the similarity of responses. The
responses falling into each category were counted to yield the percéntage of a particular
response type in relation to the total number of respondents.

The transcripts of recorded interviews and the detailed notes from interviews, which
were not recorded, were reviewed to identify recurring themes. A coding system of keywords
was used tollabel the repeated themes. Developing themes were put into categories that were

further analyzed against questionnaire response categories. This procedure allowed finding
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which categories derived from the questionnaire and interview items were similar. The

similar categories were grouped and presented togéther.

The three sections of the thirty ELPs were examined to establish which sections were
. used most by pupils. The self-assessment checklists and the self-assessment grids were
analyzed separately to establish whether pupils were able to fill in the checklists and the
grids. The dossier was examined to see whether it contained any collected materials. Thus,

—_ the presentation of the results of the learner and teacher questionnaires were accompanied by

the results of interview response analysis, as well as analysis of pupils’ ELPs.
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CHAPTER FOUR

" ‘ Results and Discussion

This chapter presents the findings of the current study. As it has already been stated
- - the main focus of the current study was the pedagogic potential and functions of the ELP.
The pedagogic, process-oriented role of the ELP involves different functions:

o self-assessment

. clarifying language learning objectives

developing learner autonomy

linking achievement to the Furopean levelg

. enhancing motivation

- These functions have formed the basis for the categorization and the analysis of the data of
the current study obtained through the questionnaires, interviews and analysis of pupils’
ELPs. The results have also allowed defennining the overall usefulné;;s of the ELP as

o perceived by learners and teachers. Obtained feedback on organizational issues is also
presented to pinpoint areas in which the organization of the process of ELP implementation
may be improved. This chapter is organized in the following manner: the results are
presented according to the above-mentioned topics (that is, feedback on the implementation

= of the ELLP’s pedagogical functions, feedback on usefulness, and feedback on organizational

issues).

4.1 The implementation of the ELP’s pedagogical functions

The overall results of the pilot proj ect are quite optimi'stic. The analysis of the data

the participants of the present ELP piloting appeared to estimate highly the fundamental ideas

7 ] collected indicates that both teachers and learners reacted positively to the ELP. Virtually all
1 of the ELP, All the teachers believed that their leamers could handle the ELP (Appendix A,
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table 1, Q5). The following subsections will give a detailed account of how successfully each

of the ELP’s pedagogical functions was fulfilled.

4;1.1 Self-assessment i

- 4.1.1.1 Promoting self-assessment

Successful pedagogical implementation of the ELP, according to Little (Council of

Europe, 2001¢), depends on developing learners’ capacity for self-assessment. Being an |

1 important innovative strategy, learner sclf-assessment and its successful implementation

needed substantial invest'i.gation. Therefore, several items in the learner and teacher |

|
J questionnaires as well as several questions included in the interviews concenfrated on the |

] degree of the acceptance of the self-assessment concept and its practice. It was found that the
U

practice of learner self-assessment in some cases triggered controversy.

] Figure 1: Learner responses to questions 3, 4 amd 5 E

LEARNER FEEDBACK
a |
100% ‘:
] 80% |
iy 50% CODON'T KNOW !

WNO

40% DOYES

0%
Does the ELP Do you find Did your
help you it useful to teachers
agsess your compare the agree with
e language teacher's your self-
shills? assessment assessmeant?
- of your
language
I competence
with your own
_ assessment?

As figure 1 above shows, 76 % of learners found that the ELP helped them to self-assess their
e language competence (Appendix B, table 1, Q3). Almost the same proportion (72%) of

learners found it useful to compare the teacher’s assessment with their own (Appendix B,
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table 1, Q4). However, only 54% of learners reported that their teachers in general agreed

with their self-assessment (Appendix B, table 1, Q5). According to figure 2, all the teachers

thought that their learners were able to self-assess their language competence (Appendix A,

table 1, Q6), but five out of nine teachers (60%) disagréed with learners’ self-assessment
(Appendix A, table 1, Q7). Disagreements between pupils’ self-assessment and teachers’
assessment were observed in other pilot projects throughout Europe suggesting that the ELP
“tends to provoke conflicts with traditional school-based assessment and formal exams™

(Schérer, 2004, p. 17). ~

Figure 2: Teacher responses to questions 6 and 7

TEACHER FEEDBACK

Are learners able to Did you in general
assess themselves? agree with their self-
assessment?

\EDYES MNO ODONT KNOW |

During the interviews, teachers were asked to comment on the degree of disagreement
between pupils’ self-assessment and teachers’ assessment. All the teachers explained that

self-assessment is an innovative approach both for the learners and the teachers. They all

| agreed with the statement (Appendix A, table 4, S10) that self-assessment is the most critical

part of the ELP because it is not a common tradition. The teachers stated that learners seemed
to be able to self-assess themselves if provided with clear criteria for assessment. Two of the

teachers reported to have noticed that their pupils were sometimes “too objective” towards
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themselves. Even when occasionally the teacher tried to overestimate their knowledge in
order to show that she appreciated the effort and the hard work of a pupil, this particular pupil
would object to the “high” mark. The majority of the teachers also stated that their pupils
were rather good at peer assessment. Four teachers einphasized that pupils tended to
overestimate their abilities. Some pupils, according to the interviewed teachers, often
underestimate their language abiIiﬁes due to theirlpersonality type. Out of all the answers to
the open-ended question “What do you like best in your ELP?” 38 (46%) noted the
possib.ility of self—aséessment’ (see Appendix B, table 2). In fact, the central role of self-
assessment is one of the main functions of the ELP highly valued by leamers and teachers in
various pilot settings throughout Europe (e.g., Forster Vos&cki, 2000; Lenz, 2000; Schirer,
2004).

Considering the novelty of sclf-assessment, it may be concluded that the above-
described results concerning the practice of self-assessment in pilot classes are rather
positive. In addition, from the examination of the majority of the pﬁpils’ ELPs, it appeared
that the self-assessment checklists were quite popular. The majority of the pupils had filled in
the self-assessment checklists. However, there is one important caveat concerning the
interpretation of the data gathered: eight out of nine teachers (90%) reported to be active
participants in teacher training programs and seminars which aimed to familiarize school
teachers with recent findings in the field of teaching English as a foreign language. These
teachers informed the researcher that they were Quite familiar with such concepts as learner

self-assessment and reflection on one’s own learning. From the information proVided by the

- teachers, it was also concluded that self-assessment had been practiced by the clear majority

of the teachers (90%) in their classrooms prior to the introduction of the ELP. This suggests
that the pupils had some experience in self-assessment before having the opportunity to self-

assess themselves using the ELP self-assessment checklists. It can thus be concluded that the
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positive results related to the quite successful implementation of the ELP’s self-assessment
function during the ELP pilot phase may be partly due to the fact that both teachers and
leamers in the pilot classes were familiar with the concept and practice of self-assessment.
This fact further implies that the results may not be easily transferred to a wider context
(other primary classes or.other primary schools).
| It is also interesting to present the teecher trainer’s view expressed during the

telephone interview on such issues as learners’ lack of experience in seif—assessment and
possible negative reactions from teachers during the wider implementation of the ELP.
According to her, given the growing recognition of self-assessment, teachers will have “no
choice” and .Wﬂl have to incorporate self-assessment in theér assessment practices. However,
practicing a new approach just because one does not have a choice may give rather poor
results compared to when the person realizes the importance of the new approach and is
motivated to implement it appropriately. It will be necessary to prevent, Elegative reactions
that may be prompted by real or perceived conflicts between such an innovative concept as
self-assessment and ways of measuring achievement in language learning established in the
schools. This is very important since negative reactions from teachers will hinder the practice
of self-assessment and the successful implementation of ELP’s pedagogical function in
general. Teachefs’ negative attitude towards self-assessment will possibly lead to negativity
on the part of the learners as well. This assumption may be supported by findings from other
pilot projects reported by Schérer (2001) which suggest that the success and acceptance of the
ELP by the learners depend to a large extent on the teachers’ attitude towards it. '
4.1.1.2 The use of the self-assessment scales, grids and checklists

The analysis of thirty ELPs showed that the self-assessment grid in the passport
section and the self-assessment checklists in the biography section were used by the majority

of the pupils. Pupils appeared to be able to complete the checklists and grids in terms of
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lmarking the boxes, filling in the corresponding dates, putting symbols to show the learning
goals. In fact, all the teachers disagreed with the following statement (Appendix A, table 4,
S1) included in the teacher questionnaire: “The levels in the Common Framework are so
broad that they do not allow my learners to appreciate their progress”. However, comments
made at the end of the questionnaires and state1nents made during interviews yield more
detailed infonnétion concerning the le\lrels and the conc'rete use of the descriptors. All the
teachers indicated during the interviews that their learners needed substantial guidance in

interpreting the Common Reference Levels. Some of the teachers (60%) admitted that they

- would personally like to learn more about the Common Reference Levels. All the teachers

stated the need for more detailed sample lists for the levefé. Since descriptors in the self-
assessment grid and the self-assessment checklists were the main instruments provided to
make the level statements transparent and meaningful, it was necessary to obtain feedback on
the concrete use of these descriptors. In the teacher questionnaires many of the answers to the
open-ended question “What do you like best about the ELP?” concern the checklists and .the‘
descriptors (see Appendix A, table 2):

- checklists can be used for self-assessment and for peer-assessment

- checklists are valuable especially for assessing speaking and listening skills

- the descriptions of language competence are positively worded.
As it appears from these comments, the checklists in some cases functioned as criteria for
teachers to assess learners’ listening and speaking skills. Such use of checklists were

observed also in other ELP pilot contexts where schools piloting the ELP begari to accord

- more importance to listening comprehension and oral interaction which previously had not

been appropriately assessed (Schneider & Lenz, 2001).
The most frequent criticism expressed during the interviews was that the language

used in the descriptors was a little too complicated. As suggested by teachers, it is necessary
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to modify the wording of the descriptors to make them more comprehensible to young

learners.
4.1.2 Clarifying learning objectives

All the teachers found the ELP useful in clarifying language learning objectives with

4

their learners (Appendix A, table 1, Q_3). All of them confirmed that the ELP .helps to clearly
show the objectives in language learning (Appendix A, table 4, 82). A fotal of 66 learners
(80%) answered affirmatively to the question (Appendix B, table 1, Q2) “Does the ELP help
you understand the léaming objectives?” Almost the same proportion (84%) of the learners
agreed with the statement that the ELP helps to know what one still needs to leamn (Appendix

B, table 4, S1). All the teachers reported during the follow-up interviews that the ELP

]

facilitated their explanations to learners of what was required in language learning. Six

teachers (70%) stated during the interviews that the ELP has a potential to serve as a means

|

for joint learner-teacher reflection on language learning objectives. They believed that joint

]
]
J
]
J
J
;
]

learner-teacher reflection on language learning objectives would lead to a qualitative effect

on the learning. For this to happen, the learning objectives contained in the ELP should not

‘N

compete with the school curricula demands. Both teachers and learners need to see that the
e learning objectives formulated through school textbooks and curricula totally coincide with
the learning objectives contained in the ELP. Otherwise, there may appear a harmful

tendency to separate the ELP and regular language teaching and learning. This concern seems

sl typical of other pilot projects as well. In the majority of these projects, concerns have been

expressed related to “a perceived grey zone between the official curriculum and demands

~ created through the ELP” (Schérer, 2004, p.6).
] According to the teachers’ reports, the ELP has helped pupils realize that language
. learning is an individual process. This understanding seems to have resulted in pupils being

able to set individual learning goals and to monitor the progress they made towards these
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goals. The pupils’ ability and their enthusiasm in setting individual learning goals was
noticeable during the examination of the biography section where pupils had to insert in the
pictured clouds (under the heading “My goals”) their individual goals for language learning

stating separately what languages they wanted to Jearn, why they wanted to learn these

- languages and where and how they wanted to learn them.

4.1.2.1 Documenting language proficiency and recoguizing progfess

Learner feedback to the question “Does the ELP allow you to show what you can do
in foreign languages’; was very optimistic: 95% of learners” answers were affirmative
(Appendix B, table 1, Q1). The other question that had the same encourﬁging‘ percentage of
affirmative answers from the learners was the one concern;ng the ELLP’s help in seeing
progress in learning (Appendix B, table 1, Q6). In addition, all the teachers confirmed that the
ELP helps to clearly show the progress made by their leamers (Appendix A, table 4, S3). In
the teacher questionnaire some of the teachers emphasized that seeing the progress was very
helpfu] especially for pupils who seemed lacking confidence about their ability to learn
foreign languages.

4.1.3 Developing learner autonomy

The main pedagogic goal of thé ELP is to develop learner autonomy in order to
improve motivation and to support lifelong learning. Reflection is one of the elements
intended to develop autonomy. All the teachers agreed that the ELP actually allows self-
reflection and helps learners to reflect on language and on how and why they learn it
(Appendix A, table 4, $4 and S$5). All the teachers stated that the ELP is useful 1n developing
learner autonomy (Appendix A, table 1, Q4). Teachers’ responses also suggest that the ELP
helps to involve l_earners actively in class (Appendix A, table 1, Q2). Learners were also
rather optimistic: 89% of the learners believed that the ELP helps them to reﬂéct on language

learning (Appendix B, table 4, S2).
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Table 1: Learner responses to questions 8, 9 and 10

o Learner questions Yes No Don’t know

8 | Does the ELP stimulate you to participate
- more fully in the language learning
process?

82% 7% 11%

, 9 | Do you feel the ELP puts more responsibility . -86_% - 8% . 6%
. on you as learner?

~—nl 10 | Do you like added responsibility for your 20%, 7%, 13%
' own learning?

. : According to table 1, 82% of the learners reported that the ELP stimulated them to
participate more fully in the language learning. From the total number of the learners, 86%
- VJ thought that they took more responsibility for their own learning because of the ELP. A total

number of 66 learners (80%) seem to readily accept the added responsibility for their own

T learning. Teachers repeatedly mentioned in their comments the importance of the ELP in the
i

development of pupils’ ability to take responsibility for their own learning. As the above-

mentioned results suggest the use of the ELP has led to an increase in learners’ responsible

appreciate the possibility of self-study (see Appendix B, table 2). These results seem to be in

—_ml participation in the language learning process. The clear majority of learners (82%) seem to
line with most of the existing findings from other pilot projects, which suggest that the ELP

motivates learners to take gradually more responsibility for their learning (Forster Vosicki,
2000; Schirer, 2604).

4.1.4 Linking achievement to the European levels

] _ Ag it has a.lfeady been mentioned in chapter 2, one of the main principles of the ELP is that
] it is based on the CEFR and thus has a European dimension. The European character of the ELP

has been reported to be highly valued by a large proportion of learners and teachers in various

pilot settings (Forster Vosicki, 2000; Schérer, 2001). To be a valid record of language competence,

the Armenian ELP model was also anchored to the Commeon Reference Levels of the CEFR. One
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of the goals of the current study was to explore the general acceptance of the European character

of the ELP. According to questionnaire responses, 76 % of learners like to compare their language
competence on a European scale (Appendix B, table 4, 86). The European: character of the ELP is

one of the features often mentioned by teachers in response to the question “What do you like best

about your ELP?” (Appendix A, table 2). As mentioned by some of the teachers, it felt both

challenging and interesting to work with an instrument that is being used by their colleagues
throughout Europe. One of the tegchers stated her belief that the European character was the
feature that helped Her pupils to realize that their work on keeping an ELP was extremely
important. This “boosted their self-esteem and was especially valuable to pupils who seemed to
have low self-esteem”. As pupils told their teacher, they l:;elieved that if they continued to work
with the ELP and learned to carry out the tasks included in the level descriptors, they would be
able to communicate with other people in English.

4.1.5 Enhancing motivation v

The role of the ELP in enhancing motivation has been a source for conflicting reports
from different pilot projects carried out in Europe. While positive effects on learner
motivation were observed in a majority of cases (Schirer, 2004), the results of some pilot
projects (Lenz, 2000) suggested that the ELP did not strengthen most learners' motivation for
language learning. The issue of motivation therefore deserves adequate exploration and has
been one of the goals of the present study. The pilot teachers believed that the ELP enhances
motivation for language learning (Appendix A, table 4, $10). According to teachers, this

could be the result of the fact that even the weakest pupil could see at least some progress. As

~ stated by one of the teachers, even when pupils were able to fill in a line or two in English

they felt very proud. In response to the question “What do you like best about your ELP?”
34% of the pupils wrote down ““learning the language” (Appendix B, table 2). A total number

of 76 learners (92%) reported that the ELP had helped them learn better. Some teachers
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mentioned the role of the dossier section in “boosting pupils’ confidence” and motivating
them to work hard. The examination of the dossier section of the ELP called “My Treasure
Box” could suggest that the majority of the pupils seemed to be showing creativity and
putting a lot of effort in compiling their dossiers. Although the two classes, which had
recently joined the project, had not had time to work on the dossier, some of the pupils from
these classes had included vocabulary tests, short poems and drawings in their dossicrs. As
repeatedly mentioned by teachers, even the weak pupils seemed to be feeling pride in

creating and collecting materials-for their dossiers.

4.2 ¥Feedback on usefulness

/

Reports from a great variety of teaching-learning contexts suggest that learners and
teachers seem fo judge the usefulness of the ELP mainly by pedagogic short-term benefits
(Schirer, 2004). The current study had, among others, the goal to explore the benefits of
using the ELP as perceived by the participants of the study. A number OI;fJitems in both learner
and teacher questionnaires provide information that helps to establish whether the learners

and teachers perceive the ELP as a useful tool.

" Figure 3: Teacher and learner feedback comparison

TEACHER AND LEARNER FEEDBACK COMPARISON

TEACHERS: LEARNERS:
Did you find it worthwhile Do you think the time
to work with the ELP? spent an keeping your
ELP was time well
spent?

|EIYES BNO CIDON'T KNOW |
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According to figure 3, while all the teachers found it worthwhile to work with the

ELP, a considerable num‘ber of learners (36%) did not think that the time spent on the ELP

was useful. Another 11% of learners doubted the usefulness of the time spent on the ELP. In

fact, the question “Do you think the time spent on keeping your ELP was time well spent?”

had the lowest percentage of affirmative answers (Appendix B, table 1, Q11).

Such scepticism on the part of the learners may be due to various factors:
Learners are used to receiving marks. Marks are used to formally record their
achievemenﬁ In the case of working with the ELP, there are no marks as such that
would acknowledge learners’ effort in keeping the ELP. Thus, the time that they
spend on the ELP could be used on another task fér which they would be awarded a
mark and the teacher would formally acknowledge their effort.
Although learners in general (76%) appreciate the usefulness of the ELP in self-
assessing their language competence, they seem to doubt the lggpeﬁts of self-
assessment and consequently the benefits of keeping the ELP. This may be due to the
fact that, as mentioned above in section 4,1.1 on self-assessment, the majority of
teachers (60%) do not agree with learners’ self-assessment.
The teachers could not report how much time they .spent on the ELP. During
subsequent interviews, they were asked to comment on their “Don’t know” responses
to the open-ended question “How much time did you spend on the ELP?” included in
the teacher questionnaire (Appendix A, table 4). The teachers stated t-hat the ELP was
not used regularly. In addition, when the ELP was being used in the claésroom, pupils
were not limited in terms of class time. One of the teachers stated her belief that

teachers in general did not tend to put time limitations on classroom activities.
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Figure 4: Learner responses to questions 12 and 13

- ‘ : LEARNER FEEDBACK

- Do you think all leamers Shauld building up a ELP
should be encouraged to be part of regular class
s keep a ELP? work?

— EI'YES HNQ ODONT KNOW

These same factors may have influenced pupils’ responses to questions “Do you think
1 all learners should be encouraged to keep a ELP?” and “Should building up a ELP be part of
regular class work?” (Appendix B, table 1, Q12 and Q13). As figure 4 suggests, the majority
of learners’ answers to these questions were affirmative. However, a considerable number of
] “Don't know” answers reveal a degree of scepticism. As can be noted, a significant number of
" learners (31%) doubt the benefits of using the ELP regularly in class. Almost the same

u proportion of learners (26%) is uncertain about encouraging the use of the ELP by all
learners. Such motiv_ation problems relating to the use of the ELP are often connected with
uncertainties concerning the usefulness of the ELP (Lenz , 2000). As one of the teachers

oo mentioned during the interview, some of the pupils seem to consider the ELP as an extra-

curricular activity and think that the ELP takes time that could be spend on “real tasks”. The

teacher, however, was not able to explain what these pupils’® criteria were for the task to be

cousidered “real”. She supposed that the tasks included in the textbook were the ones that

seemed “real” to some of the pupils. This suggests that pupils need to see the link between
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their textbook and the ELP. This way they would not consider the ELP as something “extra”.

It is understandable that pupil's want their teachers to recognise their effort in learning a

‘foreign language. External acknowledgement of the effort may be especially important for

young learners. If the pupils see that although they worked rather hard to develop their ELPs,
they eventually received their final mark on the basis of the completion of textbook tasks,
they are likely to feel disappointed and may begin to consider the ELP as something “not

important”. This assumption may be supported by the findings revealed on figure 5.

Figure 5: Learner feedback comparison

The ELP is a waste of time - school inarks are suffcient.

| B Leaters who had completed
! the pilot project
| EJ Learners currently partipating

in the pilot project

Agree Disagree Don't know

Although 77 % of the all the learners disagreed with the statement that the ELP was a waste
of time and that school marks were sufficient (Appendix B, table 4, S5), as it appears from
the data presented on figure 5, the majority of those pupils who agreed with thaf statement
were learners who had already completed the pilot project. This may imply that pupils’
percepiions of the usefulness of the ELP had become negative over the project duration. After
having completed the pilot project these pupils came the conclusion that the ELP was just a
waste of time. In this case, it is necesséry to make sure that pupils realize the importance of

the ELP for their learning. This is extremely important since as it has been shown the ELP
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‘generates maximum benefit if used regularly over a long period of time (Schirer, 2004).

Steps that are likely to heip learners to realize that the ELP is a valuable tool for their learning
_— are the ones that have been repeatedly mentioned throughout this chapter:

1 ¢ relating school marks to the ELP reference levels;

T
' ¢ using the ELP to elaborate transparent criteria for assessing the learners’ language
) skills.
— It would also help pupils to realize the utility of the ELP, if it fulfilled its reporting function.

When transferring foa higher level, pupils could show their ELPs to their new teachers. For

this to happen, teachers at higher levels need to become familiar with the ELP.
It has to be noted that the above-described interprétation of the data presented in
figure 5 is not the only one possible. Interpreting the data differently, it is possible to assume

that the vast majority of the pupils who had already completed the piloting at the time of data

collection had had reservations concerning the usefulness of the ELP from the beginning of
the pilot préject. Their reservations possibly had not changed by the end of the ELP piloting.

Such reservations may also be related to the fact that 38% of all the learners thought that the

ELP took too much time. One of the most frequent responses (34%) to the open-ended

i

question “What do you like least about your ELP?” (Appendix B, table 3) concerned the fact

that it was time-consuming. Pupils commented that it took a lot of time to understand its

g !

organization and how to work on it. The fact that keeping an ELP is rather time consuming
has been repeatedly mentioned in reports on various pilot projects carried out in different
European countries (e.g., Forster Vosicki, 2000; Lenz, 2000; Schérer, 2004).

As figure 6 shows, the teachers also stated that it took time to cope with a new

experience. Seven teachers (80%) confirmed that they needed more time to prepare their
lessons (Appendix A, table 4, S13). However, they felt that the time spent on the ELP was

rewarding since as figure 6 suggests the ELP helped the teachers learn a lot about their
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students, their motivation and their potential. It seems encouraging to see that 77% percent

of the learners agreed with the statement “The ELP improves the dialogue between me and

‘my teacher(s)’l" (Appendix B, table 4, §7).

" Figure 6: Teacher and learner feedback comparison
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. students, their dialogue to cope with a
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T their potential. and my axperience,
teacher(s).

B i

Although the ELP was designed mainly for the learners, it was also intended to help

teachers in their teaching, mainly in planning and assessing. All the teachers reported that the

ELP helped them to reflect on the language and on how and why one learns a langnage

. o ;

(Appendix A, table 4, S5). In addition, all the responses to the question “Do you find the ELP

i |
g

is a useful tool for you as a teacher?” were affirmative (Appendix A, table 1, Q10). In

response to the question “What do you like least about the ELP?” 80% of the teachers had

written “Nothing” while 20 % had put down “Haven’t used regularly” (Appendix A, table 3).

At the same time, 5 teachers (55%) felt that the official status of the ELP needed to be

clarified (Appendix B, table 3, S6). The conceﬁl related to the unclear status of the ELP in

and outside the school context is one the concerns most frequently expressed in various pilot

& :

projects in other European countries (Schirer, 2004). The fact that the ELP is sfill being

piloted and has not been widely implemented yet may have a negative influence on teachers’

4 | & :
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enthusiasm. Lack of enthusiasm on the part of the teachers will make it very difficult for the

ELP to be accepted by the learners. As has appeared throughout the discussion of the
findings, teachers’ positive attitude towards the ELP has been decisive for the acceptance and
success of the ELP in the pilot classes. This assumption concerning the importance of
teachers’ positive attitude towards the ELP is in accord with findings from o_ther pilot projects
such as the Fimﬂsh pilot proj ect‘where it ﬁas found that leamers’ motivation for using the
ELP depended on teachers’ commitment to “the philosophy” of the ELP'and teachers’

knowledge of how the ELP should be used (Schérer, 2001).

4.3 Feedback on organizational issues

The fact that the participation in the ELP piloting has thus far been voluntary has
probably resulted in the limited number of negative reactions on the part of the teachers. As it
was noted in the report on the piloting of the Czech models of the ELP, ‘;the Pygmalion effect
should be kept in mind” when discussing teachers’ positive attitude towards the ELP, as
“teachers embarked on the project voluntarily and were often extremely motivated”
((Schérer, 2001. p. 34). This may mean- that during the wider implementation of the ELP the
percentage of negative reactions both from teachers and from learners will be higher,
especially if the implementation of the ELP becomes obligatory. This further suggests that
feedback on organizational needs provided by teachers during piloting is extremely
important. Such feedback and its analysis have resulted in insights concerning those aspects
of the ELP that appear to‘ have posed problems during the pilot phase.

4.3.1 Te;cher training demands

Although all the teachers involved in the piloting have participated ;'n introductory

workshopé on using the ELP, the majority of the teachers and the school principal

emphasised the need for continuous teacher guidance in successful implementation of the

ELP. Teachers repeatedly underlined the need for periodical meetings with experts and other
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colleagues. Such regular meetings would allow them to reflect on the coherent use of the ELP
by analyzing problems po-sed and finding ways to solve them. Merely providing initial
teacher training seems not to be enough especially in cases when only one or two teachers per
school are using the ELP. As stated by the school principal, teachers feel the need for their
effort to be acknowledged by being provided with the opportunity to share their ideas and
experienceé with colleagues from other schools. Tile teachers alsé mentioned the need for
more support materials. Teachers’ need for support and training on how to use the ELP
coherently and how to explore its full potential has been repeatedly confirmed in reports from
various pilot settings throughout Europe (Schérer, 2001). It could be useful to try to collect
examples of good praétice from the pilot project in the fo;‘m of the teacher reflections on their
effort to introduce and implement the ELP in tﬁeir classrooms and thus pass on the pilot
teachers’ experience to other teachers who may be interested in using the ELP.
4.3.2 The issue of the ELP ownership .
According to the teacher trainer, the principle that the ELP is the property of the
learner has created some tensions. This may be due to the fact that schools spend money on
photocopying the ELP model for the pupils and in some cases teachers feel responsible for
the photocopied materials. As stated by the teacher trainer, this fact has hindered the work
with the ELP in some classes since teachers would not “trust” the ELP to learners and
wouldn’t allow them to work on them independently. This issue deserves adequate attention
since, according to Schérer’s (2004) report on the piloting and the implementation of the ELP

throughout Europe, a clear sense of ownership has been found to be essential in enhancing

. motivation.

4.3.3 Other issues
Another challenging issue is that of the widespread dissemination of the ELP, which

would hopefully lead to its large-scale implementation. In general, the concept of the ELP is
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not vet sufficiently well known. For the Widéspread implementation of the ELP to succeed, it
is necessary to “publicize the ELP” (Schneider & Lenz, 2001) by providing information to
potential stakeholders concerning the ELP. The questions that arise are: Will the teachers
volunteer to implement the ELP in théir classes 91; should the use of the ELP become
obligatory? How successful will the forced implementation be? This is a dilemma that the
majority of implementation projects throughout Europe seem to Ee facing .(Schéi.rer, 2004).
D’ Alessio, Worni and Stoks (2003, cited in Schérer, 2004) in their report on a “compulsory”,
large-scale pilot schéme in Ticino canton in Switzerland particularly recommend carrying out
piloting on a voluntary rather than a compulsory basis. A collection of arguments in favor of
the ELP in the form of pupils’ ELPs and teacher reﬂectioris on the use and the benefits of the
ELP may be a way to attract attention of practitioners and lead teachers to be willing to work

with the ELP.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Conclusion

As stated in chapter 1, the present study was designed to evaluate the effeciiveness of
the European Language Portfolio as a pedagpgical and assessment tool in the Armenian
leaming/teachiﬁg context. It was.shown fhat ovei‘ali the teﬁchers aﬁd léamners had a positive
attitude towards the ELP. The ELP appeared to function as an efficient instrument for
assessing and documenting language proficiency and as a valuable tool for improving
language learning and developing learner autonomy. Thougi'} the ELP seemed to fulfil most
of its basic pedagegical functions, the integration of the ELP into regular class work appeared
to prompt some negative reactions on the part of the learners due to the unclear status of the
ELP. The suqcessful implementation of the ELP will require substantial teacher and learner
training and continued commitment on the part of teachers and school principals.

ERe)

5.1 Limitations of the resecarch

One of the limitations of the current study is the limited number of participants, which
does not allow generalizations to be made in‘ relation to all the primary schools in Armenia.
Also, the results of the study may not be applicable to other primary classes and other |
primary schools due to the fact that the participation in the ELP pilot project has been
voluntary and this fact may have resulted in the higher percentage of affirmative answers. In
addition, the reporting function of the ELP was not evaluated due to the fact that the pilot
project covers only the primary school sector which did not allow us to study how the ELP

fulfils its reporting function while pupils transfer from one educational sector to another.

5.2 Suggestions for further research

While the feedback from the teachers involved in the pilot project waslextremely

positive, learners seemed to have some reservations concerning the wider implementation of
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the ELP. A study should be conducted in which the learners would provide more detailed

feedback through individﬁal or group interviews. This would allow gaining a better
understanding of the pedagogical impact of the ELP.

In the case of the wider implementation of the ELP actoss the other educational

, levels a study should be carried out to evaluate the reporting functlon of the ELP. When

puplls transfer from one educational level to another, a study should 1nvest1gate whether
teachers at the next higher level of education agree with the previous self-assessment of their
new learners. Future studies with larger samples involving other stakeholders such as parents
should be conducted to establish the full educational impact of the ELP in the primary school
context. Studies should also be conducted to evaluate the; effectiveness of the ELP across a
longer period of time, which would allow exploring the ELP’s impact on curriculum and its

long-term impact on language leaming, teaching and assessment.

5.3 Contribution of the research .
This study should help in the wider implementation of the ELP in Armenian primary
schools, as well as in other educational levels. The insights gained through this study may be
used to improve and to steer the present pilot process and the future wider implementation of
the ELP by pinpointing to a number of strong points to be further developed and a number of
weak points to be improved. The positive results described‘ in this study may encourage the
development and the implementation of ELP models for other educational levels. This study
may also contribute to the wider dissemination of the ELP concept by raising teachers” and
other potential stakeholders’ awareness of the positive effects of the ELP on laﬁguage
teaching, learning and assessment. It may also attract attention at the university level and be
included as a topic in courses on language teaching. This would prepare the ground for

widespread implementation of the FLP through pre-service teacher education since the

learners taking these courses are the future teachers.
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Appendix A

Teacher questionnaire results

Table 1: Teacher vesponses to closed choice questions.

N=9
Questions Yes No Don’t
know
1 | Is the European Language Portfolio (ELP) useful in assessing the 9 0 0
language competence of your learners?
2 | Does the ELP help you involve learners actively in class? 9 0 0
3 | Is the ELP helpful in clarifying learning objectives with your 9 0 0
learners?
4 | Is the ELP useful in developing learner autonomy? G 0 0
5 | Are learners able to handle the ELP? ‘ 9 0 0
6 | Are learners able to self-assess their language competence? 9 0 0
7 | Did you in general agree with their self- assessment? 4 5 0
8 | Did you find it worthwhile to work with the ELP? 9 0 0
9 | Do you find the ELP is a useful tool for the learners? 9 0 0
10 | Do you find the ELP is a useful tool for you as a teacher? 9 0 0
11 | Should building up a ELP be part of regular class work? 9 0 0
12 | Do you feel the ELP should be widely introduced in schools? 9 0 0

Table 2: The summary of teacher comments responses to open-ended question “What do
you like best about the ELP?” (some of the teachers mentioned move than one

point).

Response category Frequency of

occurrence | %
(N=9)

Children learn to self-assess their language competence. 9 100

Children start to understand why they are learning foreign languages. 8 90

Children learn to study independently. 7 80

1 can assess my pupils’ skills on a Buropean scale. 7 80

It helps my pupils to learn better. 9 100

My pupils have become more confident in learning. 8 90
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Table 3: Teacher responses to open-ended question “How much time did you spend on the

ELP?”
Frequency of
R i/
esponse catcgory occurrence %
N=9
Don’t know 7 80
Haven’t used regularly 2 20

Table 4: Teacher responses to questionnaire statenients.

N=9
Statements Agree Disagree | Don’t
know
1 | The levels in the Common Framework are so broad that
they do not allow my learners to appreciate their 0 9 0
progress.
2 | "The ELP helps to clearly show the learning objectives. 9 0 0
3 | The ELP helps to clearly show the progress made. 9 0 0
4 | Maintaining the ELP is useful; it allows self-reflection. 9 0 0
5 | The ELP helps me and my students to reflect on the
: 9 0 0
language and on how and why we learn it. ;
6 | The official status of the ELP needs to be clarified. 5 1 3
7 | The sclf-assessment grid is not always clear. 7 2 0
8 | The descriptors used in the checklists are not always 7 5 0
clear.
9 | Thope more detailed sample lists for different levels will 9 0
become available.
10 | My leamners reported that the ELP enhances motivation. 0 0
11 | Self-assessment is the most critical part because it is not 9 0 0
a common tradition. ~
12 | Tleamt a lot about my students, their motivation and their 9 0 0
potential.
13 | I needed more time to prepare my lessons. 7 2 0
14 1T needed time for myself to cope with a new expetience. 9 0 0
My students do not see the need for an ELP - it does not
15 . 0 0 9
add anything.
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Appendix B

Learner questionnaire results

Table 1: Learner responses to closed choice questions.

=83
| Questions ' : o " 1'Yes | No Don’t
know

1 | Does the ELP allow you to show what you can do in foreign

languages? 79 0 4
2 | Does the ELP help you understand the learning objectives? 66 7 10
3 | Does the ELP help you assess your language skills? 63 5 15
4 Do you find it useful to compare the teacher’s assessment of your 60 14 9

language competence with your own assessment?
5 | Did your teacher(s) agree with your self- assessment? 45 17 21
6 | Has the ELP helped you to see progress in learning? 79 1 3
7 | Has the ELP helped you to learn better? 76 1 6
8 | Does the ELP stimulate you to participate more fully in the

. 68 6 9

language learning process?
9 | Do you feel the ELP puts more responsibility on you as learner? 71 6 11
10 | Do you like added responsibility for your own learning? 66 7 5
11 | Do you think the time spent on keeping your ELP was time well

spent? 44 30 9
12 | Do you think all learners should be encouraged to keep a ELP? 52 5 22
13 | Should building up a ELP be part of regular class work? 53 8 26
14 | Do you like having a ELP? 76 3 4

Table 2: Learner responses to open-ended question “What do you like best about your
ELP?” (some of the pupils mentioned more than one point).

Fregquency of
Response category occ(:lurren{:e o
(N=83)
learning to self-study 68 82
self-assessment 38 46
seeing what 1 can do 20 24
learning the foreign language 28 34
dossier 27 32
everything 15 18
don’t know ' ' 6 7
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Table 3: Learner responses to open-ended' question “What do you like least about your

and me.

Frequency of
Response category occurrence Y
(N=83)
.| takes too much time 28 34
nothing 20 24
don’t know 32 38
self-assessment is difficult ' 3 4
Table 4: Learner responses to questionnaire statements.
N=83
Statements Agree Disagree | Don’t
know
1 | The ELP helps to know what one still needs to learn. 70 5 8
2 | The ELP helps to reflect on language learning. 74 1 8
3 | The ELP helps to evaluate where one stands. 59 10 14
4 | The ELP takes too much time. 32 39 12
5 | A waste of time — school marks are sufficient. 9 64 10
6 | Ilike to compare my language competence on a 65 5 15
European scale.
7 | The ELP improves the dialogue between my teacher(s) 64 5 14
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Appendix C

Learner questionnaire in Armenian
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