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Abstract

In the British Columbia context, English for AcaderRurposes (EAP) curricula have been
articulated and aligned to the Canadian LanguagelBuarks (CLB) in an attempt to facilitate
transference nationwide (See the Articulation Gda¥eEnglish as a Second Language Programs in the
British Columbia Post-secondary Transfer Systerf320Because the CLB is designed to be used as a
standardized framework to assess ESL learnerstiaofy across Canada, learners may need to
achieve CLB levels 8-9 to enter mainstream acadenoigrams. Nevertheless, CLBs have only
partially impacted on curricula. This study exandii&AP programs in relation to the CLB in a local
BC college. It investigated the use of the CLBha EAP program syllabus and its influence on
curricular decisions. | interviewed teachers anghiacstrators using structured-questions that tadjet
their perceptions of a) the CLB concept and criggjand b) theoretical and practical issues thatff
the functionality of the CLB when used for acadepucposes. The findings show that some of the
reasons for implementational shortcomings seemvolve the uncertainties and ambiguities of the
CLB Theoretical Framework. In addition, participambiced their concerns about the usefulness of
CLBs for preparing learners to achieve academidiness, questioning the benchmarks functionality
in such context and adopting other frameworks. Thagplored some of the dilemmas participants
face having to assess how learners function franChB ‘can do' standpoint in relation to a given,
more generic context, i.e. English for academippses. Nevertheless, the findings revealed that the
CLB has partially impacted on the syllabus of pewgs, which also prepare learners to enter
mainstream post-secondary courses, hamely Appliggiams. For this reason, | claim that if a socio-
semiotic approach would be taken in account, examithe contexts where communication takes
place, these practitioners could be better equipp@ghieve the goals of the program, as well aseh

of the learners. Additionally, because the CLB outes are not goal-oriented, if a clear purpose were



to be achieved, one could be able to foresee imgniéational demands in relation to contextual needs.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Many English for Academic Purpose (EAP) progranad girepare learners to enter mainstream
post-secondary courses in British Columbia (BC)ehlagen aligned to the Canadian Language
Benchmarks (CLB) to facilitate transferability witithe secondary school system, not only in this
province, but also across the country. The usheflLB to provide an organizing framework for EAP
programs should have caused an impact on the olarod these courses; however, the application of
the CLB in this context does not seem to provideieoal evidence of its impact on curricula. In erd
to explore the use of the CLB and its applicatiarttee curricula of these benchmarked programs, |
conducted a study that focuses on exploring bathutie of and resistance to applying the CLB to
inform the EAP program syllabus of a college in BCthis chapter, | introduce the background issues
and problems of CLB implementation. | also disdigspurpose of this study, examining aspects of
implementation that provoked the research. Latpresent the significance of this kind of study tfoe
ESL community. Next, | define the technical terimattunderline the study. The chapter concludes

with the organization of the thesis.

1.1. Background of the Problem

In the BC ESL context, immigrants and internatidealners whose first languages are not
English may need to meet language proficiency feeqlivalent to the CLB levels 8 td1@ enroll in

mainstream post-secondary programs. The CLB leveétachieved varies according to the skill

1 The CLB scale ranges from 1 to 12 and is divideldaginner (1-4); intermediate (5-8) and advancetiZ®



assessed (The British Columbia Council on Admissemd Transfer /BCCAT, Benchmarking First-
Year English, 2008). Even though the CLB is usedsess learners' levels of proficiency across
Canada, in BC especially, there is limited standaiCLB-based curriculum across the programs
provided, which may cause inconsistencies in silabl assessment processes. Although efforts have
been made by the ESL Articulation Committee tocatéite the BC post-secondary English program
curricula to meet the CLB outcomes (See the Briistumbia Council on Admissions and Transfer
/BCCAT), in practice the CLB does not seem to haeen informing EAP curriculum to date. Hence,
more research to explore the use of the CLB amabipdication on the curricula of EAP benchmarked
programs could assist the ESL community to betteletstand the challenges of implementing the

CLB outcomes for this specific purpose.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

Even though the CLB does not determine curriculiaims,designed to be used as a framework to
inform benchmarked program curricula whose outcoshesild be to prepare learners to be assessed
using the CLB scale. In fact, the CLB seems tod®nsas a tool of assessment rather than a guideline
for syllabus decision-making because it attempfsdwide a national standard for ‘level’ assessment
across institutions (See Brindley, 1998, Pawlikoav§knith, 2002, Abbott, 2004). However, there
appears to be a dearth of evidence about the aseffatts of the CLB in specific, local classroom
contexts, especially in advanced levels. In padiglittle appears to be known about the extent to
which administrators and teachers use the benchstanklards as they work towards preparing

learners to enter mainstream post-secondary pragnamch leads to the research questions this study



pursues, 1) to what degree does the CLB influerd@ &urricula decisions made by teachers and
administrators in a local BC college?; and 2) wiractical and theoretical issues are most releteant

the processes of CLB implementation?

1.2.1. Implementation Issues

Implementing the CLB in the curriculum of a programy be problematidn fact, to distinguish
the CLB from curriculum and syllabus seems to be @fithe first issues. For this reason, it is
important to underline the difference between thEmrst, in order to develop a program curriculum
one has to examine who it will serve, the conterlid covered and the teaching methodology that is
going to be adopted (Richards, 2001). In this senigeiculum design looks at the broad picturehef t
program stages step by step, organizing the cotitahts going to be delivered and describing hiow i
should be presented to the learner. For instandlgi context of this present study, EAP learners
should be taught the academic skills they will neeednter mainstream post-secondary programs as
measured by the CLB descriptors; however, the Cleasuares each band descriptor in relation to three
domains, study, community and work. These otheralogfall outside the main objectives in creating
the curriculum of EAP programs even if their outesnare aligned to the CLB.

Above all, curriculum is expected to foresee howvdbals of the program are going to be
ordered according to the outcomes to be achieveavdy of comparison, the CLB could be mistaken
for a curriculum because it displays an overalhpleevertheless, because it primarily describesléev
of proficiency within three specific domains, aatiog to the tasks that can be accomplished, and it

does not orient the user to how the outcomes shmilchieved, the CLB does not satisfy the criteria



of a curriculum. There is a lot more involved i firocess of developing curriculum than is
represented in the CLB. For instance, the spetificaf developmental stages, decision making roles
and products (Johnson, 1989) are three criteréafolly developed curriculum that the CLB does not
include.

A syllabus is generally concerned with the orgatmzaof one course within the whole
curriculum. In essence a syllabus is one of thelyets of curriculum development. When developing
a syllabus framework for a specific purpose progsaich as EAP, more refined attention to the goals
of the program is needed to provide the basisheifécus and content of the course. In EAP programs
aligned to the CLB the goals of the program shdaaldo achieve the level of language proficiency
described for each skill. To be granted a benchrekearner has to be able to perform tasks
according to the descriptors. For instance, théd&l|®erformance Descriptor for writing at a
benchmark level 9 states that the “learner carevioitmal and informal texts needed for complex
routine tasks in some demanding contexts of languag (business/work, academic or social)” (CLB:
2000 p. 168). Benchmarked EAP programs should pedparner to achieve this level of proficiency
and the syllabus should include such performan@asitcome.

Naturally, one would expect that the syllabus aathing methodology in benchmarked
programs would conform to the CLB's approach. H@velhenchmarked program curricula could be
following different approaches. For this reasoms firiesent study investigates the syllabus of an EAP
program, a more refined representation of curriguylun search of a more in-depth evaluation of
correlations between the CLB outcomes and thelmydl@mutcomes of this specific program. The study

also attempts to analyze specific reasons educatigig give for either adopting or resisting theBCL



1.2.2. Decision-making Roles

The CLB was developed based on models of commuvecabmpetence (See Chapter Two for a
review of the CLB Theoretical Framework). The thethrat underlies the CLB should impact on the
pedagogical practices that implement benchmarkegrams. Consequently, in decision-making roles,
curriculum writers, teacher trainers, administratand teachers need to associate the philosophy
behind the benchmarks to those of their progranesder to produce teaching materials and curricula
that support and promote the CLB outcomes.

Although administrators decide which framework dddae utilized in the program to serve
learners' needs and prepare them to achieve thkedeproficiency and goals they desire, teachers
should be the ones responsible for deciding whiakenals and syllabus would better suit the program
and learners' goals (Rodgers, 1984). Administratarscerns involve programs and implementational
policies and their perspectives are relevant ®$hudy because observing implementation from their
viewpoints may provide a macro-picture of issuesstraints, and reasons for curricular decision-
making. Similarly, teachers' perspectives are d¢gdexs they are closer to implementation impacts i
the classroom and its affects on learners. Froghtra' standpoints one is able to sense the protess
implementing curricular frameworks in practice. Hmtance, their experiences of the impact of the
syllabus and classwork can assist and inform adtnative decisions.

In that sense, the roles of administrators andchieacare interrelated and complement each other.
Furthermore, those two decision-making stakeholgleosild work collaboratively to provide a smooth
flow of the goals each party needs to achieve. @stionably, those who hold decision-making

positions directly influence the challenges of pradg framework outcomes in the classroom.



1.2.3. Teaching Materials and Teaching Acts

Ultimately, the teacher is the one who has the eblenplementing curriculum in the classroom,
making the material chosen for the course work tda/¢ghe goals of the program, and choosing other
resources to be used in the classroom. Such rabpitpsequires teachers to be knowledgeable about
the many elements of the teaching process. AccgrtdifRoberts (1998), a teacher's knowledge can be
divided into the following categories: practicabntent; contextual; pedagogical; personal, and;
reflective knowledge. Therefore, choices of teaghmmaterials should be made by knowledgeable
teachers because it is their selection of teacmatgrials that serves as a key resource to promote
effective curriculum outcomes.

In any event, all the steps of the teaching prosksesld be intertwined with all the variables at
stake, namely, the CLB framework, benchmarked @nogt curricula, assessment tools and
stakeholders (e.g. teachers, administrators, lemama the ESL community at large, and so on)nin a

ideal world, all these variables inform each otihesrder to achieve the goals of the process.

1.3. Purpose of the Study

This study examines the application of the CLBhia $yllabus of an EAP program in a college
that is part of the BC Articulation System, studylmoth administrators' and teachers’ viewpoints.
Since in benchmarked courses the CLB should beeekihrough the syllabus, including the text
selection, program goals, and assessment procegsasthe study inquires into is how the CLB has
been informing a local benchmarked EAP course lsyfia

The specific goal of the study is to examine sofm@®reasons why practitioners would refrain

from using the CLB higher-level descriptors, moregisely CLB benchmarks for levels eight and nine

6



in reading and writing, to inform syllabi in thiAP program. This question was put forward to
administrators and teachers to collect their rea$onpossibly not fully articulate the use of the
benchmarks in their program.

The sub-goals of this study are fourfold: 1) torakg administrators' and teachers' perceptions
of possible correlation between the CLB outcomekthr texts and leaner activities to achieve the
course goals; 2) to explore examples of classwenkogential instantiations of the CLB descript@};
to gather information about administrators' ana@heas’ perceptions of the theory that underlies the
CLB descriptors 4) to analyze administrators' aathers' reasons for using, or not, the CLB tesassi
the achievement of the program goals.

By collecting information about the administrat@st teachers' perceptions of various aspects
in their EAP program, | examine the factors thatge to the challenges to applying the CLB
descriptors in this specific context. For this megst is also important to understand two steps of

implementation — program implementation and classramplementation.

1.3.1. Understanding Aspects of Implementation

When implementing an EAP program, the type of lagguto be learned, the level of
proficiency, and the specific purpose of the coulsmarcate the goals and outcomes of the applicable
curriculum. In this sense, there is an internatrehship between what motivates learners to take a
EAP program, the appropriate teaching methodol@gpming to learning goals, and the clarity of
what goals are to be achieved in the program. Regleg) and curriculum goals ought to take careful

account of the goals of the learners, and in beacked EAP programs these goals should also be



interwoven with the CLB outcomes.

The role of classwork is to serve as a vehicldiHerteaching and learning of the outcomes to be
achieved in the course. Classroom implementatiamnmre specific level of implementation because
it is susceptible to immediate responses that ndrshould reflect changes in the upper levels of
implementation. As a result, examining teachetscsens of materials to prepare learners to achiev
these benchmarked outcomes provides useful insigfatsiow classwork informs curriculum, syllabus
change and needed program modifications owingftizwlties or shortcomings during the process of
implementing a new syllabus in the classroom. Rebkeshould therefore look for evidence at the
practical level of implementation in order to fiadlutions to the problems that arise in the clamsro

setting.

1.3.2. Research Question

In order to answer the research questions, 1) & dégree does the CLB influence EAP
curricula decisions made by teachers and admitossran a local BC college? And 2) what practical
and theoretical issues are most relevant to theegees of CLB implementation? | approached the
study assuming that the CLB does not inform a lbeachmarked EAP curriculum, an assumption
based on informal but extensive observation. |stigated the reasons administrators and teachers
have for not using the benchmarks to inform th&abws of their EAP program. In simple terms, this
study looks at a) the frameworks used to informBEA® syllabus; b) CLB theoretical shortcomings,
and; c) the relation between practical and thecakissues.

The study focuses on the role of the CLB in thidPH#ogram examining two aspects of concern



a) practical issues, i.e. what are the impedimenpgedagogical implementation of the benchmarks int
curricula, or; b) theoretical issues, e.g. do CleBdtiptors instantiate EAP goals? Moreover, it is
important to stress that the study is about useesidtance to apply the CLB to inform the syllabtis
one local EAP program that is aligned to the beranks) according to practitioners in the institution
investigate the problem in this one context. Theagars given by the administrators and teachers
interviewed for this study provided substantialecl@he implications of these responses are disdusse

in Chapter Four.

1.4. Significance of the Study

Ever since | started teaching English as a Foreagrguage (EFL) and later ESL, | have been
intrigued by learners' frustrations and difficuiti® achieve their ultimate goals in the targegleage.
Many of my students are compelled to learn Engislan additional language to fulfill job
requirements, or to pursue further education. My as a teacher is to select materials and design a
syllabus that facilitates students acquiring théssthey need to achieve their goals. Howevem as
teacher, | also have to implement curricular pcastimposed by programs' outcomes, which may not
support learners' goals. At times, balancing oesé¢hvariables is quite challenging.

Most recently, | have been teaching in the Endlishguage Center of a college in Vancouver
where students are prepared to achieve Englistuéagggproficiency to enter University Transfer
programs. The EAP courses offered by this collegeadticulated to other EAP programs in BC and
aligned to the CLB because this institution is arher of the British Columbia Post-secondary

Transfer System, as many other BC colleges (f@ta@l colleges see Articulation Guide for Englesh



a Second Language Programs in the British Colufbst-secondary Transfer System, 2008).

Despite the fact that our EAP programs are aligngtlie CLB, we adopt other frameworks to
prepare learners to post-secondary academic pregiEms fact made me wonder about the reasons
for using the CLB only for level equivalence withalnanging curricula to reflect the benchmarks. |
was immediately curious about other colleges' culaiand assessment practices. This curiosity
instigated the questions that led me to startghesent study.

This study is significant for two reasons. Firginsidering that the syllabi in most benchmarked
EAP programs in BC do not directly reflect the damarks, local EAP programs may be struggling to
fit their goals into CLB outcomes; it is importaotlearn to what extent the CLB is useful for EA®r
this reason, a close examination of one instaneéinh this disconnection may occur can provide
better understanding of the struggles practitiongyg undergo when having to implement the CLB
into the classroom.

Second, because the CLB provides a common grounddst ESL stakeholders in the Canadian
context, a critical investigation, from both adnsitnators' and teachers' viewpoints, about the rsaso
for refraining to use the CLB for preparing leas&r succeed in mainstream post-secondary academic
programs could provide answers and suggestiors fioore successful implementation of the CLB in
EAP program syllabus.

In effect, finding out to what degree the CLB outas are present in a syllabus, the program
goals and learners' assessment of a local EAP benkkd program can benefit those who need to
implement the CLB in their courses. Primarily, teiady proposes to investigate how the CLB is used

in the syllabus of this local EAP benchmarked paogin order to evaluate what dilemmas
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practitioners face and whether they are of pralcticéheoretical nature. A second point is to exami
the usefulness of the CLB for EAP programs. In figisse, the study can serve as a vehicle to voice

critiques that administrators and teachers may hawet the alignment of their EAP to the CLB.

1.5. Definition of the Vocabulary

The major terms used in this study to refer toGh& are found inCLB 2000: Theoretical
Framework glossary of terms (pp.66-79)he CLB glossary unfolds the theoretical approddh®

CLB. The terms that are relevant to the study laedallowing:

1. Benchmarks: A reference point: a statement dasgrivhat a person can do in
English as a second language at a given levelmhaanicative proficiency in four
competency areas (social interaction, instructisnasion, and information (p. 66).

2.Framework: A proficiency framework is an overafusture, based on models of
communicative proficiency (language ability), aethting descriptions of language use,
language teaching, and language assessment. GLBamework of reference for adult
ESL learning and ESL programming (p.74).

3.Register: Language varying according to the fumctias to serve. Register depends
on what activity is going on, who the participaats, and what role the language is
playing (the purpose to be achieved). (p. 79).

4. Assessment: Often used interchangeably with evaluatiowever, in its stricter
sense, while evaluation focuses on the past (wdmbhcurred and how it happened),
assessment focuses on the present and the futiiag isnor what should be). Language
assessment is often used instead of the term ‘tayegtesting’, both for purposes of
placement (placing learners in appropriate progyamachievement (assessing learner
outcomes against program objectives) (p.66).

5. Outcomes: In the CLB framework, curriculum outcor(esd results) are related to
curriculum / syllabus objectives (specific goalsiaghe beginning). Both are derived
from the CLB standards. Outcomes are actual res@tsured against the initial
objectives, and tell us what a person can do inraptishing tasks in English at various
Benchmark levels after participating in a CLB basediculum as a learner (p. 78).
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| use a socio-semiotics theory of language, Systémnctional Linguistics (SFL), as a lens to
examine the CLB theoretical intent and usefulnes&RP specifically (later discussed in Chapter 5).
In this sense, SFL provides the theoretical frantém investigate the CLB utility for EAP
preparation, through the use of a text-contextrshdeor this reason, Hallidayan terms, for instance
field, genre, and functionality, amongst othersde®ned next. In Chapter Five, SFL is further

discussed. Thus, SFL terms relevant to the stugly ar

6. Instantiation: The relation between system (padrand instance (particular text).
System is the potential that lies behind all theotss instances (Halliday, 2007, p.275).

7. Field: Refers to the institutional setting in whilpiece of language occurs, and
embraces not only the subject-matter in hand utole activity of the speaker or
participant in a setting (Halliday, 1978, p. 33).

8. Tenor: Refers to the relationship between paitip, not merely variation in
formality but such questions as the permanencéharwise of the relationship and the
degree of emotional charge in it (Halliday, 197839).

9. Mode: Refers to channel of communication adoptetionly the choice between
spoken and written medium, but much more delichteces related to role of language
and situation. (Halliday, 1978, p. 33).

10. Genre: General purpose of a text within a culideatified in text structure and
social purpose; structural pattern (Based on Budt.e2000).

11. Functionality: Goal-oriented; serving the purpasd achieving the goal it aims to
reach according to field, tenor and mode, i.e ftinetionality of a framework is
measured by the degree to which it fulfills thelgamposed by context, participants
and channels of communication.

1.6. Organization of the Thesis

Chapter Two presents the CLB and is divided indhparts. First, it looks at the background of

the CLB, addressing the theoretical framework asdussing its linguistic backgrounds and the
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relationship between the theoretical framework #n@dbenchmarks. The second part focuses on the
implementation of the CLB, addressing its influenoepedagogical approaches and the impact on
curriculum and assessment, looking at the BC Rastrdary Articulation process. The final part
presents a critique on the CLB theoretical appr@xhexamines the CLB theoretical approach and
the concept of task in the CLB.

Chapter Three describes the methodology used isttiay. It presents the research site,
participants and the data collected, providing réic procedures, the material sampled and the
theory of the interviews. It also addresses thenodkilogy of analysis. Chapter Four presents the
findings, the CLB perceptions, major issues andtionality implications. Lastly, Chapter Five
presents recommendations for changes that shoutthlde to assist practitioners in the dilemmas they
face to achieve learners' and programs' goalsrapkment curricula under the scope of SFL text-
context theory. lrconclusion, it presents a synopsis of the studysaiggiests areas where there is a

need for further research.
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Chapter 2.  The Canadian Language Benchmarks

This chapter presents a review of the Canadian wagey Benchmarks (CLB), its elaboration,
theoretical framework and implementation. It al$iers a critical examination of the CLB theoretical
approach, looking at the gaps and inconsistengi@sei Theoretical Framework. The chapter begins
with the standardization movement and the benchimgudpproach, examining the reasons for a
national benchmark movement in Canada and theieneaita work group to develop the CLB. Next,
it addresses the principles of CLB Theoretical Feavork, its linguistic backgrounds and the
relationships between the Theoretical Frameworkthadenchmark descriptors. Then, it examines the
pedagogical approaches promoted by the CLB, asasdlie CLB impact on curriculum and
assessment, also looking at the BC Curriculum Alditon for ESL Programs initiative, which aligned
ESL programs to the CLB. In conclusion, | lookls CLB concept of communicative tasks,
guestioning aspects of goal orientation and contdation of such tasks as a means to achieve

communicative proficiency.

2.1 Background: The Standardization Movement and the Bechmarking
Approach

The standardization movement started as a resporise communicative competence approach
initiated in the early 1970s (See Hymes, 1972; hee&vartivik, 1975; Swain 1985; Nunan 1987;
Savignon, 1990), and the need to define more spaityf the notion of language proficiency in order
to measure levels of competence of language us#i€i4e2001). Measuring competence meant to
evaluate learners’ language use in a given andfgpeantext (Higgs and Clifford, 1982). Looking

more closely at the North American context, ondgithe American Council on Teaching Foreign
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Languages (ACTFL) as an example of an institutiaat adopts the benchmarking approach.

In the Canadian scenario, Citizenship and Immigra€@anada (CIC) noted that when immigrants
arrive in Canada, they need to have their langpagiciency assessed and classified if they want to
find a job or go to school. The CIC realized timaiiigrant language assessment and classification
could be made easier if there was a standardiaadefivork to be used by educational institutions,
employers and learners equally. In response to seetls the CLB was created as a tool to be

accessibly used by all stakeholders, i.e. ESL pi@otrs, employers and learners (CLB: 2000).

2.1.1. A Response to the Language Learning Needs of Immignts

In search for a common method that described tigtigh proficiency of adult ESL learners in
Canada, the CIC started an investigation and detebtt there was no standard “instrument, tool or
set of “benchmarks” appropriate to Canadian neweshmeeds.” (Centre for the Canadian Language
Benchmarks, CCLB, 2009). Therefore, the CIC decitdgarovide support and training to ESL
practitioners for the creation of the first versmfithe CLB, the 'Working Document’, issued in 1996
to standardize the levels of English proficiencroas the country.

The CLB mandate is to serve as a reference tosasesanguage proficiency of ESL/EFL
(English as a Foreign Language) population in Canatkasuring learners' ability to use the language
“they need to enter a program of study, occupabomprofession”, so learners can plan “their own

paths of language learning to attain their goa®”’g: 2000, p. v).

2.1.2. The National Working Group on Language Benchmarks

The National Working Group on Language Benchmak&/GLB) was established in 1993,
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made up of teachers, program administrators, govent officials, and immigrant groups from across
the country to inform and assist the team of wsiteorking with Grazyna Pawlikowska Smith in order
to develop the CLB (CCLB, 2010).

The 1996 CLB document, containing 12 bands ona@yaimunication, writing and reading skills,
was officially recognized by the CIC as the instaminto classify learners’ English competence, dnd a
the same time, to serve the ESL community in thentty with a standardized tool to measuring
learners’ language skills (CIC, 1996).

The following step the NWGLB took was to create @entre for the Canadian Language
Benchmarks (CCLB) in order to give support to tiglementation of the CLB across the country
(CCLB, 2009). Those were the planning stages otthation of the CLB, in which government
institutions, i.e. CCLB, the English Language Sesvior Adults (ELSA), the Language Instruction for
Newcomers to Canada program (LINC), amongst ot intense participation. However, the
benchmarks are designed to serve the ESL commianignada as a whole, to provide a common

reference to language teaching and learning.

2.1.3 A Common Approach to ESL Proficiency

The CLB is mostly a tool for level assessment bsealis a scale of communicative proficiency,
described in statements of progressive ESL perfocedasks. However, it is also intended to provide
“a common professional foundation of shared phipbscal and theoretical views on language
education” (CLB: 2000, p. VIII). Through the CLBSE learners can be trained and assessed
according to their language knowledge and skills.

The CLB is not a curriculum, nor is it meant togmebe curriculum. Nevertheless, in spite of
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being designed as a tool of assessment, the CLBeased as reference for planning ESL curricula.
With that in mind, the CLB: 2000 provides a sectaout what may need to be taught to prepare
learners to achieve a given benchmark after eagfe tnd for each skill (For an example, see the
CLB: 2000, p.17).

In order to understand the benchmarks it is adies@blook at therheoretical Framework,
Additional Samples and Task Ideas, Companion Tables, a Guide to implementation, and various CLB
based assessment tools created to complement B&&icriptors (CCLB, 2009). These adjunct
documents were designed along the years perhapgsheiintention to help implement the benchmarks
into programs.

Amongst the four documents cited, DB 2000: Theoretical Framework is the one that
provides the theoretical background and the phjlbsmal approach that underlines the CLB; @id3
2000: Additional Samples and Task Ideas displays a list of sample task ideas in the foulfss&f
language proficiency; théLB 2000: Companion Tables provides an overview of all benchmarks from
1 to 12, and th€LB 2000: A Guide to implementation gives practical applications of the CLB.

Although these documents seem to focus on curriamiglementation, the CLB has been mostly
used as an assessment scale. A statement for appeapses of the CLB guidelines and assessment
tools emphasize the purpose of the CLB to descnifgasure, and recognize second language
proficiency of immigrants for living and working @anada. It also suggests that the CLB could be
used for international college and high schoolrees, for work-related purposes, children and yeung
teens, aboriginal Canadian learners, adult-Candzbamlearning an other official language of Canada
which is the case of Francophones learning Englisnglophones learning French (The French
benchmarks, the Niveaux de Competence Linguistipmadiens, NCLC, would be applied).

Ten years after the CLB was last issued, a revietiveobenchmarks is scheduled for 2010, and

for this reason a National Consultation on the C2@00 has already started. The Consultation takes
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place concomitantly with this present study, andeys ESL practitioners to collect information abou
recommendations they may have. The survey alsademssnew uses, applications and new contexts in
which the benchmarks have been applied. For thsorethe Consultation has the following outcomes:
validation of the current structure of the CLB, argtanding of the core services to be offered by th
CLB; future directions maximizing potentials, andmming for future advancement (CCLB, 2009).

This national investigation on the applicationshe CLB may shed light on the benchmarks'

shortcomings as a common approach to ESL teachithdearning nationwide.

2.2 The CLB Theoretical Framework (TF)

To understand the CLB philosophical and theoretieaks, one needs to engage with @idB:
Theoretical Framework. This document looks at three models of communieatompetence that
draw on Canale and Swain (1980) and Canale (1988gta of communicative competence, all of
which refer back to Hymes (1972) concept of comrmative competence. In effect, tG&B
Theoretical Framework examines language ability in two parts, linguistic strategic.

The models of communicative competence cited abdeem Bachman's model of
communicative language ability (1990) and BachnrahRalmer's model (1996). In turn, Bachman
and Palmer's model underlies the CLB understanafimgmmunicative proficiency. It is a five
competence model that looks at the following corapegs: 1) linguistic (grammar); 2) textual
(Coherence, cohesion); 3) functional (pragmatig}atio-cultural (sociolinguistic), and; 5) strateg
(communicative language ability). The CLB assoa&achman and Palmer's 1996 model to Celce-
Murcia, Dornyei, & Thurrell (1995) pedagogical mbdécommunicative competence to measure
language proficiency in the benchmarks.

These models look at language from a social petispeand require practitioners who adopt the
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benchmarks to observe learners' language knowledgretwo standpoints, organizational and
pragmatic (As described in Bachman and Palmer, 19988). As a result, the CLB identifies learners’
proficiency levels and measures what they can dguke language, describing the learner's
proficiency in statements. In this sense, the beracks are proficiency indicators according to level

(Beginner to Advanced), skill (Oral, writing andcaceng) and domain (Work, school and community).

2.2.1 The Nature and Scope of the TF

In essence, th€LB Theoretical Framework looks at proficiency from a communicative
competence standpoint. It refers to communicatredg@ency as competence to communicate based
on Bachman and Palmer's (1996) model of communrggtioficiency. However, if there is a line
between the terms proficiency and competence gs tt seem to be clearly demarcated. Whether
these terms are seen as equivalent, it is not eltraar. The CLB defines proficiency as,

Degree of skill in communication measured withaierence to a particular

curriculum. (Oxford p.237) It includes: 1. commeative competence / language

ability (organizational and pragmatic language cetapce, or what the learner knows,

and strategic competence activated in a situatidenguage use), and 2. performance,
which is observable and measurable. (Bachman, 128@dgnon, 1972, cited in tieLB

Theoretical Framework, p.89)

In other words, the CLB seems to understand pmfiy as the ability to perform Bachman and
Palmer's competences. This communicative profigi@pproach examines language knowledge in
two parts, organizational language knowledge aadmpatic language knowledge. Organizational
language knowledge involves grammatical knowledgktaextual knowledge. The former addresses
vocabulary, syntax, phonology and graphology, &eddatter looks at cohesion and rhetorical

organization. Organizational knowledge accordinthte model seems to focus on form, while
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pragmatic language knowledge is concerned withtfonc

Bachman and Palmer's model further divides pragnkatbwledge in two, sociolinguistic
knowledge and functional knowledge. Sociolinguigtowledge accounts for knowledge of dialects,
registers, natural expressions, cultural refererened figures of speech. Additionally, functional
knowledge is divided in ideational, manipulativephistic and imaginative (Bachman and Palmer,
1996, p. 68). These four functional types of knalgke are central to the CLB approach to measuring
learners' communicative proficiency and are cathedtro-functions.

These macro-functions are summarized in the Chéretical Framework as competence areas
to be achieved. On the one hand, it looks at sati@taction; instructions and suasion (gettinggsi
done), called the manipulative macro-function arfdrmation competences (expressing information,
knowledge, opinions), classified as ideational radanction. On the other hand, heuristic and
imaginative macro-functions are defined as non-compative language use, where strategies and
activities such as learning, practising, rehearsimgmorizing, processing, playing, and enjoying, in
spite of their contribution to the acquisition bétmore communicative competence, are not considere
to be communicative.

ESL practitioners using the CLB for curricular easbessment practices should follow this model
of competences to inform curricular outcomes. MoegpESL learners need to be aware of these
competences to accomplish the tasks needed to d¢rat@ncommunicative proficiency according to
the CLB standards because looking at proficienagnfa communicative competence standpoint

underlies the nature of tl@LB Theoretical Framework.

2.2.2 Linguistic Background of the TF

The CLB follows a pragmatic approach to languageking at speech acts, discourse, politeness,
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and communicative competence following BachmanRaldher (1996) and Celce-Murcia et al. (1995)
models. Moreover, the CLB adopts a theory of lagguaroficiency rather than a Second Language
Acquisition (SLA) one, which may cause some diffi@s to implementing the benchmarks in ESL
curricula because the theoretical approaches malffeeent.

As opposed to most ESL programs, the benchmarksi@rénear, sequential or additive. The
CLB looks at communication ability within certaiordexts each of which demands a more delicate
level of competence and consequently the realizatfonore complex tasks; however, they most likely
may not follow the same rank of complexity presaerESL program curricula.

In essence, th€LB 2000: Theoretical Framework states that in the CLB “the communicative
competencies are not grammar-driven, but 'meamddanction-driven” (p. 25). It defines
‘communicative competence' as,

Competence to communicate; knowledge of the languligowledge (conscious and

formalized or not) of rules for comprehension anadpiction of correct and appropriate

language and discourse; a complex system of rylesating simultaneously at many

levels that determine the choice and organizatidn giammatical forms for

communication and other language functions; undeghability to perform language

functions; mastery of the use of language; thatghio utilize language effectively in a

given language community. (Theoretical Framework,q).

In other words, the CLB adopts Bachman and Palmmoddel to measuring competence to
communicate, examiningyrganizational and pragmatic language knowledgenthicate language
proficiency. According to the CLB, communicativeoficiency is achieved when the learner combines
organizational and pragmatic language knowledgk stitategic competence when performing a task.

The CLB:2000 states that the benchmarks are tas&eband that the “task-based proficiency
descriptors in the CLB have a clear language coemgetfocus to ensure that il@guage

proficiency, not non-linguistic skills, that are being primhaudescribed” (p. VIII, bold in the original

text). Because the CLB is task-based, it may sudgesuse of the task-based approach as a
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pedagogical practice to improve learners' commtioicgroficiency; however, the CLB does not
provide clear guidance to 'how' learners can aehilbe communicative proficiency measured in the
benchmarks.

Assessing communicative proficiency according sa@wB without a ‘common’' application of
what ‘communicative’ means may not help practitisne have 'a common professional foundation of
shared philosophical and theoretical views on laggueducation'. By simply looking at the CLB
models of communicative proficiency, following anemon' approach to implementing the CLB in the

classroom may be a challenge.

2.2.3 Relationships between the TF and the Benchmarks

As seen earlier, the CLB measures communicativicgency according to Bachman and
Palmer's (1996) model; however, the descriptorew&borated also based on the concept of language
use, following Coder (1973)'s concept of languagefuiness that looks at frequency, functionalitgt an
utility. In other words, the benchmark descriptars based on language use and “how useful and
important they are in real communication situatiand tasks that a newcomer learner may encounter
in the community, in educational contexts, andhanjbb” (Theoretical Framework, p. 25). This
approach begs a question: does the CLB model ofragritative proficiency competences match the
benchmarks' competencies of social interactiorsisnainstruction and information?

As discussed earlier, the CLB theoretical modeliveded in four macro-functions while the
benchmark bands describe four competencies acgprailanguage usefulness. The CLB states that
the descriptors describe competencies and,

A competency can usually be further broken dowa gmaller components. Examples

of competencies: “can take part in a short casxeiiange/small talk”; “can write a note
to someone or leave a voice-mail message for afsggepurpose” (p. 25).
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The four area€ompetencies are divided in, social interactiostrirctions; suasion, and;
information. They are 'observable and measuralisomes' and should match the outcomes of CLB-
based curricula, as suggested in@h# Theoretical Framework (p. 26). However, the benchmarks are
performance indicators that describe what a learaerdo at each level of proficiency. Nevertheless,

the connection between the descriptors and thedtieal model is not clear (See Figure 2.1 below).

........................................................................................................................................ T ———
-------- CLB Model of Competencie

Communicative Social Interaction
Proficiency Competenceg

Manipulative Suasion

Ideational Instructions

Heuristic Information

Creative .....................................................................................................................................

Figure 2.1 The Unclear Connection between the CLB Model aedB&nchmarks

It seems that the benchmark descriptors followlagradpproach different than that measured by
the communicative proficiency competences. Howewdiact the CLB examines proficiency from
these two angles and adds two more elementsftmdtions/uses and dominant skills (See Table 2.1).

In order to understand the relationship betweerftberetical intent and the benchmarks one
may need to draw a connection between the profigieampetencesand the language use
competenciedo understand how they complement each other. THiet€xt differentiates them by
using the terms ‘competence’ and ‘competency’; Vernwtne connection one holds to the other is not

sufficiently well developed.
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Table 2.1Benchmark Competencies and the CLB Macro-functions Competences

Macro-Functions  Manipulative Ideational Heuristic Creative
Functions/ Uses Interpersonal Refgrexpressing  Learning/thinking/  Creating
Directive and exchanging facts, problem solving enjoying

ideas, feelings

Dominant Skills Interactional Thinking skills Creativity
Transactional Leargiskills

Benchmark "Social Interactioritnformation” No benchmark  No benchmark

Competencies "Instructions" standards tandards
"Suasion"

The Table above summarizes the CLB proficiencysassaent approach, looking at macro-
functions, functions/uses, dominant skills andrthelations to the benchmark competencies. To
implement benchmark outcomes one has to assohide four approaches to prepare for and assess

language proficiency.

2.3 Implementing the CLB

Looking at communicative competence in order togsueacommunicative proficiency without
specifying how the outcomes should be achievetparto implement the theoretical model in the
classroom may be problematic. Therefore, in ordexpply the CLB in curriculum and assessment,
ESL practitioners could benefit from having a clesiep-by-step model of implementation.

In this sense, th&uide to Implementation (2000) may bea useful document to assist
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practitioners develop CLB-based curricula. It datks one chapter to curriculum development
(Chapter Six), divided in five sectionganning a curriculum, planning a course, planning a module/

unit of work, planning a lesson, as well as helpful readings.

The Guide carefully points out the difference between thengecurriculum and syllabus stating

the following,

A curriculum is a generic framework on which cowsr$er specific groups of learners can
be based. It includes philosophy, purposes, desigsh implementation of a whole
program. A syllabus specifies the content of tharse with principles for ordering/
sequencing elements of the content. It definesvthet, why, the sequence and often, the
how of the course (p. 79).

The Guide portrays syllabus as an instantiation (represiemgata more delicate representation
of the generic term curriculum. However, it is cemed with curriculum per se. It follows
Stenhouse's steps of curriculum development andsdosm Nunan's (1992) recommendations for the
need of carrying out analyses for the developmedtimplementation of curriculum explaining that,

A needs analysis for curriculum development taket® iaccount the need of all
stakeholders with interest in curriculum. This urd#s all the potential groups of learners
with their diverse backgrounds, communicative golalsguage learning needs, learning
styles, general education needs etc. (1992a, p.82).

In other words, designing curricula means to lobkwacomes in order to plan the best approach
to achieve them. Therefore, the CLB outcomes shaoaldte to learners' goals in benchmarked
programs, and curricula need to account for thesn tlfis reason, th&uide to Implementation argues
for advantages of developing curriculum based enGhB. It states that because the benchmarks are
meant to concatenate the content to be learnedinwdhspecific period of time, and foresees

proficiency progression in a well-structured fashithus,
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A curriculum based on the CLB framework providesnsocontinuity over time. In
addition, many Adult ESL programs and classroomratge without a curriculum.
Teachers plan interesting, engaging lessons anditiast for learners based on the
understanding of learners' interests and goals léarning English. They gather
information and suggestions from published textisomkd other sources and create units
or modules based on themes and functions of intdcedearners. However, in the
absence of a curriculum, it may not be clear tonles or teachers how these individual
activities and lessons fit into an overall plancuriculum linked to the CLB can provide
this overall plan, linking a course to related @®s$rand to courses and programs across
Canada (p.83).

Apparently the core argument of tiide, ascertaining the coordination of a whole program
from the lowest level to the most advanced in arclend coherent manner across the country,
resonates with the CLB purpose to serve as thalatdrframework nationwide. It also suggests that
those who choose to incorporate the CLB into tpeagrams should be assisted with a tool of great
calibre. However, the tone of discourse in @ede has been criticized as being self-promotional and
imposing on teachers and administrators a solutigoroblems they may face when developing their
own curricula. In this sense, thBuide does not seem to have effectively helped praongtie

implement the benchmarks. The following is a cuédhat addressed tfBeiide shortcomings,

Unfortunately the Canadian Language Benchmarks :280Guide to Implementation
(Guide) is less successful. This text is meantnterpret and clarify Benchmarks for
teachers and program administrators. It fails ngdgpart because it is more accurate to
say that this document is designed to convinceheracthat benchmarks are more
effective and appropriate basis for language te@chnd program planning and that they
are a useful and usable exposition of competensgdlanguage teaching. This gives the
text a promotional cast, an effect heightened leyiticlusion of testimonial inserts (Cray,
2003, p.619).

Cray's critique also suggests that the benchmarke heen presenting problems in their

implementation, and that practitioners need clzatfon to interpret the benchmarks to apply thetm in
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curricula, but that they have not been assistédahmatter. A guide to implementation that does no
assist practitioners withow to implement the benchmarks falls short of makimglementation
accessible or easy. One may even question thelnss$uof the CLB if the descriptors are difficut t
implement, or if they do not match the outcomesgiitianers want learners to achieve.

Perhaps the lack of specificity in the CLB is daecareful attention to not interfere in teachers'
autonomy and decision-making. The CLB text vehetyestates that it is not meant to be used as a
prescription for elaborating curricula or assesdnmuis (See CLB: 2000, p. VIII); however, the axte
to which standardized frameworks allow for teaahariculum decision making may be questionable.

Teachers' autonomy in curriculum decision-makinopds up concepts of power and agency
(Kumaravadilevu, 2001), and national frameworksl@dae a threat to such autonomy, where teachers
may be assimilated into the overall plan that tHemmeworks provide (Brindley, 1989; Moore, 1997).
Nevertheless, the CCLB refutes such claims, empimgsthat the CLB serves only as a guideline for
curriculum planning purposes. Practitioners areoareged to use the benchmarks for planning
purposes, but the CLB only provides ESL practitrsnwith an idea of developmental and linguistic
needs of the learner (CCLB, 2009).

Because of such unspecific guidance, the benchmmagysrepresent a challenge to curriculum
developers, especially for those who need to plaB-Gased curricula because their programs are
aligned to the benchmark descriptors. At least thieyfree to decide how their programs' outcomes
need to be achieved. Whether the CLB is going toHmsen to assist curricular goals may depend on
how useful benchmarks are for achieving the protggwoals.

Apparently theCLB Guide to Implementation has not been helping practitioners implement the
CLB descriptors into curricula. In fact, it has femed discussions about assessment, more precisely
with regards to task difficulty. Assessing learngssg the CLB descriptors as a base appears dode

of the issues practitioners face when following @ieB standards. Fox and Courchéne (2003) claim
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that assessing task proficiency according to th8 @Ldifficult to manage without assistance because
of uncertainties one may have when interpretingirseriptors,
The CLB identify three proficiency stages (basntermediate and advanced), with four
benchmarked standards at each stage. AccordingetdCtB scale, these stages are
marked by “progressively more demanding commurocatiasks and contexts, and
progressively higher expectations and quality omgwnication” (CLB, 2003, xi).
However, although the CLB descriptors of proficigngtandards provide a general
overview of increasing language proficiency, indival institutions, program
coordinators, curriculum developers and languagehters across Canada have been left
to their own devices in managing the inherent amibygin the proficiency descriptors

themselves, as well as the messiness that charastéine progression of task difficulty
(2003, p.14).

The difficulty of assessing proficiency based osktaaccording to the CLB descriptors may
cause problems with curricular implementation adl.videvertheless, the CLB claims that it can be
used to inform curriculum development, without dtetg, or prescribing rules for such. If that i th

case, pedagogical practices should be naturafinedi to the CLB approach.

2.3.1 Pedagogical Approaches Promoted by the CLB

Because the benchmarks are task-based, they seefavdar the task-based pedagogical
approach. The task-based approach has been witletedi by ESL practitioners as a means of using
the communicative approach (Stern, 1992; EstaiceZamon, 1994; Willis, 1996). Nevertheless, one
of the main challenges of implementing the CLB umriculum is to deal with the broad generalization
of its task descriptors, as Fox and Courchéne (R0ORBm. Another challenge is to organize a task-
based outline according to task-difficulty and lexeproficiency.

One way to approach tasks is to look at Nunan'9Xl8pproach. Nunan classifies tasks as open

and closed. He claims that “an open task is onghiich there is no single correct answer, whereas a
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closed task is one in which there is a single abra@swer or a restricted number of correct answers
(1989, p.285). In analyzing how learners perforrasthtwo distinct tasks, Nunan found that these
different task types stimulated different performaipatterns, suggesting that different levels aifrer
competency would benefit more from one type of tdskn the other. In this sense, task selection
would depend on the pedagogical goal the syllalags h

Another way to approach task is to look at gap,taglich Pica (2005) defines as Nunan's closed
task. Pica further suggests that gap tasks recmireexchange of accurate and comprehensible
information for the task to be accomplished sudodlgs Consequently, more attention is given to
negotiation of meaning and form in a collaboratmanner. Pica claims that gap tasks are goal-
oriented, and tag essential forms; however, shetmuns the authenticity of such activities androki
they are difficult to incorporate into curriculumspecially for research purposes to pilot or vettify
efficacy of such activities.

A third approach to task is suggested by Long (1988&ng's target tasks are defined as, “those
identified as required in order for an individualftinction adequately in a particular target dombm
it occupational, vocational, or academic” (p.91rdet tasks seem to resonate with what learners are
required to perform in order to achieve the CLBelegtescriptors for each domain. However, Long
(2007) warns practitioners that there is a needdimble and valid task-based achievement assessme
that is authentic enough to reproduce real worlatexds in order to be valid task-based performance
tests. Due to the complexity of task-based ac#isjtbefore going further on the subject, it is intgat

to understand the concept of task more precisely.

2.3.2 Task-based Pedagogical Approaches

In Task-based teaching and learning (2003), Ellis states that a task differs from ativay in that
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tasks require six criterial features. A task is@kaplan; it focuses on meaning; it involves realrla
processes of language use; it can involve anyeofdbr skills; it engages cognitive process; artthd

a clearly defined communicative outcome (p. 9)iskdloes on to explain that in designing task-based
language programs one should be concerned withtyasls that realize the outcomes of the syllabus.
If the syllabus is thematic based, tasks shouldififecused on specific language features. In case
features of language, for instance structures onfare the goal of the syllabus, the tasks shbeald
linguistically focused.

Other studies prior to Ellis' provide further urstanding of the concept of task (e.g. Long, 1985;
Prabhu, 1987; Long and Crookes, 1992; Coughlanlarftl 1994). These studies mostly emphasize
the fact that tasks should be organized accordirdifficulty and the cognitive demand needed fa th
task to be accomplished. Cognitive demand seerhe tehat measures proficiency competence in the
CLB. One of the advantages of creating a task-bas#idbus for CLB-based programs is that it
enables practitioners to assess learners' profigiem performance. However, Fox and Courchéne
(2003) suggest that because teachers tend to &vahsks based on subjectivity, they should follow
standardized guideline. Whether the CLB could be ¢tandardized guideline to help eliminate
assessment subjectivity still appears to be a munedile matter.

A task-based curriculum approach suggests a hamdsaoning process in which learners and
teachers are engaged in using language for comiezdd meaning-making. Nevertheless, a
standardized framework that is task-based, suthea€LB, should align its theoretical frameworkoint
curriculum and assessment. Whether that is the chasee CLB, it will depend on how clear the
theoretical intent is and how it relates to thedmenarks. Otherwise, CLB-based teaching and learning
approaches may be undermined.

The purpose of having a framework such as the GL® isupport the practice of most if not all

ESL stakeholders involved in the learning procd3sdagogical approaches should resonate the
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theoretical framework they are implementing. Irsteense, using a task-based approach could assist
practitioners to apply the CLB in the classroomeiBfore, CLB-based programs may be compelled to
follow such an approach in order to facilitate thplementation of benchmarks in both curriculum
and assessment.

In addition to the task-based approach, the CLBpdproficiency-based and competency based

approacheas stated in th€heoretical Framework document,

The CLB is both proficiency-based and competenaktask-based. It combines the
concept of proficiency bands (general benchmarkri#srs, 1 to 12) with
competencies and tasks as specific criterion-bsisediards for each band (social
interaction, instructions, suasion, and informattompetencies for each Benchmark)
(Theoretical Framework, p. 37)
These outcome-based approaches together withgkdésed pedagogies may serve as reference
to CLB-based programs in order to facilitate CLBplementation in the classroom. In these ways, the

CLB appears to have promoted pedagogical approaittasmight already be used in most ESL

programs. Nevertheless, practitioners may choostongse these approaches altogether.

2.3.3 The CLB Impact on Curriculum and Assessment

As much as the CLB is not the only framework teeassESL learners' academic readiness, it
should be used to inform the curricula of benchredrourses in order to allow for fair assessment.
However, the benchmarks may not serve EAP progrgoads due to the scope of contexts it is
designed for.

Because the Canadian Language Benchmarks addresy avide range of language

3 For an overview of proficiency and competencyedaapproaches see Savignon 1985; Schulz, 1988&I§pol
1989; North 1995.
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types and tasks found “in educational, trainingnounity and workplace settings”
(CLB website), the descriptors cover a wide ranget only those descriptors
addressing academic language are appropriate frE#P alignment. The CLB
alignment only describes the best approximatiora ofery narrow band of the EAP
skills, and conversely, the EAP outcomes only ageith a small portion of the skills
and contexts addressed by the Benchmarks. This st because EAP courses and
programs focus upon college readiness and acadamiexts and so better reflect the
unique competencies required for the challenge aing this transition and the tasks
appropriate to build those competencies Ahteculation Guide, 2005,p. 8).

The argument above could also be used to questeondefulness of the CLB for English for
Specific Purpose programs (ESP). Because the lehaseo show command of “all competency
objectives to obtain the benchmark credential” (CRB00, p.130), in order to use benchmarks for
specific purposes one would have to narrow dowridbes of the program, or go beyond the intended
goals.

Despite the claim that benchmarks are too broa&£d® programs, a report published by the
British Columbia Council on Admission and TranglBCCAT) suggests that the alignment of EAP
program outcomes to those of the CLB has impaatecuariculum (See the ESL Articulation Guide,
2007). Due to its relevance in this present sttliyy BC Curriculum Articulation initiative is goirtg
be further examined in the next section.

Although the CLB does seem to have impacted onauum development, the impact on
assessment is noticeable, maybe because the bakshmaompanying documents show careful
attention to assessment. T@anadian Language Benchmarks 2000: Theoretical Framework, for
instance, dedicates one whole chapter (Chaptes)thwgorinciples of assessment based on the CLB,
providing “additional information about the purpose, principlesncepts and definitions behind the
CLB rating scales” (p.35). Perhaps because assassvas the principal motivation for the CLB, it is
better developed. Hence, since the benchmarksfwstrelaborated, many assessment tools have been
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created.

One example of CLB-based assessment is the Canaaimyuage Benchmarks Assessment
(CLBA), a test designed to place adult newcometanguage programs that are appropriate for their
level of proficiency in English. The CLBA can besdsto assess learners' progress in the program, and
to place adult immigrants in appropriate Engligiglaage programs. It was elaborated with basis on
the CLB outcomes (Norton & Stewart, 1996; PiercBlé&rton, 1997; Norton, 1999).

When describing the arduous process of elaboréte@LBA, Norton and Stuart highlight the
difficulty to measure task-based performance, agtinat it is difficult to simulate authentic tasks
Furthermore, the authors claim the necessity gndhe framework of the test to those of the progra
learners are enrolled in (Norton, and Stewart, 198Bich calls for constant attention to the valesb
that are at stake when utilizing the benchmarkghigisense, curriculum and assessment tools should
follow the same principles of the framework adoptethe program.

The difficulty of providing fair assessment hasodieen questioned by other scholars, who
critiqued the cultural aspect of the CLBA. For arste, Abbott (2004) questions the reading
component of the CLBA arguing that it favours certzultural groups over others. Similarly, Abbott

argues for the alignment of assessment and ingtnjct

Fair, equitable assessment is tailored to the iddal learner's instruction context and
background including his or her prior knowledge,ltumal experience, language

proficiency, cognitive style, and interest (Joindvdsory Committee, 1993). Therefore

substantive statistical research devoted to exagirand promoting accuracy and
fairness when developing and using assessment sogls as the Canadian Language
Benchmarks Assessment (CLBA) is essential (Ablz4, p. 3).

Abbott's argument begs a question: have learneza bained to be assessed according to the

CLB proficiency scale in benchmarked programs? Tétemally, benchmarked program curricula
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should be designed to prepare ESL learners to\aeliee CLB outcomes. Thus, programs aligned to
the CLB need, for this matter, to base their cuta@utcomes on the CLB proficiency descriptors.

In practice, benchmarking curricula may represenhalenge to those involved in the process
because of the abundance of possible interpretatioa descriptors allow and the varied ways to
translate them into program outcomes. This is dréhe possible reasons for the CLB - to have had
negligible impact on adult, ESL curricula in Canada

The usefulness of the CLB could be questioned itabhnot be applied in curriculum and
assessment equally. For fairness of assessmemt,theula of benchmarked programs need to prepare
learners to be assessed according to CLB-basedsasset tools. The CLBA, for instance, is a
criterion-referenced test, and as such it is m@anteasure instructional objectives.

Other assessment tools have been created baskd GhB, for placement, such as the Canadian
Language Placement Test (CLBPT), for exit assessmnand to measure language proficiency for
working purposes, i.e. the Work Language Assess(WéhA). Similarly, standardized assessment
tools have been continuously elaborated by ther€dat Canadian Language Benchmarks (CCLB)
and other institutions have also referred to th& @ir elaborating assessment tools, such as the
University of British Columbia (UBC) Canadian ErgjliLanguage Proficiency Index Program
(CELPIP), which assesses the language proficiehpptential UBC international students whose first
language is not English. The CELPIP can also bd t@emeasuring the language proficiency of
immigrants to Canada, as it is officially accepbgdmmigration Canada for the purpose of Federal
Skilled Workers selection (See CIC website). Heirtds,a natural assumption that learners may be
able to find CLB-aligned programs to be trainedbtke CLB-based assessment tests.

In this sense, most benchmarked curricula are foongovernment-funded courses offered in
many provinces. For instance, in British Columlhare is the English Language Service for Adults

(ELSA), which has benchmarked its programs up t® @Givel 5. In Ontario the Language Instruction
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for Newcomers to Canada program (LINC) benchmarkedcurricula to CLB level 7. Another
example of a curriculum based on the CLB is foun®ntario,The adult ESL curriculum Guidelines
CLB 1-12, published in 1998 by the Toronto Catholic Dist&ahool Board (TCDSB) to assist teachers
with the implementation of the benchmarks in thgwgram. The TCSB has quite a few publications
on curriculum design based on the CLB and may sasva start point for those willing to use the
benchmarks in their programs (TCDSB, 1999).

A further example is the Manitoba Immigrant Inteagma Program (MIIP), which has shown
progress in benchmarking syllabi and developingicuilum since 1998, with the development of an
adult English as an Additional Language (EAL) atulum framework based on the CLB document
from 1996 (Pettis, 2007). THdanitoba Adult EAL Curriculum Framework 2009: Foundations is the
latest document found on curriculum developmenba@iated by the MIIP. This document was
published by the Manitoba Labour and Immigrationstgport teachers by providing guidance for
syllabus development in their own courses. If othstitutions would refer to such documents in orde
to start benchmarking their curricula, there wolsédmore ground to gather empirical evidence of the
impact of the CLB on curricular practices.

The Manitoba Adult EAL Curriculum Framework 2009: Foundations, also a government
initiated document, provides a literature reviewtlé implementation of the CLB in curriculum.
However, as opposed to showing models of how th®& @hs been implemented in curricula, it
portrays the trends of ESL methodology over thé gasade in order to support the use of the CLB as
reference to implement the latest approaches inteé&thing. Rather than revealing institutions whose
curricula have been developed based on the CLBrigess, the document elaborates on the current
literature of English language teaching to supploeir reasons to use of CLB as a reference to their
own curriculum framework. In part, such approach sisggested by Nunan in th&uide to

| mplementation 2000.
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Despite the examples mentioned, after ten yearsGiide has been in existence, one would
expect that more programs would have referred¢dhB to develop their own curricula, serving as
models of CLB curriculum implementation to othestitutions. Unfortunately, this does not seem to
be the case. A guestion that remains unanswenedhsespect to CLB implementation in the higher
levels, can the CLB be used to inform curriculumE&P levels, for instance? The answers to this
guestion are pursued by this present study andoeifurther explored in Chapter Five.

When examining the impact of the CLB on curriculand assessment, it is not enough to merely
observe the impact benchmarks have had on EAP grogwrricula. Although there are some
examples of the CLB impact on government foundexyram curricula, they are mostly at the lower
levels of the CLB scale. Other institutions, intgadar the private ones, do not seem to be udieg t
CLB to inform their curricular practices, espegidibr academic purposes (See the ESL Articulation
Guide, 2007). For this reason, it is important xarmine BC ESL programs, which are aligned to the

CLB.

2.3.4 The British Columbia Curriculum Articulation for ES L
Programs

As mentioned earlier, many ESL programs in BC Haeen aligned to the CLB (See the
Articulation Guide for English as a Second Language Programs in the British Columbia Public Post-
Secondary System Fifth Edition 2005/2006). However, more specifigalt EAP programs, the
curriculum goals may not prepare learners to aehievels of CLB proficiency. In particular, the
extent to which the CLB has been impacting on EARicula may be directly proportional to the
correlations between the CLB outcomes and tho&A&f programs. Therefore, it is important to
examine how EAP programs in BC were aligned toGhB.

The BC ESL Articulation Committee is the body resgible for the alignment of the BC post-
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secondary system to the CLB. During the procesdigihing the CLB to the EAP levels and outcomes
the Committee realized that the correlation betwberCLB outcomes and those in EAP courses was
too narrow, and that ESL learners in the BC seagnsigstem who intend to enter mainstream college
and university-level courses may not be prepareddet the minimum CLB level requirements, or
show language proficiency, according to the CLBesca
To align EAP programs to the CLB, all institutiombich took part in the Articulation process

needed to discuss their program curricula in otdéind commonalities that would allow their
curricula to be articulated and then aligned toG@h® in order to promote easy transferability asros
institutions. They found that their EAP programes designed to prepare learners to achieve academic
readiness as described below,

All participating institutions agree that coursestdd in the following grids are

equivalent. Students who have successfully compldievel IV of English for

Academic Purposes will have the language skillsessary to enter academic,

technology, career and vocational programs, inolgdihose requiring English 12

prerequisites. They will be capable of functioniaffectively in formal, extended,

unpredictable and challenging situations typical aofNorth American academic
environment (ESL Articulation Guide, 2007, p.10).

However, it seems that the articulation of thessy@ms' curricula has not helped transferability

across institutions within the system, making ie®wnore problematic across provinces. The BCCAT

reported the following in 2008,

The ESL Articulation Committee believes that whémdents complete the highest level
of ESL courses articulated at English for Acaderfiorposes (EAP Level V), they
should be able to move into university-level coarsdthout further testing. Within
institutions, this is often the case. However, wreerstudent moves to a different
institution, the transfer may not be smooth. Foaregle, if students have successfully
completed EAP Level IV at one institution in BC ahe@reby have met that institution’s
language requirement, it is not clear that they el accepted into another without doing
an assessment test (p.10).

In effect, all the institutions that participated the Articulation process articulated their EAP
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curricula and then aligned them to the CLB levélswever, if their curricula are not CLB-based,
learners may not be uniformly prepared to entevenmsity-level courses across institutions. Henlee, t
CLB has not helped standardize programs. For #ean, further investigation of the degree to which
the CLB impacts on the curricula of the programsined in the Articulation process may question
the CLB functionality in regards to developing thEAP curricula.

Moreover,BC articulated programs are directly connectecheolienchmarks, but are not under
the umbrella of government funded institutionghiése programs are aligned to the CLB, they should
be using the benchmarks to inform their curriclHEwever, these institutions may refrain from
applying the benchmarks in their curricula due dokl of assistance, such as personnel training,
expertise on the CLB theoretical framework and fogd

Fourteen years after the CLB was created to praaidemmon language for ESL practitioners to
prepare and assess ESL learners in Canada, thétbehe scale has brought may raise questions
about the usefulness of the CLB as a common toaksess and train ESL learners equally across the

country, especially in advanced level programs.

2.4 A Critique on the CLB Theoretical Approach

The CLB implementational shortcomings of the CLBagr to be caused by the complexity of
the theoretical approach addressed inGhB Theoretical Framework. | believe that the reasons for
such difficulties are threefold. First, the comnuation proficiency model requires the learner to
accomplish too much in order to show communicatiempetence, which may also be problematic for
assessment. Second, the benchmark descriptorg deema to consistently instantiate the theoretical
model because of its complexity. The framework &slépur competencies to be related to the four

macro-function competences in Bachman and Palfi€36) model, and to account for language use
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and dominant skills acquisition that the Proficieidicator Descriptors attempt to describe, which
may allow for subjectivity of interpretation. Thjrthe documents that accompany the benchmarks
seem to have been created as an amendment takhef learity in the CLB: 2000 document.

These three issue areas, theoretical model, CL&igéss and adjunct documents, show that to
apply the CLB properly practitioners need to beif@mwith at least three of the many documents
created to complement the CLB: 2000, Timeoretical Framework; The Guide to |mplementation and
the Companion Tables. If practitioners need to use this amount of @asste to apply the CLB in
curricula, it is understandable why such applicatias been mostly noticed at the lower levels and i
certain programs, where the application may bedesplex.

Additionally, the CLB is a generic framework thagmlays global descriptors to measure
proficiency within three contexts, community, stuatyd work The CLB 2000). Due to its approach
and broad scope, the theoretical framework usesray of terms, such as ‘functional’, ‘communicatio
tasks', and 'communicative’, in an attempt to @eiti approach coherently, as noted in the follgwin
passage,

The Canadian Language Benchmarks is based on adinalcview of language,

language use and language proficiency. Such angkates language to the contexts in

which it is used and the communicative functionseitftorms. The focus of the

Canadian Language Benchmarks is thus on commuorcatid communicative

proficiency in English as a second language. Conicatite proficiency is not an

abstract concept of "absolute" language abilitgth®r, it depends on situations of

language use. It is described as adequate cavieollanguage skills for a specified

purpose (e.g., for studying, performing a job, tiordng independently in a

community, negotiating a business deal). Dependmghat communication tasks

will be required, certain components may be giveaorjy in a description of

communicative proficiency, and others may not lwéuithed at all.
(Theoretical Framework, p.6)

Packing in too much information such as seen aaecharacteristic of theLB Theoretical

Framework. The Theoretical Framework brings together broad concepts, i.e. functionadwof
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language, language use, and language proficiea@cgdcribe and interpret language. However, the
absence of models of application of the theoretidaht, in particular for informing specific purp®
courses, such as English for sciences, or eveminader scope academic English, may make CLB
implementation unfeasible.

If the benchmarks fail to assist practitioners jutong a useful, common framework for the
purposes they require, there will be stronger agpumagainst the practicality and usefulness of the
CLB. While nationalists claim that it is importaotpreserve the national framework after all tHeréef
and research involved to elaborate the benchmsokse experts defend the adoption of other
frameworks, for instance the Common European FrameReference for Languages (CEFR),
claiming its usefulness (See Pepin, 2008 and Vaniiier2006).

The CLB Theoretical Framework emphasizes the role of the benchmarks as refefence
standardized assessment of outcomes. Howevenecesssary to bridge the gap between theory and
implementation to promote a more effective impddhe benchmarks on curricula and assessment.
Implementational shortcomings may be caused bynsistencies in th€ELB Theoretical Framework,
and as a result, incorporating the CLB into cutdoumay require in-depth adjustments to adapt the

benchmarks for the outcomes practitioners require.

2.4.1 Gaps and Inconsistencies in the CLB Theoretical Fraework

As it has been discussed thus far,@h4$ Theoretical Framework has a ‘functional view of
language, language use and language proficiendyraasures 'the communicative functions' to
describe learners ‘communicative proficiency'. pradiciency descriptors account for how ‘functional
the learner is in a given context, and the termctiwnal’ in the CLB means to have 'illocutionary

competence' (Bachman, 1990).
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The CLB descriptors should instantiate Tneoretical Framework effectively to facilitate the
application in curriculum and assessment; howeterCLB theoretical intent is not clearly developed
into the benchmark descriptors. In fact, the desors do not seem to instantiate the theoreti¢ahin
for instance, they describe expected learnersigieoty at levels of competency, but it is not clea
what communicative macro-functions are involveeatch descriptor, or how to associate these
functions to language use.

The Companion Tables are meant to assist the benchmark descriptorseptieg other aspects
that the theoretical framework does not cover, agctask length and performance duration. As the
descriptors are general statements, designingreccum that prepares learners to achieve
performance indicator outcomes may be a compléx Tdse extent to which an incoherent theoretical
framework can be instantiated in the outcome deos may be questionabHence, in order to
narrow the gap between theory and practice in &, @ may be necessary to re-design the

theoretical framework, or to observe it from aeliéfnt perspective.

2.4.2 Examining the Concept of Communicative Tasks

The concept of task in the CLB is seen under tbpesof communicative proficiency.
Communicative proficiency is measured through thiétg to accomplish '‘communication tasks', or
‘communicative tasks' (CLB: 2000). Neverthelessdoomplish such tasks one needs to know what a
communicative task is. As ti&_B: Theoretical Framework does not clearly define communicative
tasks, perhaps looking at the definition of commative performance may help.

The CLB states that communicative performancehis dctual use of language in concrete
situations to accomplish a communicative functiotesk; demonstrates the degree of communicative

proficiency through the application of language \ktexige, skill and strategic rules” (p.76). In that
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sense, it seems that for a task to be communicitiequires the learner to use communicative
proficiency, in other words to use language invegisituation to 'accomplish a communicative
function'. But what is a communicative function?tla macro-function? Such lack of clarity in the
terms used in the CLB may lead practitioners tavdranclusions based on personal interpretation of,
for instance, “a person's ability to use the Einglsiguage to accomplish a set of tasks” (CLB: 2000
p. 1X). How can a person show such ability if oa@ot told how to consider a task accomplished?

In order to accomplish something the goal has tadbeeved. What are the goals to be achieved
in the CLB communicative tasks? For instance, erargia task such as making a telephone call,
where the Performance Indicator is “can use the@ho communicate simple personal information;
communication without visual supports is still velifficult” (Benchmark 5, speaking), one does not
know the purpose of the telephone call. Thus, balig to 'use the phone to communicate simple
personal information' without knowing what goakichieve to display communicative proficiency
seems to be impossible to accomplish.

On the other hand, considering that a person kimmsto say her name, nationality, address and
knows how to use the phone, would the task be aplisined if that person picked up the phone and
said, 'hi, my name is... | am from... | live aR.This person was able to communicate simple patson
information, but to achieve what?

In other words, to achieve language proficiencymperforming a task, one should have the
ability to use language in order to achieve a gbaé& goal is usually imposed by the social context.
By achieving the goal imposed by context, the speakable to show what she can do (and what the
language “can do”)” (Halliday, 2005, p. 134). Memver, in order to examine language competency in
context to measure how functional a language gsdér‘requires us to analyze more carefully how
language is being used, in which form (oral or t&nt genre), in what situation, between what peyson

and for what purpose” (Larson-Freeman, 1999, p.4).
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Hence, in the phone call task, one would be ab#htav language competency if the task was to
call your boss to inform that you are going to bsemt due to illness. Consequently, to show 'use of
language' in this concrete situation and to acc@nphe task, the learner has to be aware of thialso
relations imposed by the context, the type of lagguused 'to demonstrate the degree of
communicative proficiency' to accomplish the tasklg

The situation in which the task is to be perfornted, participants (employer/employee), and the
channel of communication (phone conversation), isepend constrain the language choices one can
make in order to perform a task successfully. Adlste elements that pertain to the context in which
communication takes place seem to be lacking irfClbR. If these elements are not clearly specified i
the CLB communicative tasks, how can teachers lealmers achieve communicative proficiency
using the CLB outcomes? How helpful is the CLB tegare learners to achieve the language
proficiency they need to reach their goals? Whatlearners who are granted a benchmark do in real
contexts? The answers to these questions are purstias present study through an empirical
investigation of the CLB application in context ahé methodology applied in the study is presented

in the next chapter.

2.5 Chapter Summary

In this chapter | examined the CLB, looking athgekground and theoretical framework. The
chapter addressed the benchmarks' linguistic maaelexplored the pedagogical approaches
promoted by the CLB, i.e. task-based approach.ifipact of the CLB on curriculum and assessment
was observed and a critique of tBeB Theoretical Framework presented, focusing on inconsistencies
in the relation between the benchmarks and tha¢hieal intent. The chapter concluded with an

examination of the CLB concept of task, in whicpexgs of goal orientation and contextualization
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were questioned. These issues raised questionsesgiplect to the CLB utility to prepare learners to
achieve communicative proficiency. The questiomsechare going to be further explored in Chapter

Five
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Chapter 3. Methodology

This chapter presents the methodology used to exahuw the application of the CLB in a local
college EAP program is perceived by five practiéisof this institution. In particular, the chapter
introduces the research site and participants efisas the reasons for having selected those specif
participants for the study, i.e. their roles anel tblevance of their viewpoints. The chapter also
presents the theory of the interviews, where | @&xpihe interview processes, i.e. how the intergiew
were conducted; documents that were brought tinteeviews; the theory used in the interviews; the
method of analysis; coding procedures, and; théaghion of Talmy's (in press) concept oferview
as social practice. The chapter concludes with the data codificatvamere | present how the

information collected was categorized in the analys

3.1. Research Site

In order to investigate the usefulness of the GiLA local EAP program, | chose a college in BC
that is a member of the BC ESL Articulation Comssttthe body responsible for the alignment of the
EAP outcomes to the CLB (As discussed in Chaptew)TWhis institution utilizes the CLB as
reference for assessment, course goals, and dumalesign in many of its programs. This college
offered particularly valuable conditions for thady because most practitioners in this instituaos
familiar with using benchmarks.

This institution offers ESL classes for immigramtefugees, and international learners living in

British Columbia. The ESL programs range from EstglLanguage Service for Adults (ELSA), Low
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Beginner level, English for Academic Purposes, @rsity Transfer programs, to First-Year
University English. The college has four main ES®pdrtments: the EAP department, where the
mandate is academic English, the Professional @amndeC English department whose mandate is to
provide Applied programs for the work place, then@al English Language Skills department,
leading up to CLB 6/7 level, and a Community-baS&ils department, whose program levels also go

up to CLB 6/7 (See Table 3.1 below).

Table 3.1ES. Departments in the Research Ste

Department Mandate CLB Exit Levels
EAP Acadertiaglish 7-9
Professional & Career Applied programs 7-9
English Language Skills  General English 6-7
Community- based English for commynit

At first, only the EAP department was going to ppr@ached. However, other departments that
also prepare learners to enter mainstream postidappprograms showed interest to participate eén th
study. According to the information provided in theerviews, academic preparation had originally
been done in the EAP department only, but recevitly the urgency to recognize the language needs
of internationally educated professionals for trerkplace, Applied programs have also been serving
as a bridge to mainstream post-secondary progianesher words, in the institution where the data
were collected academic preparation lines areibyiand learners may choose different pathways to

enter post-secondary programs.
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3.2. Administrator and Teacher Participants

ESL teachers and administrators in three of the E&&L departments of the institution were
invited to participate in the study. These speg@fiactitioners were chosen because of the different
roles they have, which seems to have influenced ¥ievpoints on the CLB. However, the
differences in relation to programs, i.e. Appliesisus EAP, were more noteworthy than the different
positions participants have, i.e. administrativd padagogical, mostly because some of the teachers
had already been administrators and vice versaxample of the combined roles some participants
have is found in one of the teacher participants) 18 currently the Head of the Professional & @are
department; nevertheless, she answered the teatdiiew questions.

All participants were contacted through a Lette€Cohtact (Appendix A). Volunteers were
screened according to their knowledge of the CL& thaeir experience in programs leading to
mainstream post-secondary programs. The EAP deeattdead, members of the ESL faculty in other
departments, i.e. Applied programs, General ESLthedHead of the General English department,
whose higher level is equivalent to EAP level | L), were also contacted. All participants sigaed
Consent Form (Appendix B), which was collected betbe interview, and those participants who
requested clarifications were given further explexms about the Consent Form before signing. lal tot

two administrators and three teachers participatdide study.

3.3. Theory of Interviews

Amongst the different ways of conceptualizing intews that | examined, i.e. neo-positivist;

romanti¢, and; constructionist, which “captures both thedmance of social interaction for the co-

4 Neo-positivist (according to Foddy, 1993), whoseu®is on having, “a clearly defined topic aboutalih
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construction of interview data, as well as the foon examining the resources people use to describe
their worlds to others” (Roulston, 2010, p. 9).

| took into account not only the content collectiedt also how it was collected, by whom and
under what circumstances, all of which were relévaithe analysis of the data. Thus, | adopted what
Talmy (in press) refers to as “research interviag/social practice, in which the research interugew
explicitly conceptualized and analyzed as socifibat (p.3). As Talmy explains, examining the
interview social interactions is paramount becddaga do not speak for themselves; analysis centers
on how meaning is negotiated, knowledge is co-caottd, and interview is locally accomplished”
(p-8). Those aspects were used in the interviewagptied in the analysis, also accounting for how
meaning is co-constructed according to the contewthich the data were generated.

Therefore, in the context of this present studwylmch interviewee and interviewer engaged to
co-construct knowledge, participants' perceptidritt® CLB were taken into account according to
their pedagogical and administrative experiendésf a/hich allowed me to examine the transcripgs a
elaborated from the standpoint of the roles thai@pants represented in the interviews, i.e. heac
administrator, or combined. In this sense, | wde &bnote that the way in which they reflect upon
their practices is directly related to how theyipos themselves in order to describe the applcaof
the CLB as a framework to achieve their prograroalg

In this sense, the central purpose of the studytargather information about the extent to which
the CLB has been successfully implemented in aisp&AP program as perceived by that

community, represented by the five participantatTit why the data were collected within a specific

participants have information that they are abladcess within the research setting; that intereisvand interviewees
share a common understanding of the interview fprestand interviewees are willing and able to oespto these”
(Roulston, 2010, p.3). Romantic, “in which intemwiges provide exposés about intimate personal detaihterviewers

who appear to be compassionate, sympathetic, ansitise” (p.6).
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context and examined as co-construction of infoiongbrovided by the participants according to the
relation each participant has to the applicatiothefCLB and guided by the questions that weregose
to them. Thus, | conducted a series of intervidvased on structured questions. In doing so, | dedn
to target teachers' and administrators' perceptba3 the CLB concept and critiques, and b)
theoretical, practical and functionality issues.

During each interview, the questions were readartipants and segments of some questions
were repeated whenever necessary. All interviewk pdace in quiet settings, sometimes in an office
and other times in empty classrooms. Moreoverirtegviews followed a face-to-face format, which
stimulated discussions and promoted a relaxing spimere.

Interestingly, by examining the interviews fromagisl angle, | was allowed to observe the
emotional reactions participants displayed durimgihterviews, i.e. frustration, cynicism, irritatyj,
and so forth. The positive and negative emotiogattions that each participant had to the CLB
informed the data and are also relevant to tharfgglbecause the theoretical approach used in the
analysis accounts for 'how' participants' viewpoente socially  thus emotionally _ construed (I
discuss the method of analysis more in-depth latesection 3.4).

At first, the estimated time to conclude all intews was a month, in which each participant
would be interviewed individually in one-hour sess. Interviews started on Octobef"183009 and
finished on November 1] four days earlier than anticipated. The one-fsessions were sufficient to
ask all questions and collect responses from adinaiors. However, a second interview was set up
with the teachers to discuss and examine classwork.

Questions that addressed classwork produced |@pginses because teachers were asked to

elaborate on the texts they selected to bringdartterviews. Similarly, questions that addres$ed t

5 According to Palys and Atchison (2008), intervidwase “a more social-verbal” (P.153) dynamic than
questionnaires, difference which applies especiallpe goal of this present study, which was titecoinformation in
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functionality of the CLB for their EAP program ootoes produced very detailed answers. Sometimes
the answers would include information related ®nlext question, showing that participants were
anticipating the next step of the interview. Theaent repetition of questions, perceived by some,
gave participants a chance to reflect deeply upenrésponses they had given before, enabling them t

add or change information.

3.3.1. Data Collection Processes

Two methods were used to collect the data. Filistetviewed participants using structured
guestions(See Appendixes C and D). All questions targetetign@ants’ views of the benchmarks as a
tool to inform their curriculum goals. Second, ked teachers to bring classwork samples and talk
about the reasons for their selections in relaiowhat they wanted to achieve through those digtsvi

The discussions about the relationship betweepribgrams and the CLB, as well as the
documents teachers brought to the interview, pexVithe primary data for the analysis. In some
interviews | took field notes of information peseint to the research questions as an aid to my nmnyemor
Additionally, all interviews were audio-recordedided a digital recorder that was efficient moghef
time.

The audio-recording started a few minutes befoedriterview questions were asked, to test if
the recorder was properly set, and ended a fewtssrafter the questions had been answered and the
interview had ended. | placed the digital recomethe desk nearer to the interviewee for bettendo
guality. The sound quality was good in most ofititerviews, but on some occasions | had trouble
hearing a word or phrase due to background noiseeitheless, there was negligible interference.

All interviews were subsequently transcribed antt s each interviewee before being analyzed

context.
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(See Appendix E for Transcription Conventions). 3¢éaho wanted to could add or change
information if they thought it necessary to do so.

During the classwork examination, | asked teacteevaluate correlations they perceived
between their syllabus and the CLB outcomes foselspecific skills, levels and purposes, specially
focusing on the CLB descriptors' outcomes corregpgnto the same proficiency levels to be achieved
at the end of the program (CLB levels 7-9). Pgrtiaits provided substantial information and showed
interest in learning the final results of the studlge material selected instantiated pedagogical
approaches, bringing in an extra resource of ewielén support logical conclusions and attempt to

avoid biased interpretation (Herriott and Firestar#83, cited in Yin, 2009).

3.3.2. Classwork Sampled

Classwork, selected by each teacher, instantiatitaht text types, e.g. reading for academic
purposes texts, comprehension task texts, as wédixés for writing tasks, whose purposes are to
prepare learners to improve reading and writingsski order to achieve academic readiness. These
documents supported teachers' pedagogical appmaheentioned earlier, because they represent, to
some extent, the program syllabus goals. Classalstkserved as samples of tasks teacher-
participants use in order to achieve the goals@firogram, some of which correlate with the CLB
outcomes.

Hence, classwork constitutes one of the units afyas because it instantiates information about
the classroom context. When examining these docteneacher-participants referred directly to

classroom practices and the functionality of théBGar the purposes required in their programs.
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3.3.3. Administrators and Teachers Questions

| conducted the interviews using two types of dtrted questions, one for administrators
(Appendix C) and another for teachers (Appendixt@gause of the different roles participants have.
Administrators' questions focused on informationwprogram implementation while teachers'
guestions aimed at classroom implementation. Beth af questions ask about the utility of CLBs to
inform programs' syllabi and curricula. Questioddrassed participants' perceptions of the CLB,
specifically addressing the CLB descriptors pertirte the study (CLB 8-9 for reading and writing).

Administrators’ questions involved the followingetines: CLB descriptors; theoretical
framework, as well as the approach used in thelP pfograms to prepare ESL learners to enter
mainstream post-secondary programs. In additidghdse same themes, teacher participants were
asked to provide information about their programasys, pedagogical approaches, and practices of
assessment related to reading and writing skills.

Before the interviews, teachers were asked to lvilogor three samples of texts and tasks they
normally use in the classroom to prepare learreeshieve the reading and writing outcomes of the
program. More specifically, teacher interviews i the following themes: 1) possible correlation
between the CLB descriptors and teachers' texttsahe 2) syllabus goals; 3) program assessment
framework, and; 4) learners’ goals in the prograthquestions were intended to give the interviesiee

a chance to reflect upon their practices in retatimthe CLB outcomes.

3.4. Method of Analysis

In order to perform a critical analysis of the ftianality of the CLB in the context of this local
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EAP program, | set up a study where participant®vasked to examine the extent to which the CLB
impacts on their practice, i.e. for their EAP pigrcurriculum and syllabus design and for assessmen
practices. Thus, | looked at the CLB implementatimough the lenses of five participants who use
benchmarks in their programs.

| decided to approach the study assuming that tti2 l€ad not been informing that EAP
program curriculum. This approach helped me to ldgvdiscussions about the degree to which the
CLB had actually been used, and thus find out wpatific purposes the CLB has served. Hence,
listening to participants' perceptions of the CiobBelation to their experiences and the largeressu
confronted in implementation, | could evaluate déipplication of the benchmarks in their practices.

As mentioned earlier, in order to examine the dagpproached the interviews as social practice,
taking into account how the information was co-¢ared by the participants of the study in relation
that specific context. Hence, contextualizing theachelped me to critically examine the texts
produced (transcripts).
Additionally, by analyzing the interview data idagon to how participants perceived the functiatyal
of the CLB in that specific context, i.e. the CLBifg applied in the EAP program within that
institution, |1 was able to perceive how the papiaeits were constructing the CLB utility for that
specific context.

In sum, this present study is an empirical inqoiiyts topic, the role on the CLB in EAP
syllabus. It “investigates a contemporary phenomenmihin its real-life context” (Yin, 2003, p.13).
By investigating the phenomenon according to tivalse experience it day-by-day within its context, |
used each of the five sets of interviews that casepthe whole study as a different source of ewaden
Therefore, | further discuss the analysis of thaséi-layered perspectives of the same phenomenon

next(see Table 3.2 below for a summary of the dategoaies).
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Table 3.2Data Categories

Category Definition

1. Program English instrantbrganized according to a specific area

2. Roles of Interviewee Social positarrfunction

3. Aspects The way in whissues of the CLB are being addressed by
laterviewee

4. Classwork Reading andingitexts and tasks used to prepare learners

aohieve program goals

In short, as Table 3.2 displayo analyze the data | examined participants' majpgsitions and
coded these propositions into four categories. &ltasegories have sub-categories, each of which are
defined accordingly, i.e.ategory One classifies Programs and their variallategory Two presents
the Roles of Interviewees; Category Three classéigpects related to the CLB, and; Category Four
present<Classworl:

In other words, the transcripts were examined basdtiese four units of analysis (See
Appendix F for the Data Classification Dictionaryhese four major categories and sub-categories
were applied to all interview transcripts to clgéhe data nuances and similarities according to
participants' perspectiv(See Appendix H for Coded Transcripts). In doingttla great divide was
noticed in relation to the roles of participantspecially concerning how participants working infFEA
and Applied programs perceived and used the CliBair practices. These and other relevant findings

are discussed next, in Chapter Four.
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Chapter 4. Findings

Chapter Four presents a summary of the findingeettudy. | analyzed the interview data,
taking into account the social interactions andwhg information was co-constructed to analyze the
transcripts according to the context of this studydoing this, four major units of analysis were
examined as they became salient themes: 1) ProgBarR®le of Interviewees; 3) Aspect (of the
CLB), and; 4) Classwork. Each of these major caiegas divided in sub-categories, i.e. Program:
EAP: Curriculum: BC articulated (See Appendix Ftioe Data Classification Dictionary). The
findings are introduced in four parts; part oneuses on the role of interviewees and their peroepti
of the CLB, addressing how they present their vigwis according to their programs. Part two
presents participants' perceptions of the CLB thigeal, practical and functional issues, addressing
functional and non-functional aspects of implemanthe CLB for academic purposes. Part three
presents classwork and text varieties, i.e. litemtform-filling, report, and so forth, considegin
whether the classwork sampled is CLB-based orlrastly, part four addresses the dilemmas teachers
face when implementing the CLB outcomes and otfanéworks in their programs' syllabi in order to
achieve programs' and learners' goals. To conahdpter Four, | address participants' suggestians f
changes required to improve the functionality & @LB, particularly with regards to using the
benchmarks for academic purposes. As the findinggest that preparing ESL learners to achieve
academic readiness has become broader, i.e. |samagrchoose to take Applied programs as opposed
to EAP in order to enter mainstream post-seconpiaograms; academic gentesay need to be re-

conceptualized from different contextual needs.

6 Occupational genres that have specific goal-taitén as opposed to generic EAP approaches.
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In order to answer the research questions, 1) & dégree does the CLB influence EAP
curricula decisions made by teachers and admitossran a local BC college?; and 2) what practical
and theoretical issues are most relevant to theegees of CLB implementation?, | examined how
administrators and teachers co-construed the CliBahcontext. Thus, variables such as participants
roles and programs encompass elements that showhieavperceptions have been influenced in
relation to their positions and as such underlitredreasons given for not fully implementing theBCL
to assist the achievement of the EAP program gdalstefore, | start presenting the findings from th

relations participants hold with the CLB.

4.1. The Roles of Participants

When examining participants' perceptions of the GicBording to their roles as administrators,
teachers, or combine | noticed that there was a divide in relationtte programs participants were
affiliated to, i.e. EAP or Applied programs suchnassing or English for health scienc This
dichotomy between programs influenced the perceptmarticipants have of the CLB, directly relating
their opinionsto the outcomes of the programs these participaptesented.

On the one hand, Applied programs use the CLB riretpiently to inform their practices, i.e.
curriculum and syllabus development, as well asssrent practices. On the other hand, participants
in EAP programs choose to follow different frameksrmwhich are going to be further addressed later.
Nevertheless, academic preparation is providedNR Bnd Applied programs.

The reasons for the tensions created around tHeagopn of the CLB in these programs
underline issues of implementation. These impleatént issues are associated with the theoretical
intention for which the CLB was designed. In othverds, the negative and positive reactions to the

CLB that participants in EAP and Applied prograrespectively presented are linked to how well the
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CLB fulfills their programs' outcomes.

4.1.1. Participants' Perceptions of the CLB

As mentioned earlier, participants' judgments alio&itCLB are directly related to their
perceptions of the usefulness of the benchmarkth&achievement of their programs' goals. Hence, |

examined participants' viewpoints according toghemgrams they represent (Table 4.1).

Table 4.1 abels of Participants

Participant Role Program

P1 Administmato General English
P2 Combined CELBAN

P3 Teacher Health Sciences
P4 Administrator EAP

P5 Teac EAP

For instance, Participant One (P1) has a positeregption of the CLB because of the fact that
“some of the Applied programs here (in the insiif have been benchmarked, what levels students
need in reading, writing, listening and speakingdAin that way, in a sense CLB works” (P1). P1
relates her positive impression of the CLB to Ap@lprograms only. Conversely, Participant Four
(P4) when addressing the EAP program explains,

We have found that CLB doesn't work very well fsr The bands are much too broad

(..) we need to have very specific groupings, &edstystem that we've used (..) works
extremely well and to adapt it to (...) CLB will beretrofit, right? (P4)

This negative perception of the CLB is supporteatier participants when referring to the
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CLB for use in the EAP program. However, | notitledt Applied program-participants, whose
practices are CLB-based, referred to the CLB paditj opinion that was supported also by EAP
practitioners. Nevertheless, when referring to@Gh® used for EAP programs, Applied program-
participants' opinions were negative. Moreovertipigants' perceptions of the CLB unveiled power
relations with respect to the programs they wevelired with during the study, i.e. the EAP program
was portrayed as having a more prestigious stharsApplied programs, which can be perceived in
the following proposition,

We do something that is quite specific. It's natdeeryone, you know, this is a choice

that students have when they reach a certain I1ER4).

The passage above shows the social status of tRepEgram. According to P4, EAP, 'is not for
everyone', which is reinforced by the suggesti@t kkarners have to 'reach a certain level' taobe a
to follow that path. The proposition implies thaatners could settle for a less difficult approather
than EAP. These statdifferentiation: set apart EAP from Applied programs and affecirthe
outcomes as well; despite the fact that these progiare intended to prepare learners to enter

mainstream post-secondary programs.

4.1.2. EAP and Applied Programs' Outcomes

One of the differences EAP and Applied programsehawith respect to the goals each program
has. Applied programs focus on a specific areahealth sciences, or nursing, as opposed to EAP
programs whose focus is depicted by one participariybrid'. When asked to describe EAP
curriculum, P4 explains,

It's a long established program [ ] We usd aflauthentic materials, in many

ways our program is not really ESL. | mean, itagt ®f a hybrid, it is a blend of high
school language arts, you could say, maybe highad@nd ESL. (P4)
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The approach in this EAP program is non-CLB bator the 'program is not really ESL'. One of
the reasons for using a different approach is thl lpmoficiency through content, as P4 further
explains, “rather than just provide a broad (.neads-based (...) program like a negotiated auuma.
We do something that is quite specific” (P4). Tdnimte seems to be covertly criticizing the CLB
'broad’ outcomes, made for 'everyone’, which cbaldsed to give support to the claim that the G{B i
not suitable for EAP outcomes.

Another EAP program participant explains that aliffflothe CLB has been used in the institution
for benchmarking purposes, it serves Applied pnograetter,

| sat on a committee of department Heads and assdépartment Heads that actually

voted to apply for funds to look at benchmarkingpélbour English courses at the

college (...) a lot of the Applied programs in nogs(..) have been benchmarked, and

students are starting to be accepted into thosggms based on benchmarks (..) that

seems completely appropriate (..) for them andHeir purpose, and we move students

back and forth all the time between the two depantis (P5)

The appropriateness CLBs for Applied programs is also supported by the gedéal
approach they follow. Because Applied programsautssk-based approach, the CLB is seen as
appropriate to inform task-selection in these paiotg. Nevertheless, there is lack of CLB-based
material and curricula, especially for one of thgphed programs that participated in the study (I

further discuss the lack of CLB-based materialSegtion 4.2.1). Again, despite material limitations

Applied program-participants are CLB-based andtheeCLB to inform their curricular choices.

4.2. Perceptions of the CLB Theoretical Intent

According to participants the CLB theoretical irttervolves three areas; it serves as: a) an

assessment tool; b) a standardized framework,@ralmeans to measuring functional competence.
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When asked about the CLB theoretical intent, paditt Five (P5) suggested that the CLB functional
approach is a characteristic of ESL pedagogicalagmimes, but it should be associated with
developing learners meta-cognitive skills, whiclnas part of the CLB concept in her view,

We all do functional teaching (...) You also neletthink, for most learners after they

have passed a certain level, you have to deveklaprtieta-cognitive skills, and I'm not

100% certain that that is (...) | may be wrong, ot not 100% certain that that is part

of the benchmark program, or a benchmarked cutnou(P5)

According to P5, the CLB framework does not helpaliep meta-cognitive skills; however, it is
noteworthy the lack of certainty in the propositiperhaps caused by the complexity of the CLB
theoretical intent, i.e. the functional competeoacacept, in which one of the four macro-functioms t
heuristic function (Learning/thinking/ problem silg) seems to account for meta-cognitive skills, is
just another of many obscure concepts to be coreside

Another participant addressed the CLB concept ottional competence, but from a different
angle. In her interpretation, functional competeisaelated to language proficiency, describedan t
CLB as benchmarks competencies. In her view, fanaticompetence involves linguistic concepts,

In order to have functional competence of coursehave to use the form of the

language that is accurate within that functionthed does bring in grammar, of course

you must have the language, the word choice otettienical terminology to get to the

level. (P2)

These idiosyncratic views of fundamental concepth® CLB theoretical intent may produce
guestions about the extent to which the CLB is@essible framework to be implemented in the
classroom. Additionally, the CLB is task-based, emdome extent this characteristic seems to have
limited the CLB use (in the programs which partatgd in the study) to those that follow the task-
based approach.

In fact some participants referred to the CLB thaked approach to define the benchmarks. P4,

for instance, described the CLB theoretical intbos, “what they've tried to do there is kind cfate
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a task-based approach to describing language alssemvable phenomenon” (P4). In contrast to P4's
interpretation of the CLB, the CLB:2000 emphasitted what should be observed is the ability to use
language and not language per se, claiming thatlénguage proficiency, not non-linguistic skills
that are primarily being described' (p. VIII, Thetical Framework, cited in Chapter two). However,
'language proficiency' can be interpreted diffdser@nd what the CLB purports as 'clear language
competence focus' may actually seem unclear tdipoaers and, as a result, present challenges that
are subjected to personal interpretation.

According to some patrticipants, the CLB also fiolserve as a common language and to
provide national standards across the country. Vidiesoribing the CLB intention to serve as a nationa
standard for ESL practitioners and learners in @GanB4 mentioned that the intention was good, but
he referred to it as an attempt only,

It's quite a (...) project, | think, to try at atiomal level to have national standards,

which allow students to transfer within provincespetween programs. (P4)

P4 suggests that although the CLB attempts tortasianal framework, in fact the benchmarks
have not served this purpose. This view is alspasrpd by P5, who adds that the CLB could serve as
a common language amongst ESL practitioners, dsawdlelp learners achieve their goals faster, as
she explains the reasons for the institution teehedopted the CLB,

We were thinking that at the time, my reasonsifong benchmarks were first it's a

common language right across (...) it might be g @fagetting students into the jobs

they wanted or the fields they wanted more effittier{P5)

Having a common language to be used by practitsoaeross the country was an appealing idea;
however, the use of past tense and modalityweze' thinking', 'at that time', and 'might be' nsitp
that in practice the CLB has failed to achieve #iis. In order to be a common language used across

the country, the CLB has to help ESL practitiorsakieve their programs' goals and this is not the
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case for the EAP program that participated in theys as it is perceived by participants (P4 anyl P5
who responded to the interview questions from a® Efandpoint.

Accordingly, four of the five participants said thiae CLB was not intended for English for
academic purposes. For example, participant TH8edquestioned the utility of the CLB for academic
purposes, claiming that there is no ground to extalwhether the CLB could be used to prepare
learners to achieve academic readiness,

| had questions early on about how CLBs could be used in an academic framework.

We don't know particularly what would work and wkaduldn't work because we don't

have the context. (P3)

In the excerpt above P3 claims that there is namrapevidence that the CLB could be useful
for academic purposes because there is no comtex}iich the benchmarks have been used to prepare
learners for academic readiness. Hence, P3's clmnaise a question about the CLB theoretical
shortcomings with respect to more generic acadenticomes such as those required in the EAP
program-participant. If the CLB theoretical inteainnot be implemented for the required purposes, it
may be the case that the CLB theoretical framewesds to be re-visited in order to facilitate

implementation.

4.2.1. Issues Implementing the CLB

Due to the theoretical and applied issues citdtierlast section, implementing the CLB proved
to be a challenge to most participants. One opractical aspects of CLB implementation addressed
was that the benchmarks are not grammar relatedapebecause the descriptors are 'not grammar
driven’, P1 claimed that the CLB does not focugi@mmatical accuracy, which causes difficulties for

curricular implementation in her program,
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“We are not a grammar-based program, but we ddtgeommar and we think that

grammar accuracy is really important. That's wheedound CLB to be lacking” (P1).

Perhaps P1 is referring to lack of grammar-focistatements in the descriptors, i.e. can use
simple present tense accurately, which is notgfatie CLB, but seems to be required in her program
On the other hand, participant Two (P2) claimed tha CLB fulfills the needs of the program she
teaches because the goal is to prepare learndtsef@anadian English Language Benchmark
Assessment for Nurses (CELBAN). Hence, P2 doegxymrience issues of implementation. First
because the program goal is CLB-based, thus thehbsarks fulfill the program's requirements, and
second because there is more willingness to impiethe CLB in P2's department,

Implementing the CLB in the area that | work | ththere has been less resistance

because we have been looking for a framework, &heel way of describing higher

level language skills and outcomes, but in a waysmot the typical academic

pathway and measured by TOEFL or something like {F2)

Note that in the quote above P2 draws a line betW@tel BAN preparation and a 'typical
academic pathway’, which in her view is not a chtastic of the CLB. Neverthelesshen |
examined the practical issues other participantsgpeed in relation to the implementation of theBCL
in their programs, the findings show that most fgots are in the area of assessment and curriculum,
more specifically related to programs' syllabi, e¥his going to be discussed in the next section.

Again, looking at how participants perceive the Clii®e divide between programs was clear. For
instance, P3 explained that a difficulty her Apglgrogram has is the lack of models to follow, lzes s
explains,

Our context in BC is quite limited in that we offilgzve ELSA and ELSA is not linked
in the same kind of overall way that LINC is in etlparts of Canada (P3).

The argument above suggests that because themetareny pilot programs available, the
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application of the CLB is limited to lower levelqggrams, such as ELSA. Hence, for the higher levels
P3 claims, “there is this issue of programming. Yéh#o those programs ladder to?” (P3). Although
this participant adopts the CLB avidly, she suggésat the benchmarks should be facilitated for
implementation: purposes,

P3: “people just need to have a by-the book...”

Interviewer: To be facilitated?
P3: “yes, like go for it, and that's what we ddmaite in Canada”

In other words, there is a lack of models, i.e. €hdded syllabi, curricula and assessment tools
for CLB implementation according to most particiganf more models were available, participants

would have a tangible support to implement the berarks in their programs.

4.2.2. Partial Implementation of the CLB

All participants claimed that the CLB has beenipliytincorporated in curricula, but what does
partial incorporation of a framework mean? Admirakdr participants argued that the CLB has
impacted on the curricula of some programs in iisétution, “in the areas of speaking, some writing
tasks and some reading tasks, which are useduidersts only at the lower levels.” (P1) and also in
settlement programs. In contrast, when asked wlCillB has not been informing his EAP
curriculum, P4 replied,

Well, it's not entirely unused. We do use CLB tmscextent. In an indirect way of

course we are influenced by CLB descriptors. ftag of our regime of influences and

sources that inform our curriculum, but it's na trasis for our curriculum | |

| do want to make the point that we use a variéipftuences and sources to inform our

curricular choices. We've worked for several yedth CLB and some aspects of CLB

assessment have been a very good fit for the divigiarticularly in our settlement
program. (P4)
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Note that the choices in wording support the clafrpartial implementation of the benchmarks,
i.e. 'not entirely', 'to some extent', 'in an iedirway’, it is part of our regime’, 'some aspedise
partial implementation that P4 and other participaafer to seems to address the impact that thie CL
has on the curricula of some programs, except efekP program. The reasons for partial
implementation to occur, but not affect EAP progsaare outlined in the different approaches that th
CLB and the EAP program follow. For instance, wiescribing EAP curriculum, P4 highlighted
some differences he sees between the CLB and EAf®$®s,

| don't think our curriculum is primarily functiohd think largely what we do is we

want to develop students generic skills rather tharspecific tasks, rather than practice

specific tasks which tend to be more based in Ehdbr special purpose. (P4)

According to P4, one of the major differences betwEAP and the CLB is with respect to
pedagogical approaches, i.e. EAP is not functiandlnot task-based. The CLB suggests specific tasks
and the EAP program focuses on developing 'geskilis’, which seem to refer to academic skills.
Because the approaches in the CLB and the EAP grogre different, EAP curricula are informed by
non-CLB frameworks.

When further describing EAP curriculum P5 explaiisg/ the CLB does not inform curricular
practices more effectively,

Our department pre-dates the development of bengisrbg a long, long time. So,

basically the curriculum that was developed in ttepartment has changed over the

years, and some of the changes in our curriculwe heflected benchmarks. (P5)

Again, the partial use of the CLB is brought up wib mentions 'some changes', apparently
referring to the alignment of EAP programs to teadhmarks (As discussed in Chapter Two).
Because of commitment with other colleges in B& BAP program follows frameworks other than
the CLB. For instance, the BC EAP Articulation fanork has been developed based on the CLB

outcomes as BC EAP programs are aligned to the GleBertheless, the alignment to the CLB did
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not actually cause changes in this EAP programaum, as P3 suggests,

In BC we have quite a fabulous Articulation proces®re institutions have a great deal

of trust in each other's course completion. Sagtigethe sense, if there is nothing

wrong, why fix it? (P3)

The rhetorical question raised above suggestB@GdEAP programs' curricula serve their
purposes and there is no need to change it into-kdd®d curricula, especially because the CLB does
not serve EAP purposes. Looking more closely inloEAP program syllabus, the data reveal that the
EAP program follows a secondary English 12 approkanthermore, the EAP curriculum focuses on
literature to improve learners writing and readskdls, which according to P5 is because,

The students don't like to think of themselves &&,E50 they have developed the sort

of pre-first year courses to improve reading antting skills amongst those students,

and that's the kind of focus of this departmend, @n) that's the kind of focus of all the

other colleges that do EAP. So we {All the BC paldolleges} are all articulated

together to provide that kind of training. (P5)

Interestingly, P5 describes EAP programs as naoigogesigned exclusively to the support of
ESL learners’ language preparation. Even thougtpraing to P5, these learners are second-language
users of English, EAP practitioners choose to feléocurricular approach used in mainstream
secondary English programs, disregarding the lagguaeds of learners who use English as a second
or additional language. In this sense, P5 bringssyes of the negative image ESL classes have (See
Gunderson, 2008) Moreover, the framework adopted in this EAP papgimpacts on the classwork
selection and for this reason it is going to béhieir addressed later (See 4.3).

Another issue that has caused EAP participantsdm aising the CLB to inform their
curriculum is the lack of reliability of CLB-basedsessment tools. This claim is also supported by

Applied program participants, who argue that ther@ need for reliable CLB-based assessment tools,

One of the practical barriers to implementatiobelieve, has been a lack of assessment

6 Voices of the teenage diaspaiaurnal of Adolescent and Adult literature. Vol. 43: 8, pp. 692-706
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tools that are CLB aligned and there is often & kiha washback effect, | think, with

assessment | | I think that what people wamtdse, more test bank items because

not only consistency and reliability are questidnsg, also confidentiality issues. (P2)

Due to lack of CLB-based assessment tools, othendworks have been used to assess learners.
For instance, in her Applied program, P3 explaitied she uses the BC Articulation framework,
which is based on the CLB, but upgraded to assessitcomes needed in the program,

| use the Access descriptors because the Accessptess will of course get

everything that is in the 2000 (...) So, earlietha term, | hand this out (....) and | have

them do a self-assessment. So, | take a look attiwbatudents should be doing in

terms of competency | | I also look at som#hefoverlapping skills. What they

should have been doing between genres and | alkaalathe vocabulary, and | look at

the grammar descriptors. So, that's somethingibateed to add into the BC

descriptors that weren't in the original 2000. (P3)

Although Access descriptors cited above are CLBzOamitcomes, developed by the BC
Articulation Committee for work related programs order to use the CLB in this Applied program P3
has to refer to a CLB adapted framework, which todaave necessary information added to as the
CLB does not provide. Once more one can noticetltea€CLB presents a challenge to implementation
because it does not provide practitioners withntheessary tools required to design a solid, effecti
syllabus to prepare learners to improve their Ehglanguage proficiency, i.e. grammar awareness and
goal-oriented outcomes. Nevertheless, P3 usestbesA descriptors to select program'’s and learners'
outcomes, balance them out and finally design yHal®sis outcomes to be achieved, a laborious
exercise that not many teachers would have thetorpersue.

Once more emphasizing the lack of models, P3 fugkplains that she has develop CLB-
based tasks,

What I'm trying to do is create a whole bunch sktawhere you're pulling on a

number of things. (P3)

Tasks have to be created because there is no at@eailable. A further challenge is to

67



incorporate syllabus decisions into the post-seapndrogram curriculum. P3 suggests that to ease th
problem, “one of the things is talking to the pagrareas on a regular bases and making sure that it
(...) in their area exchange (...) that our cutuouis compatible with that” (P3). The efforts Pakes

to develop a syllabus that is in consonance wighptitogram curricula may represent an impediment for
other practitioners to implement the CLB in theiograms. As a consequence, many practitioners may
choose frameworks that have been successfully mgaiéed along the years, especially due to lack of
accessible CLB-based material or curricula to weitk, as some participants described.

For assessment practices, a tendency of CLB-basgdgmns is to use portfolios, following other
models, which have been effectively implementedtirer provinces. The Applied programs in this
present study have been using portfolios. As P8aeg portfolios have helped plan learners’
outcomes,

We're using a portfolio which is (...) the CLB waskich Manitoba has done, looking

at needs assessment (...) the Tara Holmes worKaitento thing whatever, in terms of

establishing what the key criteria of the course and what are the individual bodies in

front of me? where are they at? and where doeg#rétular body need to get to? (P3)

The portfolio approach resonates with the CLB ihterserve as an assessment tool to be used by
learners to measure their outcomes themselvekidisénse, the CLB empowers learners and invites
them to participate more actively in the learninggess. However, in the EAP program, which is non-
CLB-based, other assessment practices are usede AAP program is not geared towards portfolio
assessment practices, instead specific assessmbnate designed, some standardized with other
EAP programs in BC, and others developed by ingiraan the institution,

We have to standardize some aspects of our assesdoe to our articulation

agreements with the EAP levels | to IV, which warghwith all the other community
colleges within the province (P4).

The BC Articulation framework is also mentioneddnother EAP participant, when referring to
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the assessment practices in EAP. P5 explains, ave Bn assessment department of our own, which
we still have, which developed a test called thglisSh Language Assessment, and it was used to
assess students coming in” (P5). More specifiaaligted to her program syllabus, P5 added,

| often work within the framework of the BC EAP Autilation Guide, which has the

outcomes. So, the framework is the old curriculbat ive developed over the years,

and other colleges have developed. (P5)

Hence, this EAP program uses the BC EAP Articutaframework to design a syllabus that
prepares learners to be assessed according thkillkalsey learn in the classroom, i.e. reading and
summarizing texts. These skills are perceived asesaf the academic skills learners need to achieve

in the program in order to reach academic readjiless seen as functional for the purposes of the

EAP program; the CLB, on the other hand, presanmtstionality issues for EAP use.

4.2.3. Functionality of the CLB

Implementing the CLB in the programs that partitaéain the study was considered problematic
by all participants. However, Applied program pagants rated the CLB as more useful for their
program purposes than did EAP participants. Whatyaimg the degree of functionality of the CLB in
each program, | considered whether the CLB suliegptograms' outcomes and was used to prepare
learners to achieve these outcomes. In short, tiBevzas found functional when the CLB outcomes
were applied to serve the goals of a program ghgoal-oriented, task and outcome based.

As discussed in Chapter Two, the CLB deploys atfanal view of language use and language
proficiency to measure learners' functional competeaccording to four macro-functic, ideational;
manipulative; heuristic; and imaginative (SBachmai 1990, pp. 92-94). The macro-functions are

represented in the four competency areas in the. ChB benchmarks' descriptors relate competency
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at each skill to these macro-functions, predicthmag learners would perform many functions at atim

(See Table 4.2 below for an example of the mantmaélanacro-function).

Table 4.2An Example of the Manipulative Macro-function

Macro-function Manipulative: Instrumental, directive

Goal To read informatiomget things done and to learn what others
want us to know or do

Examples of tasks Manuals, directions, recipasyifitas, procedures

CLB related competencies Reading instructiomsiastructional texts; Following

instructions, and instructional texts

Note: Table based on the Reading Benchmarks compeeTable in th&heoretical

Framework, p.16 (Not related tany specific level).

The Table above summarizes the relation betweeacaayfunction (as described in the
Theoretical Framework) and competencies (as established in Benchmadkigs's) to achieve a
given goal, using specific tasks and texts. AltHotlge relation between the CLB theoretical intertt a
the benchmarks seems to be problematic, the maaxibns need to be taken into account in order to
evaluate the degree to which the CLB is functidoathe purposes of the programs that participated
the study as a base to evaluate whether the CLé&dmgs were applied in the goals of a program.

In participant-programs where the goals are to rtieeCLB outcomes, such as the CELBAN
test preparatory program, the material is CLB-bas®tlit has been specially designed to prepare
learners to take the test. Nevertheless, the gaatitwho represents this program questioned a task

used for writing purposes because it also requikéls other than writing,
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This writing activity is filling in a charge based a video with a nurse patient

interaction and then they have to fill in the assgant record. The reason | say that we

might not have taught it in the same way is the& i@ my mind (...) could also be

viewed as a listening task actually rather tharriting task, and so | think there is some

kind of cross purposes there. (P2)

According to P2, the task described above was pedday CLB professionals responsible for
developing CELBAN tasks; therefore, she reliest@nrhaterial because it was developed by CLB
experts. Nevertheless, one could question theitsatifi the task, as it requires another skill foe task
to be accomplished, other than what is being asdeasd one could even ask if it follows the model
of functions and benchmark competencies. Hencet mdeds to be considered is the extent to which

having a framework which is incoherently developgaly cause problems for the elaboration of well-

developed material, i.e. tasks, curricula and @ssest tools.

4.2.4. Functional Aspects of the CLB

Participants considered the CLB functional in thespects; the first one is for benchmarking
program levels, i.e. some Applied programs in ksl institution have been assigned a benchmark.
The second aspect is for pedagogical approachefotluav the task-based approach, i.e. programs in
which teachers usually use tasks to develop lesirlarguage skills. The third aspect is for progsam
that use CLB-baseclassworl and assessment tools, i.e. ELSA programs.

All these three aspects are present in one ofnbeApplied programs that participated in the
study, the CELBAN test preparatory program whosadate is to prepare learners for the CELBAN
tes. The other benchmarked Applied program uses aldasi&d approach, but CLB-basclasswork
has to be created to align the syllabus to the €iept; therefore, this program does not fulflll a

the aspects required to present CLB functionabigspite the efforts of the teacher in this program,
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CLB outcomes had to be adapted for the purpostgegirogram. Also, because of the commitment of
the institution to use the BC Articulation desooist as outcomes, the CLB is not directly used to
inform the syllabus.

In this sense, only the CELBAN test prepara program, which is assisted by CLB-based
material and uses the CELBAN test itself as thesssent tool, presents CLB functionality. This
finding suggests that for the CLB to be functiopaited in a program, it is necessary to develop-CLB
basecclassworl and assessment tools. Otherwisiclassworl and assessment tools are not
standardized and if models of implementation ateamailable, other curricular frameworks will be
used to assist practitioners with implementation.

To illustrate how the CLB is implemented in the GAN program, P2 describes how learners
are prepared for the test, giving details of tagded to prepare learners to achieve the outcomes
measured in the test,

For the CELBAN test, they need to do three type®afling tasks, a skimming and

scanning, a reading comprehension, acloze activity. The outcomes really would be to

(...) look at the structure of the document tQ ¢give students some strategies to work with

a piece of text that is other than just startinthatbeginning and reading to the end. (P2)

The approach described above is based on CLB oetdmence it uses the CLB to achieve the
purposes of the program. Additionally, P2 mentitivad following a CLB-based framework has
assisted other teachers in the program,

The instructors have built confidence. They've dlemg able to look at the tasks that they

use that they either selected or developed thees@the classroom and they feel

confident that those tasks are roughly at the lthadlthey're intending them to be at. (P2)

However, most practitioners do not have a CLB-basedculum to follow, consequently the
CLB has been mostly used to standardize progragldeand to serve as a common reference to

describe learners' proficiency, i.e. this learsdsenchmark level 8. Nevertheless, being granted a

benchmark level does not indicate what the leanasrbeen trained to do, nor does it specify whether
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the learner fulfills the language proficiency outees needed to achieve goals such as pursuingifurthe
education, which may raise questions about thigyutif the CLB as a framework to prepare learnars i
EAP programs. Moreover, in the context of this prestudy, the CLB has especially presented issues

of functionality in many aspects, as it is goindptoexamined next.

4.2.5. Non-Functional Aspects of the CLB

Many of the CLB shortcomings reported earlier cahgebenchmarks’ non-functionality.
According to participants, some of the CLB non-fiimral aspects can be found in implementation,
i.e. curriculum, pedagogical approaches, and asszgs Other non-functional aspects are related to
the descriptors and address the lack of level pation and clarity. Also, the CLB outcomes do not
relate to some of the programs' outcomes, i.e. GuiBomes are not EAP focused, but designed for
settlement and work related programs, as statdiérear

Additionally, P2 remarks that CLB implementatiomisn-functional because some of the
challenges imply changes in pedagogical approaah@surricular practices,

| think we underestimate how challenging that igeb people to really change their

practice (...) Implementation is challenging itseh challenging for everyone, for the

institution, it really does require that we lookoair curriculum in a deep way and that

we look at our practice because it is differenf &nd curriculum revision really

requires time. (P2)

The argument above once more calls for the neddsmn CLB-based curricula. Another
participant argues that bringing in the CLB did regiresent change, as she explaithe department
signed off and has said that 'yes, we accept thexsehmarks' (...) but they're not really in place |
would say (P3). Not having benchmarks 'really gcpl is further elaborated by another participant,

We have established curricula here that work weegy well for us and we have a

variety of sources of documents that inform ouricutar choices. Benchmarks is one
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of them, but it's not the basis, and why shoulzkityou know, why should it be? (P4)

The question P4 asks seems to relate back to tBepQtposes. As the curricula work 'very, very
well' for the intended purposes, there is no neezhainge them into a CLB approach, which as the
findings show is non-functional. This point is alsised by another participant, who adds,

What we teach, we have (...) questions and quahbest the benchmarks at the higher

levels, and whether they fit what we're doing. W@ people in [EAP department in the

Institution], | think feel comfortable that whatetyh are doing is preparing students for

where those students seem to want to go (P5).

In other words, if the approaches are differentiéf CLB does not serve the EAP program
purposes and if participants cannot rely on theberarks as outcomes, why should the CLB be
implemented? When asked why the CLB does not inteAR curriculum, P5 gives two reasons. First,

The other problem with curriculum is that we teackery limited curriculum and it is

an academic curriculum. It's trying to give studdhie skills to function in an academic

environment, their reading and writing skills (P5).

As the CLB is not academically specific, it canhetused 'to give students the skills to function
in an academic environment'. The second reasornves i the following,

EAP does some things that are in the benchmarksoline able to say it's a

benchmarked curricula, you're supposed to be alday you're doing 70% of the stuff

that's covered (...) and we don't. We only do allspaat of it. And (..) in reverse

benchmarks do not cover certain language skillswieado. (P5)

The CLB concept of measuring learners’ languagégiency is considered inefficient for
academic purposes because it goes beyond the EAPapr's scope. Moreover, most participants have
deemed assessment as being one of the causes oL Bnon-functionality. For instancP5 explains
that assessment practices in the institution istfanal and when they attempted to use a CLB-based

assessment tool, it failed to serve the EAP progranrpose,

Our own English Language Assessment seems tdhieghings we want for what we
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teach. We've been using the CLBPT recently (.a)ray works really level up to a

certain level and after that it's just not accusateugh (P5).

Level equivalency is also an issue as seen eafler CLB level cut does not seem to
discriminate levels as precisely as the instituherds. Therefore, most participants claimed th&-C
based assessments are unreliable for their purpesasise the bands are too broad. If the CLB bands
do not discriminate levels precisely enough, CLBdihassessment tools may not measure the
outcomes precisely either. This lack of precisias heen sensed by other participants. For inst&ice,

and P3, representing EAP and Applied programs otiseéy, reported the same issue,

The other problem was that we seemed to have n®okddvels (...) than the
benchmarks have (P5).

And,

Another final point on why the benchmarks may retworking is there is a sense that

the levels are really broad compared to what we h@®3)

Examining the descriptors more precisely, one fitds the lack of level specification and the
broad bands may be caused by the generalizatitreddnguage used in the descriptors. P4 raises two
points about the lack of trustworthiness of CLBdzhassessment. First, he claims the CLB influences
the program, but with some reservations with resggefunctionality,

It's influenced (...) some of the ways we do oseasments (...) but at the same (...)

time to go directly to the CLB document and ude..f it would not be useful. (P4)

The hesitation with which P4 describes the CLBuefice on assessment, noticed in the number
of long pauses, works as a preamble for his laark on the non-functionality of the CLB. P4
addresses the use of CLB for accepting learnerglit program, which in his view is also

problematic,
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Our concern about CLB profiles is that if we weseget students (...) sometimes they

are now coming with CLB profiles, we're not a 100%) we really can't guarantee that

we would know where to fit a student, and of cowyse're probably going to hear

about the CLBPT as an instrument which is compfaiarteliable (...) But, dealing with

a CLB profile from an outside institution from thesessmeicentr¢, we would really

be skeptical of that in terms of our placementg h@t4)

The concern raised brings up issues of learnemsfeeability across institutions based on CLB
bands. For instance, a learner that is grantechehipeark in one institution may not be given the sam
band in another, as the CLBPT does not seem toisstently measuring learners' English language
proficiency. Thus, ecause the CLB presents sevimplementation: issues, as P4 points out, “the
deeper that you go into the implementation, theenyou find the practical obstacles and
contradictions” (P4), and these 'obstacles andradmetions' impede the CLB functionality; the CLB
outcomes are limited to and better used in cegeograms, i.e. settlement and work related,

You know, you could have, a (...) settlement ESkgpam, which could be very

effectively informed by CLB, I think, and call itl® 7, or CLB 8 even, or job

orientation (....) but still would not be EAP, ri@h(P4)

Once more the unsuitability of benchmark outconoesa€ademic purposes is addressed. In the
guote above where P4 pins down the argument that participants support, the CLB is not EAP
oriented; it only serves community and work domaarxl that is why the CLB is effectively used in
these areas, but not in EAP, as P4 insists,

It was definitely (...) it serves better the (seftlement interests, | think, and Access

interests rather than EAP (...) some of the CLBjl&mge actually do (...). some of the

things we do, but not very much (P4).

The argument above resonates with what P5 statbdreR5 also represents the EAP program

and perhaps because of this she shares many vi@@poid has similar arguments to P4's when

explaining why the CLB has not been used to infdmear EAP curricular and assessment practices.
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4.3. Text Types in SamplecClasswork

Classwork sampled served as an instantiation afyhabi used in the participant-programs. In
this sense, when | analyzed the classvit was interesting to observe that EAP and Apppezgrams
share some similarities. Both EAP and Applied paogs use: authentic texts, report writing, literatur
form-filling; report; formatted texts, ess and the same reading text baoklong with text types the
following tasks were also identified: inferenccritical thinking; identifying bias and logical eglons.
This finding begs the following questions, if thggegrams share some corrnalities in texts and
tasks used to achieve outcomes, what makes then@irB functional in Applied programs than in
EAP to prepare learners to reach academic rea@nasd what differences in preparing learners to
achieve academic readiness do these programs {#fesen

The answer to these questions may rest on thepienes that each participant has of the CLB
and in how they relate their viewpoint to theirgiree, leading those who think the CLB is useful fo
their programs' purposes to use CLB-beclassworl and assessment practices as opposed to those
who do not. Another possible answer could be thertet seems to be more CLB-based material and
assessment tools developed for the Applied progthatgarticipated in the study than for the EAP.

Despite having different approaches, academic paéipa is done in EAP and Applied
programs, as P2 explains, “typically traditiondahyg academic preparation has all been done in [EAP]
but I think the lines are sort of blurring”. Acadenpreparation lines are blurring because learimers
this institution can choose Applied programs thatehbeen benchmarked, i.e. nursing, dental aggistin
and digital graphic, as an alternative pathway &nstream post-secondary programs.

In the Applied programs learners are prepared ter@ron-ESL programs by doing classwork

that are more likely to be encountered in theic#meacademic contexts, i.e. in the nursing Apglie

7 Ten steps to advancing college reading skills, JohnLangai, 2006.
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program, a text type that is used is incident repuahnich is occupationally focused and goal-specifi

The use of goal specific text types in Applied peogs may suggest that there are genres beingaised t
prepare learners for post-secondary mainstreanrgregother than the used in EAP programs, which
are more generic and less goal-oriented. As lesaitm@re being trained to enter post-secondary
mainstream programs in a broader and more sp&aiG i.e. with a clear occupational goal-
orientation, practitioners may require a re-congajtation of academic outcon. In that case, for

EAP curricula to become more functional, differeatcomes, other than reading and writing for
academic purposes, would need to be addresse8, dsiRs,

At the end of the day, | want them to have had ghaariety that | can say, 'yes, those

people’ (...) and they can say, 'yes those peapleaf do it'. | see these skills as not

been only occupational, but really crossing oveéhwihatever we see as an educated

person. (P3)

Similarly, when referring to reading activities Blggested,” maybe at our advanced levels
students do need other kinds of reading besideteaua reading”. In this sense, text variety haanbe
a concern in Applied programs, mostly because i €iiggests a wide variety of registers, i.e.
tables, dictionaries, magazines, newspapers, fiicind so forth. Contrasting Applied program
classwork to those in EAP programs, P2 remarkssiatuses CLB-based material,

The material is really very CLB oriented. Compariag more generic EAP class the

material for the most is authentic. It's occupadlbnfocused, so | think in the more

generic EAP class it's not. It's not based ondiff¢rent types of literature for example.

We do the form filling and we do incident reporiitmrg. They do have to adapt to the

genre, the professional standard in nursing. Tasslieen one of the strengths, I think of

doing the CLB. We have made a very real effortrindin formatted documents, real

world documents that people are using in either firefession or their training

courses.(P2)

The EAP program is again described a 'genericdagared to the specificity of Applied

programs. Because P2 teaches the CELBAN test @epgrcourse, in her opinion she does not do

much work on inferences or critical thinking, batarding to her, in the other Applied program,
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English for Health Sciences, “they do a lot of workinferences, a lot of work on critical thinkiagd
(..) reading for bias” (P2).

Nevertheless, the tas cited above are also present in EAP programs,iwd¢aa give support the
argument that academic preparation has also beeniddhis Applied program, as it uses tasks and
text types which are al covered in the EAP program. The difference is ih&pplied programs
learners are being trained to enter post-secondamystream programs in a specific field of study
while in EAP they do not focus on a specific pugos

When describing the texts used in the program,zhasized that the goal-orientation, the
purpose of the texts, is perceived by learnersfeeseht,

What's really different for a lot internationallgwcated nurses is that (...) is the legal

liability held around this documents. It's almds purpose for the document (...) is

different. (P2)

P2 notices that the goal-orientation of the textesaccording to the context. In other words,
texts vary according to genre and register, ijgoméng an accident in North America versus reporti
an accident in China, may present differencesartéit discourse. Although text-context approach is
not directly mentioned, it seems to be inherei®2s argument, as she claims that the differemces i
the context (another culture, another languagerathe text and the differences are naturally
perceived by learners.

Similarly, P3 (representing English for Health ®wes program) suggested that authenticity of
texts and purposes, as well as text types iiclassworl are influenced by the current contextual
situatior. Additionally, she suggested that formatted téwge been overlooked in EAP,

| do think with the rise of the internet, the ugéexhnology, the ease in which students

can do computing (...) I think that working with af that formatted reading (...) | think
there has been an absence of that in EAP progragnifi)

Again comparing her Applied program to EAP, P3 alddhat in her in her program, “the scope
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of genre is much narrower. It's narrower in termloat they will do academically, but they also can
do other things, and they could do them well” (F.also emphasizes that the different channels of
communication, i.e. the internet, the use of tetdupg have affected text construction. Conversily,
EAP programs, besides critical thinking and infee=s) the focus is on writing and reading skills, as
P4 explains, “I think what we try to do in writirfg.) various rhetorical forms along with, as Idsdhe
research report, the research essay. The readimy veeemphasize, critical thinking skills”.
Additionally, P5 further explains that for readisiglls in the EAP program they use the text book
chosen for the program, once again stressinghieapproach is not CLB-based,

In reading anyway every instructor would have aprnbed reading text. So, if you look

at this compared to benchmarks, it may striketfis)is not very functional, or (..) task-

based, but (...) this book was not made for setamgliage learners. This is a text book

(....) developed in the States. (P5)

The text book mentioned abovien steps to advancing college reading skills 4th Ed. by John
Langan, is divided in three parts. Part one intoeduen steps to advancing college reading, fogusin
on vocabulary, main and supporting ideas, implytrasitions, patterns of organization, differences
between opinions and facts, inferences, purpose, ttnd argument. Part two, presents texts and
reading comprehension exercises, and part threedmalined-skill tests to apply the knowledge
acquired in part one.

Interestingly, despite being adopted in EAP andl#ppprograms, this text book was mentioned
more directly by the EAP teacher participant. Shessed that one of the reasons why the book is
adopted is because it suits the non-ESL approatitedeAP program. In my opinion, it is a positive
point to have a book that is not made specifidaltyESL learners. | personally believe that ESL
adapted texts are a disservice to ESL learnersibedhaey instantiate a context that does not exsst.

far as register is concerned, this book instargjatesome extent, authentic texts learners will be

dealing with in non-ESL programs.
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Additionally, Ten steps to advancing college reading skillsis an American text book. This is an
interesting element because it marks the non-Cld&ethapproach once more, as the CLB suggests the
use of Canadian material. Besides this charadteribe EAP teacher-participant discussed other
characteristics pertinent to the book, i.e. contakinformation, text goals and teaching appro&zde(

Table 4.3 below).

Table 4.3Classwork Sample: Ten Steps to Advancing College Reading Skills

Context Developed in the States, not made for ESL lear@ersal pre-college book

for people coming out of grade bRege reading

Text Goal to focus on vocabulary, main and supporting ideaplying, transitions,
patterns of organization, differences betwedniops and facts, inferences,
purpose, tone, and argument

Teaching Approachliterature-based, non-fiction, combining skills

P5 uses literature, i.e. short-stories, fiction and-fiction, as one of the main text types due to
the secondary school approach in the EAP prograrshea describeswe alternate reading a short
story, a Canadian short story, and reading a jéu¢R&). The EAP program also uses text types that
are more related to academic contexts, i.e. repodsexpository essays. As an example of an activit
that P5 considers 'very academic’, she says, titwarkshop (..) on how to do research onlineii..)
the library and online. This was very academic”(Pgditionally, when asked about texts types used
in the program, P5 replied,

We have a vocabulary text (...) we don't do enqughin graph reading and non-linear
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reading (...) most of what they're getting is dbanal register because that's what we're

preparing them to read, formal or literary (..git@l relations. (P5)

In short, the EAP syllabus was described as haypegific characteristics that differ from a
traditional ESL class, making the program more stagam like. The EAP program syllabus
characteristics are summarized in the Table 4 dvipednd the approaches used to implement each of
them are described. Note that some of the regiatetdext types cited are also present in the CLB

outcomes, i.e. short stories, reading for ideasogmgion (reading skills), summarizing, and sotiort

marking some correlation with the CLB.

Table 4.4EAP Syllabus Characteristics and Approaches

Characteristic Approach

Use of authentic material Program blends High school
and ESL approaches
Use of Literature Short stories; poetry; for reading
and oral skills
Writing research reports, research essays Research process
Citation workshops Scaffold praxes
Firm grounding in academic learning Learnerstem@ed through mainstream texts

skills and strategies

EAP-participants claim to use authentic materialpart of the text variety in the syllabus
apparently because of the High school approacpribgram takes, which characterizes the program as
having “firm grounding in academic learning sk#isd strategies” (P4). Nevertheless, Applied

programs, which as opposed to EAP follow a CLB-Haggproach, use the benchmarks as reference

for text selection, and also claim to use authdetits.
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The extent to which this EAP approach is in faefgaring learners to enter mainstream post-
secondary programs could be questioned becauke téitt types chosen to prepare learners for
academic contexts, i.e. the use of literature,tsdtories and fictio. In this sense, one could ask the
reason why literature is usedinstantiatr academic registers in order to achieve the outsarha
general academic program. Conversely, anothetypgtused in the program is definitely more
academic, i.e. putting lecture notes into graphd,“anapping them depending on the organization of
the lecture” (P5).

In sum, although the approaches are different, BAdPApplied programs' syllabi are designed to
prepare learners to enter mainstream post-secopdagyams. The differences noticed in the syllabi
were in text types and purposes, i.e. occupatiphatlused or generically academic, CLB-based or
non-CLB-based. Despite the differences, all paréiots reported difficulties to apply the CLB totsui

the programs' purposes. These difficulties aregytorbe discussed next.

4.4. Dilemmas Faced to Implement the CLB

In order to examine the extent to which the CLB lb@sn implemented for academic purposes in
the context of the study, | focused on issues pexdan relation to the EAP program, considering th
use of the CLB to achieve programs' and learneedsgMost of these issues are related to
implementation and many of the critiques partictpanade were with respect to the CLB descriptors,
and the lack of CLB-based curriculum and assesstoels, as mentioned earlier.

For this reason, the CLB represents a challengarticipants as opposed to offering a solution
to practical issues. One of the dilemmas partidgpéace is having to achieve programs' outcomes,
inform curricular and assessment practices, asasesderve learners' purposes referring only to the

CLB. Because the CLB does not comply with partinisaneeds, other frameworks are used to achieve
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the purposes of the programs. According to allipgents, the CLB can only be implemented in their
EAP program if the outcomes were more specificalgted to academic preparation, which calls for a

revision and upgrade of the outcomes of CLB.

4.4.1. Critigues on the CLB

Participants criticized the benchmarks' outcomesibge they are difficult to be applied for
assessment and curricular practices of the instituMost participants agreed that implementing the
CLB in their programs causes many problems. Fdant®, P2 showed frustration implementing some
CLB concepts in her program syllabus, claiming thatay not suit the goals of the program. She
explained that it was difficult to match the CLBsdaptor outcome, 'to identify the writer's biaglan
the purpose/function of the text' (CLB 8: Readingth her program outcomes because she teaches a
test preparation program besides being a CLB-bpssgtam, as she states,

I'm really struggling with that (..) the coursetth#each because, yes, there is inference in

small places and kind of critical thinking. Whera?he reading comprehension part. (P2)

The struggle P2 faces when asked to apply a CLBoow to her program syllabus may support
the claim that this struggle has been also sengedher practitioners, as P2 suggests, “many of the
challenges that were outlined at the Guide to imgeletation are some of the challenges that we've
faced here”. P2 concludes claiming that implementine CLB is actually 'a lot of work’, “I think tha
we had expectations for the CLB by bringing ithaw it just seems like a lot of work to people” P2

Similarly, implementing the CLB without having sal@p ofclassworl to prepare learners to
achieve the CLB outcomes is another challengeqieatits voiced. P3, for instance, expressed her
frustration saying that the CLB “should be moreessible (...) | don't want to make any more stuff.

The samples are few” (P3). As the CLB does not deeassist these practitioners with ways to
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implement the outcomes in the classroom, they te&abrk intensely to desigclassworl that is
CLB-based.

P4 was very critical of the CLB outcomes, questigrtheir suitability for EAP purposes. As
opposed to the CLB, in his EAP program, he explaimge're not only dealing with language
proficiency, but we are also dealing with contevith academic content, and that is not so clearly
addressed in the CLB document” (P4). In P4's viessEAP program is content-based, therefore it
should not look at language proficiency as the GoBs. Instead, EAP should focus on content skills.
Once again comparing the CLB to the EAP programaggh, P4 explains, “we cannot be all things to
all people, given the limitations of time, and ttwmtent that we have to cover”.

Apparently P4 sees the CLB as meant to be 'algthia all people' and that is another reason
why the CLB is not suitable for the EAP programiscomes. Additionally, P4 shows skepticism
towards using the CLB to inform EAP outcomes beeaascording to him, the CLB is better suited
for work related outcomes,

It seems that there is a lot of funding that iseni by CLB now and because the

government [bureaucrats] has this kind of preoctapaso there is a lot of politics

involved in this here. The attraction of CLB isanfurse the idea of getting immigrants

into jobs more quickly, right? (P4)

Other critiques raised are with respect to the @pBlication. First, the CLB descriptors were
not seen as reliable becaushere is a lot of vague and subjective languageinvitie descriptors”
(P4). Second, EAP participants did not believe @iaB-based assessment tools can measure learners'
academic readiness. In other words, if the CLBoisraliable to measure language proficiency, it
should not be reliable to inform programs' outcon@silarly, the utility of the CLB to inform
curricular practices was a target of participarrisiques, especially to inform EAP curricula, aamg
of the critiques addressed the difficulty particifgaface to implement the CLB in the classroom,

especially for EAP programs' assessment and cluncpractices, as noted before, the outcomes are
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not goal-specific and do not relate performancgrémmmatical accuracy.

Although some critiques on the CLB were relatetheoretical issues, most of them addressed
practical issues, i.e. goal-orientation and outc®that are aligned to practitioners needs for cular
implementation and assessment practices. Therefocerding to participants most of the changes
required to improve the CLB functionality relateetitly to implementing the benchmarks in the
classroom. In the next section | present the clapg#icipants suggested to improve the CLB

functionality.

4.4.2. Required Changes to Improve the CLB Functionality

Despite the fact that all participants considered@LB non-functional for academic purposes,
not many suggestions were given to improve the @lritionality. Nevertheless, most participants
pointed out that implementing the CLB in the progsavas a challenge 'for everyone in the institution
(P2). Amongst the reasons for benchmarks to noaatngn curriculum there is the fact that
‘curriculum revision requires time' (P2) and furgdias well.

According to P2, implementing the CLB also requitkange in teaching approaches. These
different approaches could be addressed in a gpeeifically created for academic purposes, as P2
suggested,

| think we under estimate how challenging thabigét people to really change their

practice. What might be really helpful is a very) @ guide to implementation for

academic programs (P2).

It seems that what P2 perceives as necessary tovmghe CLB for EAP use is extra guidance
to implementation, a model for practitioners to heachmarks in order to inform their curricular

practices. However, if the CLB outcomes do notsdbdP, and if the benchmarks do not measure the
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proficiency required, as it is the case in the ByaRicipant- program, the solution would be to
improve the descriptors, as this other particizanggests,

The fact that the benchmarks seemed to work regailg adequately at the lower

levels, but at the higher levels they need to bk&dd at and re-edited and re-written,

and made more specific (P5).

Starting from the premise that the CLB is not appiaie for academic purposes because
benchmarks are not specific at the higher leval®3points out, one can argue that for the CLIBeto
functionally applied in EAP programs the goal-ot&ion of the descriptors have to clearly address
academic requirements. Otherwise, the CLB is gtartge used only as reference for standardizing
proficiency levels, as it has been found in thetexinof this present study.

Moreover, the findings have shown that the waysrépare ESL learners to achieve academic
readiness have become broader. For this reasorgen to build up knowledge of academic text types
that take contextual variables in account (Christ#94; Gibbons, 2001; Hammond, 1990 cited in
Gibbons, 2007), and that have specific goal ort@riaone needs to be familiar with the texts that
instantiate these academic contexts. Neverthatessjdering the context of this present study, the
participants affiliated with the EAP program chots@pproach academic preparation based on
secondary English 12, while the Applied programisictv are goal specific, focus on text types that
learners are more likely to encounter in post-sdaonprograms. Additionally, participant-programs
focus on pedagogical genres, such as expositoay @adting, research papers and so forth, thus
claiming to use authentic texts.

The findings have shown that the struggles teaphsdieipants go through in order to choose the
best approach to achieve the goals of their prog@a related to having to use a framework th&slac
models of curriculum implementation, material deypehent, as well as assessment practices. If

frameworks such as the CLB fail to assist practiis with elements that pertain to the contexts
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learners need to function well, there is no reagly such a framework should be implemented in

curricula. In the next chapter | discuss theseathdr implications related to the findings of thedy.
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Chapter 5. Discussions and Implications

This study explored the impact of the CLB on thegiculum of a local EAP program that
prepares learners to enter post-secondary mainstearses. The questions that guided the study
were: 1) to what degree does the CLB influence Eicula decisions made by teachers and
administrators in a local BC college?; and 2) wirattical and theoretical issues are most releteant
the processes of CLB implementation? In an attémphswer these questions, | interviewed two
administrators and three teachers who are familihr using the CLB for preparing ESL learners to
enter post-secondary mainstream programs. Thevietes were guided by structured questions (See
Appendixes C and D), which together with the clastvwsampled, produced the data for the analysis.
The findings of the study suggest that the CLBaosintended for academic purposes as the outcomes
do not suit the EAP program goals. The most partineasons for the little impact the CLB has on
EAP curricula are: a) the lack of CLB-based modelsnplementation, i.e. goal-oriented tasks and
outcomes, as well as curricula and assessmentdndl®) the EAP curriculum is articulated to other
EAP programs in BC, thus EAP patrticipants choodeltow a non-CLB-based framework.
Nevertheless, intriguingly, in the Applied programdich are more goal-specific, the CLB has being
informing syllabi more effectively.

In sum, this chapter discusses the findings irticeldo the research questions and examines the
implications of using the CLB as a framework foademic contexts, suggesting a socio-semiotic
approach to improve its applicability, under thepe of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) text-
context and register theories. The chapter consludih the limitations of the study and suggestions

for further research.
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5.1. Synopsis and Discussions

The study of the impact of the CLB on the currienlaf a local EAP program that prepares
learners to enter post-secondary mainstream copreesled key findings with reference to both
theoretical and practical issues. The findings sttt although the CLB theoretical framework
accounts for English language proficiency from actional standpoint, it does not clearly assist
practitioners with informing how to achieve the@hes needed, especially in academic contexts.
Moreover the lack of goal-oriented tasks leadsigipents in the study to perceive the benchmark
descriptors as 'too generic' for the purposeseif AP program (as discussed in Chapter Four). For
this reason, assessing how learners function frenCiLB 'can do' standpoint in relation to a given,
more generic context, i.e. English for academippses, has been a challenge to participants, who
claimed that it is problematic to evaluate learngesformance according to generic benchmark
descriptors, as they are too subjective.

Similarly, as the CLB follows a competency-basegrapch (discussed in Chapter Two), in
order to measure learners' competency in termangfuage proficiency, one needs to examine
communication competence; however, the contextuigdgse where communication takes place has
not been taken in account.

Moreover, the lack of clarity of the CLB theoretiepproach may also be the cause of the issues
participants considered about curriculum implemgmta Similarly, participants pointed out the need
for material development, and the elaboration oB&lased assessment tools, which require the
development of more specific, outcomes. Thus, bexthe CLB outcomes are not goal-oriented, if
context were added to the benchmark outcomes, auld be able to foresee implementational

demands in relation to contextual needs, as issudsed later in this chapter.
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5.1.1. Considering the CLB Implementation Issues

The CLB implementational issues found in the stselgm to have been caused by the difficulty
participants have to apply the descriptors intoEA® program's curriculum to match the program
outcomes. However, such mismatch can be a refléxeofact that the CLB is not a curriculum
framework but a scale of English proficiency, feliag a competency-based approach, and measuring
learners’ competency in terms of language proficygias noted in Chapter Two). Furthermore, the
CLB does not provide models for curriculum develenty) especially because the benchmarks do not
instantiate the theoretical framework and theytaoeunspecific. Thus, the lack of specificity, goal
orientation and contextualized outcomes appeae t@sulting in implementational problems.

In other words, because the CLB outcomes do nalifygde contextual situation in which the
English language needs to be used, it becomeschatienging for the learner to perform effectively
and show what she 'can do', in a given task. Famgike, in writing at CLB level 8, the learner iked
to '‘convey a personal message in a formal shoer let note, or through email, expressing or
responding to appreciation, complaint, disappoimimneatisfaction, dissatisfaction and hope'.

In the task mentioned, the situation in which 'ggpation, complaint, disappointment,
satisfaction, dissatisfaction and hope' have texpgessed, is not clear, as per what the learner is
attempting to do (what is the goal to be achievedh)y are involved in the communication (the
negotiation of meaning), and how the language tv&® tused for this ‘communicative task' (discussed
in Chapter Two, section 2.3.2) to be completed essfully. This is to say that the 'whats', 'whos! a
'hows’, which are fundamental contextual elememisse awareness could help learners perform the
task more efficiently, are not clearly specifiedhe CLB descriptors, nor in the task, as noteithén
example above.

In this sense, as it has been claimed elsewheréCihB uses Performance Indicators (for
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example Addresses the purpose of the task; Exgresam ideas and supports them with details)
(From the Australian Adult Migrant English Prograei@®MEP) fact sheet, 2007) and “these
Performance Indicators do not indicate every eldrttext might be in a particular genre or text, but
rather convey descriptions of what one would expgarticular text to do.”(p.3).

In my view, such claim could give support to oneahef reasons why the participants have been
considering the descriptors too subjective to bestently applied, especially at the higher lewéls
the scale, where contextual variables are more Bxnm other words, if the context is not cledue t
text cannot be properly instantiated, and as aemprence measuring learners' performance may be
problematic.

Another problem the CLB seems to have (accordinpedindings) is that the benchmarks focus
mainly on linguistic aspects, i.e. “can reproducmplex extensive information and ideas from
multiple sources as an accurate outline...Demaestigood control of grammar, vocabulary, and
general organization...”(writing at Benchmark 10@goretical Framework, p.70). This extensive focus
on linguistic aspects may intensify requirementsge grammatical features accurately, as was
mentioned by some participants.

Nevertheless, there are extra linguistic aspeetsitifiluence text construction, which have not
been considered and which may be yet more impatdathie elaboration of a text. For instance, in the
writing task mentioned earlier, if one choosessgpond to a parent's complaint as opposed to a
friend's, the text produced has to vary accordiaglg more deeply than simply addressing the tagk an
expressing ideas using examples and details taosuthese ideas through the use of 'good control of
grammar, vocabulary, and general organizatiorthi;isense, key elements that are inherent to xonte
have not been considered; although they add eateritrmation to the contextual situation of aktas

That is why, in my view, it is important to contaatize the task.
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Hence, in order to contextualize a task, first naeeds to look at the contextual variables to be
able anticipate elements that ought to be presethiei text. For example, when responding to a paren
complaint in an informal manner, the interlocutass, daughter/ parent, would more likely choose to
convey a personal message, producing a text wheieas such as letter, note, or email would also
imply differences in the language used to elabdfadext.

Thus, using language in relation to context coutt/gle the basis for an 'authentic’, real-world
approach to meaning-making so that the languagecasebe more equipped to function in 'real,
situation contexts, i.e. work, study and commurfiiych contextual awareness seems to be the irftent o
the CLB; however, more contextual specificity iskimg in the outcomes, which may be undermining
implementation.

Conversely, in contextualized language use, ihdeed important to examine meaning-making
needs for language users to function effectivelthansituations they will be required to use larggua
In fact, when applying a framework, learners' nedfusuld provide the basis for curriculum design.
Moreover, in order to develop curriculum based dhemretical framework such as the CLB, the
framework should be informed by the target contéedsners will need to be familiar with, i.e.
academic, work-related, and social contexts.

Especially for academic purposes, which seems tbdeost urgent required application of the
CLB, the outcomes should be oriented towards pregdearners for academic contexts, and the CLB
framework should adjust to such implementation&ldse Additionally, if the CLB theoretical
framework could be realized in practice i.e. belangented as programs' outcomes to inform
curricular choices, consequently these programddyailot models of implementation that in turn

could be followed in order to be well and consiifeimplemented in other programs.
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5.1.2. Raising Contextual Awareness in the CLB

As the findings suggest, the CLB outcomes neecttoggraded in order to serve academic
purposes. One way to make the CLB more clearlyiegiple for academic purposes is to raise
academic contextual awareness. By taking a cordeapproach, as it has been argued thus far, one
may be able to predict textual features, lookingxdta-linguistic elements that are found beyoral th
text: context. That is so because it is context itinativates text production. Furthermore, context
signals purpose, defines interlocutor roles andsgieaker intent. Therefore, in my view, by being
aware of contextual configurations, teachers cabdber equipped to assist learners to produce well
structured texts and also to evaluate learner®peance. Hence, next | will attempt to demonstrate
that when building contextual awareness, one camlalild language proficiency.

First, in order to build contextual awareness, simeuld look at the variables imposed by the
context where the communication is taking placeesehcontextual variables are usually imprinted on
the texts if they are effectively produced, i.gpeags such as written or spoken modes; communitatio
purpose; sender/recipient roles and motives; foinfafmal style. These elements are samples of
textual features determined by context. Therefooéicing such contextual configurations (Hasan,
1985) allows for textual predictions, which helpeahoose from the linguistic repertoire what featu
of the language can better convey the intendedagess

In other words, context limits textual predicticarsd such limitations are expected by language
users of a given community. Furthermore, if condektonfigurations are not respected, the texts
produced will not fulfill the communication purpasand this misfit is easily identifiable. In thisnse,
one notes that the benchmark descriptors speilvbat type of text the learner is expected to preduc
in a given situation, i.e. “learner can write fotrtexts needed for complex routine tasks in many

demanding contexts of language use (businesshaoddemic, social)” (Benchmark 10 for writing).
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Nevertheless, there is no mention of contextuafigorations to guide the learner to perform thisBCL
‘communicative task' effectively, i.e. how to acl@ehe level of complexity the task requires.
Conversely, the descriptors use attributes sudom@sal’ and ‘complex’ to describe what type ot iex
expected. As a result, such description allowsidnjective evaluation.

In contrast, if performance is evaluated accordiingontext, looking at the different textual
choices it imposes, i.e. formality, use of businedated vocabulary and discussion of business
transactions these choices are easily identifidbtee does not follow the rules imposed by the
context, communication problems will arise. Fotamse, addressing a person one meets for the first
time in a business situation in an informal manosmg colloquial language and talking about
personal problems would be seen as inappropriate.

Hence by having contextual awareness accordingetgpecific situation language is being used,
one can build textual awareness that in turn butdgextual awareness (Halliday, 1991). In thisseen
context and text are interdependent, two sidese@tame token. Separating one from the other turns
language learning into a more difficult and unnaltyprocess. Nevertheless, such contextualization
seems to be absent in the benchmarks even thoagtitipners and learners could benefit immensely
from having outcomes that look at context to gultepurpose to be achieved in a text.

For the reasons stated above, it would be indeefiiu® raise context awareness to help
practitioners apply the CLB outcomes. However, befypoing into more pragmatic uses of a
contextualized framework, it is equally importamidifferentiate competency from proficiency in arde
to specify what the benchmarks seem to attempis@snore.

Competency refers to achievement, the outcomesdesashould be able to achieve. Proficiency
addresses placement, the level of language usdarnenstrates to have (Feez, 2002; Joyce and Burns,
2007). In this sense, proficiency seems to be th@mnfiocus of the CLB; however, the benchmarks do

not specify ways to achieve the descriptors out@rmRus, in an attempt to suggest how context

95



awareness could assist practitioners to use ther@aig efficiently, | shall discuss text-context

approach under the scope of socio-semiotics iméxe section.

5.1.3. Considering the Socio-semiotic Text-context Approdct

As it has been discussed thus far, when examirontggtual features, one should take into
account a text-context approach. Considering Hag&a896) view, “context precedes text” (p. 46),
thus in order to use language efficiently, onetbasccount for context when attempting to
communicate effectively. Additionally, in the Haléiyan socio-semiotic theory Bégister, contextual
information is identifiecaccording to the contextual configurations thatdgehe 'whats', ‘whos' and

'hows' of a given situation (field, tenor and modspectively, as displayed in Figure 5.1 below).

Register

.

Fiel

Teno | —
Context |

/

Cline of Instantiation

Figure 5.1 Text-context Cline of Instantiation

The graph above shows how context is realized xtytheough contextual configurations, which
are directly identified in the text. In order topdore thesocic-semiotic text-context theory it is equally

important to be familiar with thHallidayar theory ofRegister.
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M.A.K Halliday's socio-semiotics theory of languagamely Systemic Functional Linguistics
(SFL), examines language in context. According &tlilay, context is realized by text, as 'these are
aspects of the same meaning-making processesid&ialll985). To develop the theoryRdgister,
Halliday revisits Malinowski's (1923) theory abntext of situation, i.e. the environment in which any
given text is created, and Firth's (1935) desaiptf context of situation that includes “the
participants in the situation, the action of thetipgants, verbal and non-verbal, surrounding otge
and events of the situation and the effects of/drbal action” (see Halliday, 1985. p.8). Buildiog
Malinowski and Firth, Halliday's theory &egister is a tool “to interpret the social context of atte
(p. 12).

Additionally, Halliday defines register as “the samtic variety in which a text may be regarded
as an instance” (1978, p. 110). As opposed to Bergand Gumperz's (1971) definition of register as
lexicogrammatical differences, Halliday uses thenteegister to identify text varieties according to
what is being spoken or done, by whom and how,rdaog to a given social context. In short,
Halliday claims that register is 'a semantic cotiagpated to a situation and identified accordimg
field, tenor and mode to construe the meaningteka

More specifically, field encompasses “the natureaifial action that is taking place: what is it
that the participants are engaged in (Hallidayldadan, 1985). Looking at tenor, one can account for
“who is taking part, to the nature of participarkgir status and roles”, and mode is “what paat th
language is playing, what it is that the particiigaare expecting the language to do for them in tha
situation” (p. 12).

In particular, the HallidayaRegister theory examines language as a process and not as a
product. This approach links back to the constamisit analytical tool used in this study, as Talimy
press, p.8) explains, “analyzing not only the whatghe product of the interview, but also the bpw

or the process involved in the co-construction eaming”. Interestingly it is to say that althougke t
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CLB considers the Halidayan register approachTtieoretical Framework does not use it in the way
it has been suggested here (see Theoretical Frarkegw83).

Thus, a pertinent question when approaching largfragn a context standpoint is with respect
to the differences, advantages, and purposes ioigtakich approach. Would a text-context approach
serve well any sector of language teaching, drlisiited to content-relevant language courses? |
would like to attempt to answer this question framocio-semiotic standpoint, looking at language as
a tool to realize meaning, and using a Hallidaygh fens.

From an SFL perspective, one sees that the relatiotext holds to language is a dependent one.
Language is shaped by context and this premisesguite text-context approach suggested in this
study. In contrast, it seems to be the case that BIoA theories have been looking at language faom
social, interactive and in-context viewpoint, adogthe communicative approach as effective
language teaching and learning practices (Johri®8®2; Kramsch, 1993; Kasper & kellerman, 1997;
Lightbown & Spada, 1999). Nevertheless, most tearpractices, including those represented by the
participants in this study, appear to be approackinguage as an isolated unit, detached from gfjnte
cultural and situational factors, all of which haltigh external to language, are present in theikstig
choices one can make to communicate the meaniagadled to be expressed.

One of the major differences an SFL approach tguage has, if compared to other SLA
approaches, is the role language has in commuaicdhh SLA approaches, language seems to be
examined in its form and function, but the relatoore holds to the other and the reasons why such
relation exists seem to be overlooked. Moreovenes8LA approaches do not clearly incorporate
context to the equation. Learners are taught fragsnaf language; they are taught about language and
not through or with it, or how to use languagedastrue texts. Thus, examining how language
functions in order to communicate the intended rime@pbecomes a quasi-unreachable goal to many

learners. Most learners, and teachers as well, se&elanguage guessers and some give up working
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out the problematic imposed by having to learnmtiaay linguistic variables that L1 language users
intuit and additional language users struggle tayap

Conversely, the socio-semiotic approach to langusgegunctional approach to language use in
that language is a tool to communicate meaninghcdijh the CLB also takes a functional approach to
language, claiming not to follow any SLA theoryethenchmarks attempt to explain language use and
language competency, neglect the importance okegbriEven though it is true that many practitioners
including those who participated in this study, gider context when teaching, some either rank it
down or do not look at the extent to which languiggehaped by it, not taking in account that the
linguistic choices one makes are motivated anddidiio the context they serve.

In my opinion, the advantages of looking at languag being embedded in context are countless.
Context, as an extra-linguistic element, allowssthaho consider it first to perceive the reasong wh
language is being used in a given way. Since laggsarves the purpose of communication, looking at
the world one is surrounded by is paramount togreec'what' is being communicated, 'who' is
involved in the communication and 'how' communimatis being achieved.

Once context is perceived as an essential eleraet#xXt construction, language is used to
express meaning, i.e. feelings and ideas, throexghn a more consistent manner. Consequently,
looking at how language is organized accordingotatext enables language users to make conscious
grammatical and textual choices in order to comstrbetter structured text.

In SFL terms language is goal-oriented in thaeitves purposes of communication. The many
purposes that language can be used for are defahiby context and realized by text. In that seimse,
the Hallidayan concept of language use, the relatamtext and language have to each other is a top-
down one. Hierarchically, context is above languidge, although being external to context, is
imbedded and commanded by it. It is not languageghapes context, but the other way around (See

Figure 5.2 below).
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CONTEXT

Language

Figure 5.2 Context-language-text Relation

The graph above shows that the force context eses@ver language is a centripetal one, and
that text is in the core of a context-languageeadation, as a realization of contegionsidering text as
a product of the relation context holds to language can examine linguistic, textual, and pragenati
elements in a given text at once, as text encorepadbthese elements altogether. In that sense, th
answer to the question raised earlier, ‘would &dertext approach serve well any sector of languag
teaching, or is it limited to content-relevant laage courses?', is a positive one, for a text-gbnte
approach allows practitioners to better judge téhxas instantiate the target context in any given
program in order to prepare learners to 'funciim@ny given context and thus use language for any
given purpose.

In the context of this present study, if text-comi@proach were to be applied to the CLB for
academic purposes, one could benefit from lookirigxds that are commonly produced in academic
contexts to allow for the application of benchmatiat have goal-oriented outcomes which are
directly related to academic contexts. Then, it Mde less subjective to evaluate how effectivaby t

learner can function in specific academic situagjore. writing a research paper. Additionally, ingv
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a clear goal to be achieved would help teachersiaeawhether the learner's performance is 'good’,

‘complex’ or ‘formal’ in relation to the purposelod text according to the context it realizes.

5.2. Upgrading the CLB Outcomes for Academic Purposes

One of the reasons participants suggested foittleeiinpact of the CLB on their EAP
curriculum was that the outcomes do not fit theppses of their academic program. This may be the
case perhaps because the purposes of the EAP prageanot as specific as those in the Applied
programs. In this sense, if one needs to desigmracglum based on a competency-based framework
such as the CLB, it is important to devote carafténtion to the outcomes that learners need to
achieve. Moreover, it is paramount to decide fisether the curriculum is going to be negotiatethwi
the learners in all aspects of course, i.e. corgrdtmethodology, or if teachers will be the ones
conducting a needs analysis with learners, anddegalop content, materials and methodology with
basis on this analysis.

In the EAP program-participant, learners’ curriculis not negotiated, rather it is dictated in a
top-down fashion. Moreover, although the EAP pragis aligned to the CLB, the benchmarks do not
inform the program outcomes. Additionally, partemps claimed that the CLB is not intended for
academic purposes, as the descriptors do not A#itdeograms' needs; therefore, there is no reason t
incorporate the benchmarks into the curriculum.

Similarly, another relevant finding is that the Ctlieoretical framework does not seem to be
clearly understood, which suggests that the theatehtent needs to be coherently developed iriord
to be clearly applied in the classroom, thus reagia revision of the present CLB Theoretical
Framework, which also calls for the elaboratiomofcomes that are reliable, that instantiate the

theoretical intent, and therefore are valid.
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Such claim is supported by the final report docuineentheNational consultation on the
Canadian Language Benchmarks2000 and Niveux de competence linguistique canadiens 2006 (March,
2010). The report states that “some institutiomsratuctant to use the CLB, expressing caution abou
their validity particularly at the higher levelsdcatheir utility for academic purposes.” (p.47).
Furthermore, the report recommends that “[to fed®#i use of the CLB more definition between levels
(particularly higher levels), clear descriptors angtable tasks that reflect critical thinking are
required.” (p.47). Such finding resonates with wpatticipants of this present study voiced in the
interviews, reinforcing the suggestion that furthention should be given to the elaboration aflgo
specific outcomes and tasks.

In order to elaborate valid 'academic related desus' the outcomes need to focus on the goals
that have to be achieved. To have outcomes thani@m@ded for academic purposes, | believe it is
fundamental to look at academic contexts and testsliscussed earlier. For instance, the EAP
program-participant focuses on pedagogical tex@sygnd academic tasks, i.e. essay writing, reading
for bias and so forth. However, the purpose ofgisunch text types and activities is not clear,es p
what is intended to be achieved through the useidif texts. In other words, what learners are table
do by learning through the use of these texts shelclear.

Conversely, as an example, if one examines sonteata contexts, i.e. those found outside the
classroom, “teacher-student consultations, libnagyiries, administrative inquiries, and in-and-of+
class conversations with other students, assigngedelines, assessment criteria, degree reguigtion
course descriptions, and subject outlines” (Pa&jd®000, p.76), the outcomes of learning how to
produce texts for such situations would have ar@eal. Thus, tasks involving the elaboration of
situational text types would require the learneacthieve the purpose of each context through itext,
ask the teacher for clarification on a grade rez@iv an assignment. Hence, preparing learners to

function in such situations could be part of EAPricula and thus be used as programs' outcomes as
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well.

Once academic outcomes have been set accordingdoge, it becomes easier to define a
curriculum based on outcomes that in turn would keethe selection of 'authentic' text types, @&y th
instantiate learners' academic needs. For instame®, EAP program that looks at pedagogical and
social academic contexts, the curriculum could egthe four language skills, listening, speaking,
reading and writing, through texts that instantthese contexts.

In that sense, curriculum will create opportunifi@sthe teacher to re-visit the most relevant
academic contexts through the use of 'authentis'téhat instantiate 'authentic’ contexts, forasgéhe
situations one must undergo when immersed in tiebgtaday academic setting. Hence, academic
contexts could be construed in the classroom bgnexag the situations that characterize these
contexts. That way, learners could build academitext awareness through the repetition of the
production of academic texts through tasks, loolkihgontextual nuances instantiated in these tbyts,

engaging in academic related tasks.

5.2.1. Choosing Tasks that Instantiate Academic Contexts

Primarily, in order to instantiate the academictegts where learners will need to demonstrate
language competency, classwork should have a smleof texts that represent these contexts.
Elaborating on points made byammond (1987) | will set out a three step guidete&chers could
follow before selecting classwork,

1. the contexts that need to be covered in the prodrame to be clearly selected according to
learners needs.
2. the texts chosen to instantiate these contextdalanldress spoken and written modes so that all

the four skills, oral (listening and speaking), twag and reading can be covered, and;
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3. texts should serve as models for the productiosimilar or related texts. Such teaching and
learning process follows a spiral fashion, focusogy language functions and meanings in
contex.

On this matter, Halliday (1985) explains th*bgecause of its nature as a semantic entity, g text
more than other linguistic units, has to be congiddrom two perspectives at once, both as a ptoduc
and as a process.” (p.10). With this in mind, hgwiegulated text input (process) and output (produc
according to the academic registers chosen, tlohéeaan rely on a syllabus whose goals are to help
learners achieve the program outcomes, as thosernas are developed to raise language awareness
and enable the learner to function effectivelydesand outside the classroom. When learners acquire
knowledge of how to use language according to sorite order to produce texts that follow the
expected discourse patterns, they will improvertbempetency and consequently their proficiency.

As it is expected, most academic text types aréectibased. Such texts instantiate contexts that
are not found in the day-by-day interactions. Iheotwords, academic texts are usually marked by
lexically dense discourses, which follow a writldee mode even when these texts are produced
orally. For this reason, learners who are not geeplicit instruction on how to identify (process)d
produce academic texts may face difficulties inlidgawith these texts when transitioning from ESL
into mainstream programs. Especially if these leegmave not been trained to function in the specif
area of study they are going to pursue in postrsdEy programs.

To illustrate the difficulty learners face when hileg with academic texts, a simple examination
of any academic text type, i.e. scientific textsrfd in medical programs, is sufficient to note thath
texts tend to be highly nominalized (changing veahd adjectives into nouns), which causes those
texts to be considered lexically dense. This pheman is typical in written texts such as the one

below,
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We describe the basic design of a system for autometection of protein-protein

interactions extracted from scientific abstracts. By restrigttheproblem domain and

imposing a number of stroragsumptionswhich include pre-specified protein names

and a limited set of verbs that represent actimesshow that it is possible to perform

accuraténformation extraction . (Blaschke et al., 1999, p.60)

The vast use of nouns in the excerpt above (nat inathe original) is a feature that can be easily
found in most academic texts. This feature is uedtkelp pack information concisely (Halliday and
Martin, 1993). This particular use of grammar wamed as 'grammatical metaphor' by Halliday
(1985), a feature of language use where one pagpexch takes the form of another to realize the
intended meaning, shaping the text into a veryreet-termed text. Thus, learning how to decode
highly dense texts may help learners to be abtenstrue such texts, as well. By 'doing’ so, theay c
become members of this very selective group oflagg users, those who are competent in
communicating in academic contexts.

In other words, preparing ESL learners to functiodiverse mainstream academic contexts
require a very sharp notion of the registers thieynaost likely to encounter, i.e. expository,
argumentative, descriptive, narrative, and so fdrttese registers may vary according to the fiéld o
study learners will follow. For this reason, leagpnhow to write an expository or an argumentative
essay from text models that instantiate these aciadeqgisters is fundamental.

Moreover, any post-secondary program requiresge lamount of reading followed by essay
writing. Therefore, learners should be familiarizeith the academic culture if they are planning to
take post-secondary courses. Although most EAPranag focus on reading and writing skills, the
texts chosen to instruct learners may not be acadéyncontextualized (as noted in Chapter Four),

nor are they goal-oriented. Instead, learnersaarght about the language, through grammatical units

that are limited to sentence structures and diaseatifrom the discourse patterns inherent to acedem

8 Excerpt taken from the abstract of a scientifipgr. (Automatic extraction of biological infornmati from
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registes. Conversely, by taking a text-context approacie, raises awareness of the production of
spoken and written texts that learners should prediu reference to those produced by the teacher.
Text production in this sense is not only goal-oteel, but it also follows rules dictated by the tecm

it represents.

Although the focus of this study is on EAP, thetteantext approach can be used for other
purposes as well, i.e. for work and community setént. For any of these domains the procedures of
implementation of a text-context approach wouldhsesame. This text-context approach could assist
practitioners with the development of curriculund@assessment tools, as well as inform teaching
practices.

This way, the contexts to be addressed in therdasswould vary according to the program
goals. For instance, Applied programs training E&irners to enter mainstream post-secondary
courses would also need to select the contextg tleasners will have to deal with in 'real’ lifedamen
select texts that are commonly found in those cdsién a sense, that is what has been done in the
Applied programs that participated in this presgatly; however, these programs do not focus on text
context relationship in the way it has been suggkkere. In fact, these Applied programs have also
experienced issues of implementation, althoughlésaextent, perhaps because of the lack of contex

related outcomes and tasks in the CLB.

5.2.2. A Sample of Text-context Tasks

As a sample of programs that follow a text-contgqroach to develop curriculum and
classwork, | will use the work of the “Sydney Sclid®ee Hyon, 1996 for a review). In doing that |

intend to examine the curricular practices develapehe Australian Adult Migrant English

scientific text: Protein-protein interactions, Blhge et al., 1999).
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Programme (AMEP) to instantiate tasks that are-gaehted in juxtaposition to those that impact on
the curricular practices of some participant-progganfluenced by the CLB. The AMEP curricular
approach could thus serve as a model to elabaetedntext based tasks to effectively assist kEarn
to improve their linguistic competency.

The AMEP has created a curriculum that encompabsdgeur language skills, from beginner to
advanced competency levels, examining Genre anibf®Egmpact on text construction in order to
explore discourse and grammar nuances. Ultimdesdyners' competency is assessed by measuring
learners' achievement of curricular goals in a&aonh-referenced basis. In other words, the AMEP
programs assess competency by evaluating leanszf the registers assigned in the curriculum,
instantiated in the syllabus through context-reldext types, and practised in the classroom throug
tasks that are presented to the learner in teadbarging cycles.

In a teaching-learning cycle approach “the orgaugzrinciple is the study of whole texts in
context” (Feez, 2002, p.64). For this reason, éis&g are introduced by the teacher, who has to
explicitly instruct learners about the structure gatterns of texts, using models, deconstrucerst
and scaffolding text construction.

As a result, learners can better perceive how piyape mandatory contextual variables that
must be present in the text for it to be a sousthimtiation of the context represented. This diaklg
exercise, developed between teacher and learestdts in the acquisition of crucial information,
which may be used to inform task selection, as ag&lio organize and plan syllabus. In this fashion,

the classroom becomes a live laboratory for te@chind learning experiments.

9 The AMEP focuses on Genre theory over RegistanyhgSee Leckie-Tarry, 1993, and Matthiessen, 188a
discussion of Genre and Register different thecaepositions). Nevertheless, the nuances of chgasie approach over
another is beyond the scope of this present stuldigh examines contextual variables from a regist@ndpoint according
to Halliday and Hasan (1985).
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5.2.3.  Examining the AMEP Teaching- learning Cycle

Following a text-context approach, the AMEP hasitwd the Certificate of Spoken and Written
English (CSWE), which uses a teaching learningechelsed on the Vygotsky's (1978) model. In his
model Vygotsky claims that learners progress bgnieg interactively because it supports them to
achieve their ‘potential performan Vygotsky's model was further developed by Rothery (1996) and
adapted by Burns, Joyce and Gollin (1996).

Burns, Joyce and Gollin's model suggests thatppeoach to teaching-learning has to start from
context building Then, context provides the meaning potential resesufor the elaboration of a text,
which then is deconstructed to raise learners’ angss of the register patterAfter, learners are
helped to construct the text based on the samsteegiatterns. When learners are ready, they move o
to constructing texts independently. The final steghis teaching-learning cycle is to bring inateld
texts. Furthermore, this teaching-learning cyctnpotes learning through the acquisition of
knowledge of social context _ both context of adtand situation. However, as opposed to focusing
on the theory of register, the AMEP teaching armdrang cycle follows the Genre approach (Martin,
1992), but also looks at the connection that cdrttelds to text.

Basically, the AMEP teaching and learning cycle elddhs three stages: “1. the teacher provides
a model of the target text; 2. the teacher andestisdco-produce an instance of the target text; 3.
students independently produce the target text8ZF2002, pp. 64-65Each step of the teaching-
learning process focuses on contextual featuréstbaealized by the register patterns. Thusrdero
to apply a teaching-learning cycle in the classrobis paramount that teachers and learners have a
solid knowledge of contextual features; otherwadkesteps of the cycle are compromised.

The diagram below (Figure 5.3) illustrates the stefa teaching-learning cycle based on Feez

and Joyce (1998a). The diagram presents the fagestthat teachers and learners engage in when
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using texts that instantiate the context they neddcus on. The stages are based on the intenactio

that learners and the teacher have when studyyinea context.

1. Context 2.Tex modelling
Building and

deconstructio

3.Scaffolded
text
constructiol

5. Connecting to
related texts

4.Independent
text
constructiol

Figure 5.3 A Teaching-learning Cycle (based on Feez and Joy@ching Learning Cycle
Model,1998a, in Genre in the classroom: Multiple pergpest p. 66)

The diagram above shows that in a teaching-learcyote model text is construed in reference to
context. However, even though there are five stapescycle does not follow a crescendo order. The
stages are used according to learners' needsislioasay, tasks are elaborated according to agest
of the cycle depending on learners' needs. Insenise, teaching-learning cycles are adjustabladio e
required situation. None of the stages is absglutegindatory. The teaching-learning cycle can be use
to elaborate tasks, select texts, develop curri@nthso forth, whether the learner has alreadggott
the expertise to work independently, or is a nouneeding more scaffolding.

Moreover, those who use teaching-learning cyclesh(sis the AMEP) claim that these cycles
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can be applied to any methodology the teacher fimoie suitable for the program's purposes. In this
sense, teaching-learning cycles are not a liméimgroach. Rather, they are able to incorporate most
teaching practices without being biased. Neversleaching-learning cycles foment teaching and
learning practices based on a fundamental premheising can happen more efficiently when it is
exercised in relation to conte:For this reason, looking at the contextual varigbéguired for the
construction of sound, well-structured texts, ptacters who choose to implement a teaching-
learning cycle in the classroom would naturallydal the text-context approach.

Although other approaches can be incorporatededeki-context approach, if the teacher
decides to follow the communicative approach, u&ngimunicative tasks', as suggested in the CLB,
it is relevant to bear in mind that a clear defomtof what ‘communication' means is fundame Tal.
restate, the communicative approach suggeste@ i€ tiB is not well elaborated so that those applying
the CLB theoretical framework would need to hawelkd notion of what is meant lmpmmunicative
in the benchmarks. In SFL terms,Hasai (1996) puts it, “from the developmental point adw there
is continuity in communication as communicatiorpexsally if we see communication as meaningful
behaviou. This meaningfubehaviou must in some sense, be related to the communEateeds” (p.
24).Hasan' definition of communication as meaningbehaviou goes along with what has been
claimed in this study: that communicating only floe sake of it, without a clear goal and with no
connection to the contextual needs learners hake tamiliar with, does not promote effective
'language use' learning.

Essentially, language use has to serve a purpodd¢hs purpose is what outlines language
learning needs. On this matter, Hasan (1996) explhiat “both purpose and a society where purposes
get recognized are essential to the growth of laggui(p.25). Consequently, language serves the
purpose of communication of meaning, communicattiegmeanings that individuals need to express.

Therefore, language is goal-oriented, as it is vaddid by context in order to construe meaningful
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texts.

For this reason, when following a task-based approsuch as that promoted by the CLB, the
goal of the task should context motivated and goal-oriented, otherwise khaw one “identify main
ideas of a five to 10 paragraph text about a ctieeent; summarize the text into 150 to 200 words”
(CLB:200, p. 95. Reading B:8), if the context amaliggo be achieved in the text are not specified.
Using Hasan's words once more, “to my mind, thareot be clearer evidence for the hypothesis that
the growth of language in an individual is the fiimie of that individual's engagement in a variety o
set activities, calling the use of language. Yoo @aly learn how to mean, by attempting to mean”
(p-26). In this sense, because in the task ab@vke#mner is not informed about how language lzeto
used to demonstrate that meaningful choices haae imade to elaborate text, it is equally diffidolt
evaluate learners' performance.

In this sense, learning language is learning homa&e meaning in order to achieve a
communicative goal, and to achieve the goal of campoation, one has to follow sociocultural rules
imposed by context. For instance, performing a ws&re one has to read for information in an
academic setting in Canadian institution requires the understandinthefrules that govern the
construction of such text in that specific contexh respect to culture, situation and language=seh
rules may differ from culture to culture, from stion to situation and from language to language.
Thus, to accomplish any given task one has to l[@@eawof these contextual differences, which are

found in texts that are typically found in such wxts.

5.3. Typicality of Texts for Academic Purposes

As it has being suggested thus, fahen examining academic contexts from a text-cdntex

standpoint, one notes that texts are construeddiogoto what Hasan (1985) calls contextual
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configurations, i.e. the subject mater being adreégfield); the sender/receiver of the message
(tenor), and; how the message is construed (mad&)f, which signal the variations in register,
perceived in a text. For instance, persuasionguraentation are typical academic register variation
in which texts require convincing the reader of\eeg point, using facts or opinion to support tioenp
one intends to favour, in a written to be read mdgspically, academic text types follow a rhetotica
pattern that organizes information in a hierardniecanner, i.e. introduction, background, argument,
evidence, and so forth.

Nevertheless, depending on the purpose of theftekt, tenor and mode may differ to engender
the text according to its purpose. In this seresdsttypical patterns constitute the text typiyali
which can be found both in semantic and lexicogratisal levels. As a result, when looking at texts
that were written for learners, one may note thaytend to display more background information
than texts written by experts for experts of a gigsabject matter, thus varying according to tenor.

However, texts written for ESL learners may dispdéscourse patterns that are not typically
found in non-ESL contexts in that choices in fialdd tenor may be different and these differences ca
be noticed in the lexicogrammatical level, as wedlr instance, describing a scientific experiment t
inform secondary learners in their L1, as opposetkscribing a scientific experiment to inform ESL
learners may require different choices such asisleeof simpler clausal structure and vocabulary to
make the information more accessible to these éeariNevertheless, these differences cause the text
to be unrealistic or non-authentic because it tsananstantiation of a scientific L1 text type.

To put it another way, using ESL adapted textsépare learners for mainstream contexts may
actually be inefficient and the reasons for thestareefold. First, because these texts are natap
found in post-secondary academic contexts, thayaddnstantiate texts that learners will encouirter
this context. Second, as a consequence, ESL Isaniiéacquire registers that instantiate ESL addpt

contexts solely, which may not be usefully trangf@érinto 'authentic' English texLastly, if ESL
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learners are not given 'authentic' context modelsatse their language competency on, they will need
to adjust to more complex academic registers tharohes they are used to as ESL learners. Therefore
| am arguing for the use of text types that inséaatauthentic' contexts. This is to say, thoselwhare
realized by 'authentic’ texts (For a discussiomuathentic texts see: Morrow, 1977; Harmer, 1983,
Breen, 1985; Nunan, 1989; Bachman, 1890)

Therefore, working with authentic text types catphearners identify the textual constraints
imposed by context. In turn, text has to be anenith instantiation of the cultures and situatitmese
learners will encounter in real life. In my viewsing texts that instantiate contexts that areieidlfy
construed is thus a handicap and forms handicadepeders because, not only do these learners sound
foreign, due to non-standard, accented pronunaisitiout they also experience context as outsiders.

In fact, any language user who is not familiar vatgiven context within a community will
behave as an outsider, even if she is a memberflihpt language community. For this reason, |
believe that being familiar with the required cotse registers and text types helps the language

learner communicate efficiently, becoming a legitenmember of the target community.

5.3.1. Reading and Writing Academic Tasks

In order to choose text types that instantiateenttb contexts, in-depth knowledge of these
contexts is required. Hence, because of the fottlsopresent study, | am going to take in account
two academic contexts, EAP and English for Spepifipposes (ESP), as it is goal specific and
encompasses Applied programs. From these two adadentexts, | shall examine reading and

writing tasks, as these skills have been the fo€ulis present study, as well.

101 use the term authentic texts here to refer ttstthat follow the typical discourse and lexicograatical patterns
apparent in the contextual configurations _ figdshor and mode (according to Haliday and Hasan5)18Bacademic texts.
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Participants have claimed that the EAP syllabusah@®re generic focus, and less specific
outcomes because the goals of the program are pogpare learners to use English for specific
purposes, but rather, to improve learners' acadskilis. These academic skills include reading
information texts that may contain statistics, flomarts, research findings, controversial or potemi
social issues, et cetera.

As noted earlier, academic texts are densely paskbdnformation, some of which may not be
familiar to the learner at first, especially toriears who do not have an academic background in the
L1. Therefore, working from the contexts that matessuch text i.e. role-play an appointment with a
professor to discuss issues relater to the coarsead an area-related journal article and wripaer
arguing for or against the author's viewpoint. ey, by examining the contextual configurations
that are used to locate the text within a registeth novice and more advanced learners can benefit
from such approaches because learning more ab®tdariet context seems to be extremely useful for
learners to make predictions, inferences, and ingaooitical thinking, as well as to anticipate
discourse and lexicogrammatical patterns.

Accordingly, because learners need to be pregarfaohction in post-secondary non-ESL
programs, they must become familiar with the typ@azademic registers they will most likely deal
with in these programs. Such academic registerbearasily found in mainstream program text
books, as they naturally instantiate the contesdsners will encounter when attending post-secgndar
mainstream programs in a given area of study.

Many post-secondary texts books compile texts roua registers, such as research reports,
argumentative essays, recounts, narrative, demergpand other academic registers, which instantiat
the many academic contexts one may encounter trspasndary programs. Therefore, choosing these
types of texts would better prepare learners fadamic contexts. Such awareness could be key for

selecting EAP classwork that most efficiently hdgerners improve language proficiency.
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In more advanced stages, EAP programs could cargidsenting texts found in academic
journals, which despite being challenging at fitlsgy shall serve as authentic instantiations of
academic registers. By the same token, academi@l sontext texts, i.e. texts about teacher-learner
and learner-learner interactions, as well as thedgs found outside the classroom, i.e. texts prtedu
in university contexts requesting student servisash as housing, meal plan, clubs and other s=vic
that involve living the life of a university studerll these academic social context texts can
compound classwork selection, as discussed prdyiousection 5.2.

In addition, reading tasks can serve as model@/ifibing practices as well because they provide
the discourse input learners need to acquire tdym® similar texts. These texts can be examined,
deconstructed, constructed, and critically questibffollowing a teaching learning cycle), so leasne
can be aware of contextual configuration choicefsetd; tenor, and; mode that one has to make to
construe a text within a given register. Thus,reas can use these same patterns to produce teir o
texts in similar, or in related registers. In thense, writing tasks should require learners'tgitidi
construe texts following an efficient model wheomtextual choices are consciously made.

Moreover, in order to realize the appropriate disse, notions of text typicality and contextual
meanings should be clearly expressed in the tegttuped. Because, text production is an excellent
way of ascertain learners' output, both in oralantten modes; these texts should follow modeg th
are well-construed, as they instantiate the targetext. Again, these texts should be authentic
representations of context, as it has been argeied h

Similarly, writing tasks would be more effectivelife tasks encompassed the same registers used
in reading tasks. These repetitions of patterngddailitate learners’ acquisition of register netsl
both in input (process) and output (product). Thares classwork could focus on registers that
instantiate the same contexts in reading and writonsequently sharing meaning patterns, to thus

benefit learners' contextual awareness.
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For instance, in working with the register of resbaeport, the teacher and learners could
analyze the context, looking at field, tenor anddmas well as lexicogrammatical patterns that
constitute the text typicality. Then, with a tyditext model to follow, writing a research repootuéd
be an easier and more natural follow up task. iBhig say, with a clear and strong command of the
typical features found in these texts, learnersldvbe better equipped to produce written texts that
display higher linguistic competency, are easidyddransferred into other contexts and also siniple
be assessed. Furthermore, learners' oral skillsl @so benefit. Hence, listening and speakinggask

should follow the same structure as reading antingri

5.3.2. Using Text-context Approach in ESP Contexts

In ESP programs, such as the Applied program-patits, the goals of the programs are usually
more specific to an area of study, i.e. healthrs@s, or business English. Thus, the goals of the
syllabus can be narrowed down into the contexessgiffen domain. In this study, | examined Applied
programs that prepare learners for nursing andteeailences post-secondary programs, where |
noticed that because they are context-specificsesthe teachers were able to sift the curricular
goals, choosing 'authentic' texts to prepare learioe the outcomes they need to achieve.

In this sense, Applied program-participants clairttet one of the reasons for such on-target,
goal-oriented approach was that they used the Gi@hsively, which motivated these teachers to be
focused on the target descriptors, as well aslkowa task-based approach. Hence, in these Applied
programs, the CLB was used to inform curriculurassivork selection, teaching and assessment
practices more efficiently than in the EAP progrddevertheless, Applied program-participants also
criticized the benchmark descriptors' lack of sfi@ty, especially when they were used for assagsin

learners' proficiency. For this reason, | am argdor a more in-depth attention to text-contexatiein
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as an aid to the application of the CLB in the glaem for any given purpose.

Furthermore, although these Applied programs' aagravas task-based and goal-oriented,
focusing on specific goals in order to elaboraskd¢ahat are meaningful for the contexts learnelis w
have to function in, such approach did not haviearemphasis on how these specific contexts
influence the texts that typically arise in theuattons learners will naturally encounter. Thas, t
learners may not be aware of how language will nedx used to express the intended meaning
effectively.

Additionally, although, the teachers in these Apgplprograms expressed their appreciation for
the CLB 'can do' approach, they also pointed caitiifficulties faced in selecting texts that prepar
learners to achieve CLB outcomes (see Chapter Beation 4.2.1). For instance, in the CELBAN test
preparatory program, even though classwork seleetes made based on the contexts learners are
going to find in nursing mainstream programs, tedggogical approaches used to examine these texts
did not follow a text-context relation, but ratleepragmatic approach. Such pragmatic approach
incorporates a social notion of using languagéhat it takes in account how language is used withi
interactions in a given society; neverthelesspésinot address the constraints context directly
impinges on the way language is used.

Looking at language from a pragmatics viewpoint rhaye been a pedagogical approach
influenced by the CLB, whose theoretical approadlodvs Bachman and Palmer's (1996) model,
dividing pragmatic knowledge in two, functional asatiolinguistic. Interestingly, Bachman and
Palmer suggest a 'functional' language knowledgedtidresses meaning functions, ideational,
manipulative, heuristic, and imaginative, and ddoguistic knowledge that involves contextual
elements such as cultural nuances, social convenéind register differences (as it has been further
discussed in Chapter Two).

However, Bachman and Palmer's taxonomy, althoughasito the Hallidayan functional
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approach to language, separates meaning from a¢patekcontext from text. Conversely, in the SFL
text-context approach suggested here, context aahimg are realized concomitantly through
language within the text. For this reason, divayaiontext from text is like dividing waters, or
splitting hair. Similarly, using texts that insteté the target context without associating therihéo
linguistic choices one can make through contextoafigurations, is examining language as an
isolated part of a complex system.

Using an SFL approach, when developing readingvaitthg tasks for ESP, one can follow the
same model suggested for EAP, focusing more spaltifion the target contexts of the program, i.e.
health sciences and nursing. In this sense, EStextsralso encompass giving and receiving
information that are instantiated in text typed #r& typical in that context, i.e. informative pesitory
argumentative, and so forth.

As well as in EAP programs, most learners taking pg&grams may be required to become
familiar with written and oral texts, such as ie thpplied program-participants; however, to realize
health related contexts, i.e. medical issues, s&kiprevention procedures, and other health related
situations. Hence, it is easier to define outcothasare goal-oriented in ESP programs. Nevertbgles
| believe that learning the purpose of a text seasial for those willing to achieve higher levets
language competency and improve proficiency inénget language for any given purpose one has to
use the language.

For the reasons presented above, tasks oughtdialberated with a clear goal to be achieved
through language use. Therefore, in order to exanvimat meaningful purposes language serves, |
shall discuss the SFL concept of register in a nmedepth manner, now from a lexicogrammatical

standpoint.
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5.4. Focusing on Register Theory

As | have pointed out earlier, given that contead B primary importance in SFL, examining
context from a situational viewpoint, as opposetbtmusing on linguistic elements in order to analyz
how discourse is realized in a text, assists leamase language more effectively. Hence, | woln
attempt to distinguish text variations from a régjistandpoint.

Following Matthiessen's (1993) argument, “we cdarjoret register variations as the linguistic
system’s response to pressures from above, fromivleesity of contexts of communication: language
has to accommodate this diversity and it does seabying itself” (p. 235). In other words, regiser
vary because context imposes upon the text the toesdjust the contextual configurations (field,
tenor, and mode) in order to serve the purposemincunication.

Thus, contextual configuration variations pressheelanguage (semantically, lexically and
grammatically) to vary accordingly. For instancddiessing someone in written mode is different than
in an oral mode, and the differences are notedandxt produced independently of the register, i.e
when writing reports in the work place, as oppaseceporting events orally, the text construed woul
be naturally different than the written one. Thasen for such variation is that a change in mode
(channel of communication) may also imply changetenor and field; therefore, the register is
engendered differently (reporting orally would beser to a recount, or storytelling).

Because of the nuances mentioned above, contestiaales are pertinent to a register and a
closer look at how language functions to respontbtdextual needs reveals, at the lexicogrammatical
level, register variations as well . Thus, the s&ggi provides a micro-picture of contextual
configurations that shape text (Matthiessen, 19BB)is, knowing that a given text is an instantiatio
of context, according to the purpose it is willitmgachieve, may assist learners to use the langoage

achieve such purpose by looking at contextual gonfitions to analyze discourse patterns to perceive
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'how' the text is classified into a given genre.

In that sense, before going further into registerations, it is imperative to examine the level
below, that of discourse. In the discourse leveldf tenor and mode are the keys to detect theqaer
of a text that in turn indicates the register gtantiates. Therefore, examining each of theseezturl
configurations more closely is paramount becausg émgender the text, signalizing what is going on,
who is involved in the communication and how thd te being construed.

These three aspects of contextual situations eealiegister. Each register has a sub-potential of

registers variables and these register variabl@®gheaning patterns observable through

lexicogrammar (See Figure 5.4 below).

Contextual Field
Culture 4] Situation Tenor
Mode

Language (m Text

N XA

Register variables

Meaning

Lexicogrammar

Figure 5.4 Contextual Situations Realized through Regi(based on discussions with G. Williams).

Examining the graphic above, one notes that cométsituations put pressure on language,
forcing it to organize itself according to the aextuual configurations of field; tenor, and; modettin
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turn engender the register realized in the textudh lexicogrammar. Hence, to better explain how
these contextual configurations shape a text irgiven register, | will discuss field, tenor andaeo
more in-depth in the next sections, focusing on hoeaning is construed from each of these

contextual configurations.

5.4.1. Field of Discourse: What is Being Said?

SFL considers elements such as context; regisgpurse; meanindexicogramme;r
phonology, and graphology, as linked to each atharmutual fashion, paradigmatically and
syntagmaticall, influencing and being influenced by one anothEnus, SFL associates aspects of
culture, situation, grammar, vocabulary, and pramiion nuances, such as prosodic inflections,
intonation and rhythm, looking at them altogethad at once. That is to say, SFL provides a
polysystemi, multi-layered arsenal of tools on which teactserd learners can rely in order to use
language functionally (Martin, 199Halliday, 1994;Matthiesse, 1995;Hasal, 1996).

When examining field of discourse, the focus iswhat activity is taking place in a text? and
what in the text tells us this?” (Butt et all, 20@0186). The former question encompasses human
experience whose meanings are made through textahded througllexicogrammer
Lexicogrammatic: features encompass the latter question, whatitetkt implies the meanings
experienced. For instance, in an activity sucteastting an ESL class to prepare learners to achieve
academic readiness, the field of discourse woulsligatly different if the activity were to teach
English literature. This is so because the actigitgxperienced differently in each instance amdeh
differences can be identified in tlexicogramme level that constructs the texts. This is to say tthe
location of discourse in time and space...knowMASERIAL SITUATIONAL SETTING” ( p.186),

is apparent in the grammar, iclausa structure and vocabulary (word choices), as Wélese
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differences may affect how the activity is expeceth and therefore perceived in the text, thusiatier

the field of discourse.

5.4.2. Tenor of Discourse:What are the Social Relations?

The interactions constructed in a text and howeheteractions are displayed define tlature
of relationships or tenors of discourse in a t&kie participants of a discourse can relate to eduoér
from an equal status or from an unbalanced ones@ heances define formality, social distance, power
and directiveness in communication. Tenor of disseunay also define text types. For instance, in
teacher-student interactions the tenors of diseoars expected to have different status. In tmsese
formality is expected. Language is used to sigoeiad distance and power relations.

Taking in consideration tenor of discourse, a taxt present variations on fulfilling its purpose,
as well, for example, looking the effect of choices such as the use of firstgressngular in the genre
of essay writing. This tenor choice, perceivedhia text, can unveil or include the writer in the
discourse relating her directly to the reader. Saublbld approach could be considered appropriate by
some, whereas, others would choose to avoid suemesybe selecting first person plural to display
more inclusive relationships and minimize social dis&@nn that sense, still in the genre of essay
writing one can approach the text from differemiterelations, considering social distance, power
relations and directiveness to persuade, argueukgie, et cetera. In that case, although thentext
present varied tenor choices, it may keep othe&odise patterns that allow the text to belong o th

same genre, although the registers may vary.
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5.4.3. Mode of Discourse: How is Language Being Use

Mode of discourse is defined in the way the messageganized and what channel of
communication is being used, i.e. oral, writtersual, and aural. In this sense, to give an exathplke
is directly related to the context of this studyiem examining academic discourses, one notes that a
written mode is easily identifiable as being cheeastic of such discourses. The manner in which
academic texts are usually organized differs froat mode interactions immensely.

As noted earlier, academic texts are charactebyaegtammatical metaphor (nominalization) and
present a written-to-be-read mode. Typically, mdiffigrent academic registers display texts that are
lexically dense, packing information succinctlyt ieavily. Additionally, academic texts may also
contain non-linear information, such as picturésrts and graphs to support arguments or provide
examples. Nevertheless, most learners are not dentge academic registers because these registers
are not acquired in the contexts that languagesismermostly exposed to.

In this sense, academic registers are mostly aadjair school, through practice. However, most
of the times learners are not aware of the diseopagterns in academic texts, nor are they traimed
function in academic contexts, as they are notllysagplicitly taught the contextual configurations
that are typically present in academic texts. Assalt, both reading and writing academic skitks a
compromised.

Hence, | believe that looking at 'how' languagesied to construe coherent academic texts must
help learners to acquire academic registers fasteguse one is able to examine both the product
(input) and the process (output) of how texts aigeadered. Therefore, | am suggesting that taking i
account a socio-semiotics view of language userevbentext is essential, may assist practitioners
with a tool to analyze communicative competencenfeofunctional standpoint, as the CLB has

attempted to suggest.
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5.4.4. A Functional View of Language Use

As discussed in Chapter Two, the CLB was develapedeasure ‘communicative proficiency'
based on Bachman and Palmer's 'macro-functionditiddally, the descriptors examine 'language
use', looking at 'frequency’, 'functionality’ andlity' (Coder, 1973). However tHeLB: 2000
Theoretical Framework does not specify what 'frequency’, 'functionabtyd 'utility’ exactly mean.
Additionally, practitioners are expected to evadudtow useful and important they are in real
communication situations and tasks that a newcdaaener may encounter in the community, in
educational contexts, and on the job” (p.25), hase practitioners are not assisted with ways ptyap
the CLB theoretical intent in the classroom.

Furthermore, in the quote above, it is noteworttat the concepts of ‘'real communication
situations and tasks' are associated to ‘contéexii,educational and work related; neverthelésse
aspects, which denote language use in relationrntegt, seem to be a rustically and poorly devedope
account of the socio-semiotic view of languageinsmntext. Thus, following an SFL approach, if
learning a language is learning how to mean (Haylid 975)then learning how to make meaning
according to context depends on learning how tastdjommunicative practices to use language
functionally and appropriately. Hence, | am nowngpio attempt to further elaborate on the CLB
account for 'real communication situations anddaag&sociated to 'contexts’ from an SFL standpoint,
in which language is used according to contextt@a®kto make meaning in 'real communication
situations and tasks'.

The key point to consider when applying a socioiséimapproach to language use is that SFL
examines language in context. Contexts are reallmedigh the registers that are commonly found in a
given community. For instancESL teaching practices are usually based on gémagésre commonly

found in Englisktspeaking day-by-day contexts, i.e. narrative, ratalescription, information,
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instruction, and so forth. This is to say that lblase English as LIESL teachers should select genres
learners will need to be familiar with in orderlde considered a competent language user.

The use oformal language in academic registers have discqaterns that are influenced by
contexts of situation that motivated the elaborabbacademic texts, i.e. course text books, jdurna
articles, seminar discussions. In these tehe possible choices one can make within the larguag
construe meaning in the text throuexicogrammatic: choices that in turn situate a text within a give
register. Hence, learning how to construe a te#ttiwia register is therefore learning how to mean,
in other words, learningow useful and important these registers are to learning to participateah
communication situations and perform real tasks.

Because aspects of register are pertinent to lgeguse, in order to construct texts it is indeed
relevant to analyze what constitutes a registevemat differentiates one register variety from &eot
to thus be able to analyze “frequency”, 'functiaiaand 'utility’ mentioned in the CLB. When
learning register varieties that are identifiallehe discourse structure, as well as in the conaex
configurations noticed in field, tenor and modelisicourse, then one is able to use langifluently,
well, and appropriately.

According to Christie (1999), who examines EAP framSFL standpoint, a socio-semiotic view
of language use is fourfold, 1. it presents a faaork to recognize and make use of any text types in
English, and also to be aware of grammar and diseatructures within the text; 2. learners can use
Genre (register) as models of English-speakinguceiland learn how to adapt or transfer them into
other genres (registers); 3. it focuses on meamiakjng within authentic contexts in the English-
speaking culture, and ; 4. it provides learnerfi&itool to critique sociolinguistic aspects camstt in
English.

In short, the socio-semiotic view of language useoenpasses cultural, social, and linguistic

aspects of the language, looking at text as neglsszalized within a specific context, in whicme
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uses language meaningfully. Learning what functipndenotes in this sense is learning how to mean
in a given context. Accordingly, SFL focuses on meg from a trinocular (Halliday 1978)
perspective, each of which has a meaning functioetg-function), directly connected to the
contextual configurations ; (Halliday and Hasarg3)9i.e. ideational - what is being experienced
(field); interpersonal - the relationships in théeraction (tenor), and; textual - the channelsiuse
construe text (mode).

These three metafunctions are the lenses useditoieg how meaning is construed in a text.
When a text is well-construed, ideational, intespaial and textual meanings are properly expressed.
In other words, SFL looks at language from a sadtacal perspective, where culture and society
shape up the context that influences the regisbéchwin turn construes the text through choicethen
contextual configurations and lexicogrammar addressing a text fromlexicogramatice viewpoint
one can look at persoclausa relations, transitivity, modality and thematic angzation, to analyze
how language is being used to realize meaning.

In sum, in order to help develop the concept oiglaage use' in the CLB, | am arguing for a way
to examine language as a meaning-making tool shettaped by context. Each different context
requires language to be used in a certain fasblosgrving phonological, lexicogrammatical and
semantic aspects to express functional meaning.i$ho say that language provides a network of
systems to communicate meanings and function iregoeffectively, by sending and receiving
messages. Thus, when focusing on context, teaahdriearners will be able to examine 'how'
language is used.

With a more in-depth knowledge of language usee@tomes easier to develop a syllabus using a
standard framework that examines ‘communicativégency' according to language usefulness to
measure outcomes. Measuring outcomes accordiig orograms' goals seems to be one of the many

struggles participants of this study experiencehagjuote below suggests,

126



In terms of establishing what the key criteriala# tourse are, and what are the individual bodies

in front of me? where are they at? and where dwespiarticular body need to get to? (P3)

It is noteworthy in the excerpt above that contektionfigurations, field (what are the key
criteria of the course); tenor (what are the indlial bodies), and; mode (how the criteria are gting
be established) are implicit in the goals that if8do achieve in her program, all of which seem to
underline the struggles and dilemmas that all pigeints of this present study presented in their
perceptions of the CLB (as discussed in Chapter)Fou

Hence in my view, contextualize approach to language use could assist practisdodvetter
judge the variables they have to balance when img@hting a top-down framework such as the CLB.
Even when such framework does not account for diméext and the practical issues practitioners need
to face in order to achieve the goals of their pratg, as well as to help learners achieve their own

personal goals in the target language.

5.5. Limitations of the Study

Although this present study aimed at investigatiog/ the CLB influences the EAP curriculum
decisions made by teachers and administrator gaatits in a local BC college, examining the
practical and theoretical issues that are mostaeleto the processes of implementing the CLB, the
study did not consider learners' perspectives thitethe reason for such absence is that in the
preambles of the investigations, potential paréinis suggested that most learners would not be
familiar with the impact of using the CLB in theaskroom, nor would they be able to evaluate how
helpful the benchmarks have been to achieve tloailsgas the benchmarks were not always informing
classroom practices.

Thus, as | was looking for depth of informationogposed to breadth, | decided to include
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classswork as an indirect way to investigate h@gsrloom practices and the enacted curriculum
impacted on the learner. Examining the classworlke deacher-participants a chance to present their
viewpoints of how learners seem to be perceivimgapplication of the CLB in the classroom;
however, those perceptions were an interpretafiovhat learners appeared to be experiencing.
Nevertheless, in all interviews, participants imgd learners in their comments on how the CLB had
been used in post-secondary mainstream progranauaitem.

The inclusion of learners in the participants' agrsasignals that learners' perceptions are relevant
to the collection of further information about tgplication of the CLB in the classroom and as thus
should be included in future investigations of tisefulness of the CLB for academic preparation,

considering learners' viewpoints directly.

5.5.1. Suggestions for Further Research

As it was mentioned in the last section, learngestpoints are indeed relevant to the evaluation
of the application of the CLB in the classroom &riths been considered in tNational consultation
on the Canadian Language Benchmarks2000 and Niveux de competence linguistique canadiens 2006
(March, 2010). In this report, almost fifty percefthe Consultation respondents were learners,
represented by “graduates as well as learnersntlyr@articipating in language training programs:
LINC/CLIC. Other publicly funded ESL/FSL programaltanced Language Training/Bridging
Programs” (p.64).

However, interestingly, it seems that learnersip@nts were not supposed to be taken into
account at first, as it is stated in the documtast,a consultation with learners was not originally
planned, this consultation was exploratory (p. @2}his sense, because the survey was not primaril

meant to investigate learners' viewpoints, theifigd may be questionable because the questiond aske
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were not aimed at learners' viewpoints.

As the survey did not aim at collecting learnephmns, even though the Consultation
ultimately “gather perspective of learners abotrerggths and benefits of the CLB and NCLC
challenges and unmet needs experienced - relatee teenchmarks themselves and their application
recommendations for change” (p. 62), due to theuonstances in which these data were collected, the
findings related to learners' viewpoints shouldgict be considered under such limitations.

Hence, further research could investigate learegrgectations with regards to the language
competence they are required to display if theyewerbe judged proficient in that language. In othe
words, the suggestion of such investigation recdsrthe need to answer the questions raised earlier
(in Chapter Two), how can teachers help learngrgeae communicative proficiency using the CLB
outcomes?; how helpful is the CLB to prepare learte achieve the language proficiency they need to
reach their goals?, and; what can learners whgrarged a benchmark do in real contexts?

Those points were raised by the learners who [eatied in theNational consultation as well,
where they “validated the need to understand wh# IEvels people require to work in particular
occupations with 85.9% indicating that it wouldvsy useful (4 on scale of 1 to 4) or useful (3 on
scale)” and where “the need for a simple descmptibthe language proficiency levels they have
achieved was also identified as very useful orulssf87.6% (p.50).

The finding above gives support to the fact thatrers indeed feel the need to know not only
‘about' the target language, but also what tonthb'the language. In fact, learners seem to fesl t
urge to know how to use language to achieve thenmamication needs that are required for them to
function in a community and become a legitimate inenof that language group. In particular,
learners need to know how to function in the 'veatld’, in real 'contexts and situations', beintgdb’
processes and 'produce’ real, 'authentic' texthidrsense, another area that could be further

investigated is the use of 'authentic' classwoek texts and tasks that aim at preparing leartodise

129



goals they need to achieve in the target language.

For instance, take the program-participants inghisly, in which authentic texts were used to
prepare learners to achieve academic readinessdém to evaluate the extent to which those terds a
indeed authentic texts, as suggested in the fisdiclgimed by participants in the EAP and Applied
programs), more research should be done accordlitigeories of text authenticity (suggested in
Morrow, 1977; Harmer, 1983, Breen, 1985; Nunan 91 chman, 1990, amongst others).

Such investigation would be very helpful as for tluestions this finding begs, if both programs
use authentitexts to achieve the programs' outcomes, what makeSLB more functional in Applied
programs than in EAP to prepare learners to reeatieanic readiness?, and what differences in
preparing learners to achieve academic readinetisede programs present?

Perhaps examining these questions from the viewpbitext authenticity, one could shed light to
the nuances and similarities these two contexteskhdich can be directly perceived in the way
practitioners view these texts as authentic. Needess, although those are fascinating aspectseof t
overall investigation of the impact of the CLB arademic preparation, they are beyond the scope of

this present study, and as thus they were notdurtivestigated.

55.2. Conclusion

In the process of elaborating this study, | expexgel in practice the application of the theory that
has been suggested here (F¥eqister theory and text-context approach) to improve thefuwiness of
a 'can do' scale, such as the CLB to be appliedyngiven context where language use is required.
The choices | made with respect to methodologyresearch questions; theory of interviews;
analytical tool, and; the approach to the consimnabf the text (using text-context), representedl w

the contextual elements of this study and servedyttal | was pursuing.
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In that sense, through the use of a socio-semapjpcoach to language use, | had clear awareness
that the information collected was being co-coresdrin the interviews, influenced by the particigant
i.e. the researcher, as well as the participantsebVer, these interpersonal relations, where meani
was expressed and shaped according to the demboaistext, were apparent in the transcripts.
Participants responded to the questions in relatidhe programs they were engaged with and showed
asymmetrical power relations in the EAP programmimeerfaced with the Applied programs
revealing a divide in the way the CLB is perceived.

This dichotomy suggested that the CLB is considenece applicable in occupational related
programs than in EAP. Additionally the questionised about the applicability of the CLB for
academic purposes led participants to concludetiiea€LB is not fit for preparing learners to acigie
academic readiness. Nevertheless, participanteidpplied programs affirmed that they have been
using the CLB to inform their programs' syllabiaasalternative way to prepare learners to enter pos
secondary occupational programs, which is a vdanguing finding.

One of the reasons why the CLB has not been carslddfective for EAP programs, but more
applicable for occupational programs is that inAlpglied program-participants the goal orientati®n
very specific if compared to the more generic goélhe EAP program. Thus goal-orientation seems
to be giving support to the use of the CLB in Apdlprograms. Nevertheless Applied program-
participants also claimed that they face issuesipdement the CLB because the descriptors are too
generic for their purposes and thus not reliable.

In sum, this study concluded that the genericlattes of the CLB descriptors may be caused by
the lack of clarity in th€CLB: 2000 Theoretical Framework, which considers concepts such as
language use; functionality; competence, and; giericy in such a fashion that the theoretical
framework seems to be a recipe to create the ukifioamula to measure communicative proficiency.

The CLB document claims that the approach suggésti benchmarks is a ‘'movement’
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compared to a 'revolution' (see CLB: 2000, p. \Qwiver, in my view, because the CLB theoretical
framework is excessively patched with a varof theory of language acquisition trends, which are
poorly developed, the CLB resembles what | caliankensteinian creature, for it is difficult to
comprehend and have consistent, controlled andgic! use. Furthermore, the CLB is out there to be
utilized at anyone's will, which undermines a fravoek that is intended to serve as a standard to ESL
teaching.

All'in all, in this study, | took into account tlidemmas faced by the participants, who have to
deal with the demands of the institution where tweyk, as well as fulfill provincial and national
requirements and achieve the goals of the progeanighose of the learneHence, to overcome the
CBL shortcomings discussed in this study and tsBESL practitioners and learners in their teaghin
learning processes based on the CLB, we would hdrerh a deeper integration oisocic-semiotic
view of language use as a support to achievingsgathler than those covered in the benchmarks'
outcomes, such as being prepared to achieve acadeadiiness.

In conclusion, after considering the findings agtstudy, | suggest the use of a goal-oriented,
contextualize language approach that takes into account thexbat meaning- making, and
additionally complement the theoretical intentlsd CLB, which despite of focusing on language use
from a functional standpoint, does not seem tesapsactitioners and learners in their goals. Hence
because the CLB functional approach to languagesusat clearly developed in the theoretical
framework, | believe that the application csocic-semiotic theory of language use in context may
give support to those who want to speak Englisbogffely. | hope that the benefits of applying SFL
theory that | have discussed above can reach thiosare looking for ways to use the English

language meaningfully.
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Appendix A: Letter of Contact

Dear ESL practitioner,

| am a graduate student working on an MA in TESUBC. | am conducting a study on the Canadian
Language Benchmarks (CLB) examining reasons falitence in English for Academic Purposes
(EAP) syllabi. | am writing to you to invite you frarticipate in this study because of your expeiitis
the CLB and familiarity with using the benchmarkgcause you are a member of the XXX
department at XXX and your College is one of theniers of the Adult ESL Articulation of the
British Columbia Post-Secondary Transfer System Qdtae, you could provide valuable information
that would enrich the findings of the study.

The study is concerned with exploring why the CldBrat inform curricula and are not present in the
classwork of English for Academic Purposes (EARgpams. In particular, it analyzes how
administrators and teachers in the program perd¢b&veutcomes of the CLB descriptors levels 8-9 for
reading and writing vis "a vis their EAP progranalyoand assessment practices.

Your participation in the study is voluntary ané ihformation provided confidential. If you wish to

participate, please contact me direct ||| | | 2. or via em 4 - | i

give you a more detailed explanation about the itimmg for your participation through a consent
letter.

| am looking forward to hearing from you. Your peigtation in this study will be greatly appreciated

Yours sincerely,

Adriana Lima
ESL Instructor
MA candidate
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Appendix B: Teacher Consent Form
A Functional Approach to English for Academic Purpse Syllabus: A Case Study

of The Canadian Language Benchmarks

Principal Investigator: Dr. Geoffrey Williams
Department of Language and Literacy Education,
UBC

Co-Investigator: Adriana Lima
Graduate student in the Department of Languadd_deracy Education,
UBC

Purpose:

The purpose of this study is to examine the syBaiifuEnglish for Academic Purpose (EAP) programs
vis a vis the Canadian Language Benchmarks (CL&ihm at both administrators' and teachers’
viewpoints. The specific goal of the study is tplkexe some of the reasons why the CLB higher level
descriptors, more precisely CLB level (8-9) fordeag and writing, do not influence syllabi in this
local EAP program. The sub-goals of the researetianfold: 1) to examine administrators' and
teachers' perceptions of possible correlation ®GhB descriptors and the texts and leaner ad#viti
utilized to achieve the course goals; 2) to exptot@mples of classwork as possible instantiations,
not, of the CLB descriptors; 3) to gather inforroatabout administrators' and teachers’ perceptbns
the functional approach of the CLB, particularlg theory of register that underlies the CLB
descriptors; 4) to analyze administrators' andheest perceptions of reasons for not using the @LB
assist the achievement of the program goals.

Study Procedures:

You will be involved in a data collection that feas on the absence of the CLB in your EAP program
syllabus. You will be asked to point out reasonsstach absence and discuss your understanding of th
functional approach in the CLB theoretical framekvand descriptors. Individual interviews will be
conducted in one-hour sessions based on a queaiierhat targets your personal viewpoints and
particular experiences about the CLB and your EAR@mm. You may be asked for a second
individual interview to collect further informaticabout your perceptions of the texts and writing
materials you use in the course. The materialetanalyzed will be taken from your course material
selected to prepare learners to enter mainstreadeatc courses. All interviews will be audio-
recorded and transcripts will be submitted to yaugpproval before being analyzed.

Confidentiality:
The identity of you, your program and school wal kept strictly confidential. Subjects will not be
identified by name at any reports of the completedy. The co-investigator will distribute and ecH
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participants' consent forms. Every effort will badhe to ensure that participants will not know who
else is participating in the study. Data will bedaavailable only to the investigators.

Duration:

Interviews will take place during one-hour sessidrie researcher will interview consent particigant
individually at a time and location that are coneenfor the participant. Interviews will be conded
by the graduate investigator for a period no lorigan a month.

Refusals:
Participation in the study is optional. You have tlght to participate or to withdraw your constnt
participate at any time.

Dissemination of Research:

The results of the research will be used as patgrhduate thesis and may be shared at natiodal an
international conferences and published in profesdiand research journals. Reports based on these
presentation and articles will be available tgpaltticipants.

Potential Benefits:

The findings provided by the study will give a leetinderstanding about the reasons why the CLB is
not present in local EAP syllabi and assist the E&tomunity to better judge the value of the CLB and
enhance its use in academic settings.

Contact for Information about the Study:
If you have further questions with respect to #tigly, or desire to obtain further information, yoay
contact Dr. Geoffrey Williams or Adriana Lima.

Consent:

Your signature below indicates that you have réadrformation provided above. You understand
that your participation in this study is voluntaayd that you are willing to consent participatiorhis
research. Your signature also indicates that yae heceived a copy of this consent form for younow
records. You may withdraw your consent at any timtaout consequences to your employment or
professional standing.

Please check the appropriate box for each line.
[ 11 consent to participate in this study.

[ 11 consent to be audio-recorded in this study.

Subject Signature Date

Printed Name of the Subject
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Appendix B: Administrator Consent Form
A Functional Approach to English for Academic Purpse Syllabus: A Case Study

of The Canadian Language Benchmarks

Principal Investigator: Dr. Geoffrey Williams
Department of Language and Literacy Education,
UBC

Co-Investigator: Adriana Lima
Graduate student in the Department of Languadd_deracy Education,
UBC

Purpose:

The purpose of this study is to examine the syBaiifuEnglish for Academic Purpose (EAP) programs
vis a vis the Canadian Language Benchmarks (CL&ihm at both administrators' and teachers’
viewpoints. The specific goal of the study is tplkexe some of the reasons why the CLB higher level
descriptors, more precisely CLB level (8-9) fordeag and writing, do not influence syllabi in this
local EAP program. The sub-goals of the researetianfold: 1) to examine administrators' and
teachers' perceptions of possible correlation ®GhB descriptors and the texts and leaner ad#viti
utilized to achieve the course goals; 2) to exptot@mples of classwork as possible instantiations,
not, of the CLB descriptors; 3) to gather inforroatabout administrators' and teachers’ perceptbns
the functional approach of the CLB, particularlg theory of register that underlies the CLB
descriptors; 4) to analyze administrators' andheest perceptions of reasons for not using the @LB
assist the achievement of the program goals.

Study Procedures:

You will be involved in a data collection that feas on the absence of the CLB in your EAP program
syllabus. You will be asked to point out reasonsstach absence and discuss your understanding of th
functional approach in the CLB theoretical framekvand descriptors. Individual interviews will be
conducted in one-hour sessions based on a queaiierhat targets your personal viewpoints and
particular experiences about the CLB and your EAR@mm. You may be asked for a second
individual interview to collect further informaticabout your perceptions. All interviews will be aud
recorded and transcripts will be submitted to yaugpproval before being analyzed.

Confidentiality:

The identity of you, your program and school wal kept strictly confidential. Subjects will not be
identified by name at any reports of the completedy. The co-investigator will distribute and ecH
participants' consent forms. Every effort will badhe to ensure that participants will not know who
else is participating in the study. Data will bedaavailable only to the investigators.
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Duration:

Interviews will take place during one-hour sessidrie researcher will interview consent particigant
individually at a time and location that are coneenfor the participant.

Interviews will be conducted by the graduate inggor for a period no longer than a month.

Refusals:
Participation in the study is optional. You have tlght to participate or to withdraw your constnt
participate at any time.

Dissemination of Research:

The results of the research will be used as paatgrhduate thesis and may be shared at natiodal an
international conferences and published in profesdiand research journals. Reports based on these
presentation and articles will be available tgpaltticipants.

Potential Benefits:

The finds provided by the study will give a bettederstanding about the reasons why the CLB is not
present in local syllabi and assist the ESL comiyuoibetter judge the value of the CLB and enhance
its use in academic settings.

Contact for Information about the Study:
If you have further questions with respect to #tigly, or desire to obtain further information, yoay
contact Dr. Geoffrey Williams or Adriana Lima.

Consent:

Your signature below indicates that you have réadrformation provided above. You understand
that your participation in this study is voluntaayd that you are willing to consent participatiorhis
research. Your signature also indicates that yae heceived a copy of this consent form for younow
records. You may withdraw your consent at any timtaout consequences to your employment or
professional standing.

Please check the appropriate box for each line.
[ 11 consent to participate in this study.

[ 11 consent to be audio-recorded in this study.

Subject Signature Date

Printed Name of the Subject
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Appendix C: Administrator Interview Questions

1) Looking at the CLB descriptors for reading amiting at a CLB level 8-9, what role, if any, do
these descriptors play in forming the syllabushefdourse you teach?
Do you use them for planning purposes?
e.g. setting goals?
selecting tasks?
selecting texts?
for assessment?
for motivating students?

If so, how? If not, why?
2) Does your EAP syllabus support the achievemgtiteohigher levels of the CLB?

3) Could we look at some specific course matertale,or three samples to see if they relate to the
CLB. Please tell me if you notice any relatiops?

4) Does the CLB influence your decision about classk such as texts for reading and writing tasks
that would help fulfill the goals of the coursemteet the goals of the learners as well?

5) Can we see some samples of texts that targeifisgfeelds such as community; study; or work?
6) From what sources do you select texts? Why thadgecularly?

7) What different types of texts/registers do yaeind these texts to represent (charts, tablelesti
fiction, and letters)? Why?

8) In your opinion, do the CLB descriptors inforergculum to help the achievement of the goals of
the EAP program?

9) How do the CLB descriptors represent the goiy®or EAP program in practice? Your learners’
goals?
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Appendix D: Teacher Interview Questions

1) In your opinion, does the CLB inform curriculumhelp the achievement of the goals of your EAP
program?

2) In what ways do the CLB descriptors represeagibals of the program in practice?

3) In what ways does your EAP program syllabup@re your learners to the achievement of their
academic goals in mainstream programs?

4) How does your EAP program equip learners witlawvthey need to know to go to university or
college programs? In what ways?

5) In your opinion, what is the role of the CLBtive preparation of learners to enter mainstream
university programs?

6) What suggestions can you make to improve the €bBat it will fit your EAP program purposes?
7) What is good and what is not good about usiegdhB as a reference for informing your EAP
curriculum?

8) In your opinion, what changes should the benchsandergo in order to be a useful tool for
informing curriculum for academic purposes?

9) In a scale from 1 to 5, how aware are teacteysur department of the CLB? How much should
they know about it?

10) The CLB is going to be revised soon, What gearwould you like to see in the benchmarks to

make them more useful for your context?
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Appendix E: Transcript Conventions

The following transcription conventions were usedi@coding audio-recordings:

word (Capitalized) word stress

(..) ™ (periods in parenthesis) pauses: (.) a gause, (..) a longer pause, (...) longer

[ ]segment from a later part of the transdoigdtdirectly related

[word] (brackets) onset of overlapping talk. Quastasked or information provided by the interviewer
(Also used to hide confidential information suchtlas name of the institution)

(?) inaudible utterance

(word) (' word in single parenthesis) best guessaiestionable transcription

{word} words added by the participant after revisitme transcript
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Appendix F: Data Dictionary

Categories Definition
1. Program Englimstruction organized according to a specifi@are
1.a EAP English for Academic purposes

1.a.i Outcome

The result of the instruction

1.a.ii Curriculum

Planning, implementation and management optbgram

1.a.ii.a BC articulated

lIBavs the BC Articulation Framework

1.a.ii.b non BC articulated

Does ratow the BC Articulation Framework

1.a.iii. Syllabus

Specification of what/how is taught in the pragr

1.a.iv Assessment

Evaluation of skills acquired

T.a.v Pedagogical approach

Methodolospd Tor Instruction

1.b Applied
Same as 1.a above

English for work and career purposes

1.b.i Health Sciences
1.b.ii Test preparation

1.c General ESL
Same as 1l.a above

English for general purposes

2. Role of Interviewee

Social position or function

Organize and plangpaons

2.a Administrator

Z.b Teacher reaches and gEsEesS

2.c Combined Organize anchgleograms and teaches classes
Iniewvees' affective perceptions of how the CLB aBect

2.d Emotional reaction to the CLB

their practice

2.d.i Positive
2.d.ii Negative
3. Aspect The way in which issues of the CLB arengeaddressed by
an interviewee

3.a Theoretical

Pertaining to the intention for which theRowas designed

3.a.i as an assessment tool
3.a.i.a used by teachers
3.a.i.b used by the institution
3.a.i.c used by learners

3.a.il as a standardized framework

3.a.iii measuring functional competer

ce

Pertaining to the application of the ClBai program

3.b Practical
3.b.i Models CLB-based curriculum, shasrk and assessment tools
3.b.i.a_existing models can be found
3.b.i.b lacking models are needed

3.b.ii Curricular implementation
3.b.iii Assessment practices

dmMming curriculum, syllabus and classwork decisions
Outcomes measured through the CLB descriptors

3.b.iv Purposes

Goals of the program
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Categories

Definition

3. Aspect

The way in which issues of the CLB arengeaddressed by
an interviewee

3.c Functionality

The CLB framework meptogram purposes

3.c.i functional

The CLB theoretical intent is applied to serve tbalg of a
program

3.c.ii Non-functional

he CLB theoretical intent does NOT serve the gobis
program

3.c.iii Changes required

to
3.c.iii.a assessment related
3.c.iii.b curriculum related

ug@estions given by interviewees for the CLB fraragw
meet program purposes

4 Classwork

Readaryd writing texts and tasks used to prepare learner
to achieve program goals

4.a Text types

Text representing the goals tadmeved in the program

4 .a.i Literature

Short story, fiction, journal (non-fiction)

4.a.ii Form-filling

4.a.iii Report
4.a.iv Formatted Charts, emails, pamphlets
4.a.v Essay esBarch papers, expository

4 .a.vi Text book

vocabulary, texts, tests

4.b CLB-based

Represents the CLB tasks

4.c Non-CLB-based

Does NOT represent CLB tasks

Z.d authentic purpose

aims at achieving a real world goal

4.d.i occupationally focused

work relatgdl

4.d.ii generic academic

non-specific goal

4 .e reading skills

focus on reading skills

4.e.i inferences
4.e.iicritical thinking
4.e.iii bias

4.e.iv formal

4.e.v logical relations

4.f writing skills
Same as 4.a above

focus on writing skills
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Appendix G: Coded Transcripts

Unit 1: Participant One

Coding Transcript

1c.iii 2a 3b.ii We are not a grammar-based prograte doteach grammar and we think that
grammar accuracy is really important. That's wheedound CLB to be lacking

1c.iii 2a 3b.ii The truth is we have incorporatedngoaspects of CLB into our curriculum.

1b.iv 2a 3b.iii The institution has adopted benchmdor students entering the applied programs

la.ii 2a | think there are issues in [EAP] becausigeir highest level 099 is equivalent to
academic English grade 12 and they are articulatdgdother institutions in the
province. The issues that they've had is they camipletely adopt CLBs because
they need to be able to prove they've been domgadme thing as other institutions
are doing.

1c.iii 2a Although we have found that maybe at alwamced levels students do need other
kinds of reading besides academic reading.

1b.iv 2a 2d.i 3b.iii Some of the Applied programs here have been ben&echa/hat levels students

3c.i need in reading, writing, listening and speakingdAin that way, in a sense CLB
works.

Unit 2: Participant Two
Coding Transcript
1b.ii/ii 2c 3b.iii Implementing the CLB in the ardéaat | work | think there has been less resistance

because we have been looking for a framework, &hgha way of describing
higher level language skills and outcomes, butwag that's not the typical
academic pathway and measured by TOEFL or somelikmthat.

1b.ii/ii 2c 2d.ii 3b.ivI'm really struggling wittthat..th« course that | teach because, yes, there is

inference in small places and kind of critical #img where?...in the reading
comprehension part.

2c3b

of the challenges that we've faced here

Many of the challenges that were outlined at the@to implementation are some

2c¢ 3a.iii

In order to have functional competence of coursehave to use the form of the
language that is accurate within that functionthet does bring in grammar, of
course you must have the language, the word clooitiee technical terminology
get to the level.

to

2c¢ 3b.iii

| think that some of the philosophy or maybe thdwehind a CLB kind of
approach maybfavours certain kind of assessment as well, and | knowttrexe i
kind of an impetus towards moving to say portfolio

(2]

2c 2d.ii 3b

| think that we had expectations for the CLB bynlging it in now just seems like
lot of work to people
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Unit 2: Participant Two

Coding

Transcript

2c¢ 2d.i 3Db.iii

Hopefully one of the kind of good things benefitdamking at it from a CLB
perspective is that students really should havwél aimderstanding of what it is th
they're...how they're being...the criteria thatlzemg used to be assessed by

2c¢ 3b.iii

only go to the descriptors.

1a/b.ii 2¢ 3Db.iii

think the lines are sort of blurring. We've benchked 19 different applied
programs here.

2c¢ 3b.ii

We've being trying to use the CLB 2000 duoeuat as that framework to...for tas
selection.

1.b.ii 2¢ 3b.iv

One of the reasons that implemeatator us has been less of a challenge in th
we're looking at occupationally-focused prograrasktis a very natural unit to
work with and especially in the combined skills gnams

lv2c3b

| can see that task at a high level wbeldery useful in an academic classroon
but it involves a real switch in the instructongay of thinking about how they
approach language.

2.c 2d.ii 3b.i.b

One of the practical barriers tgplementation, | believe, has been a lack of
assessment tools and....that are CLB aligned aard tk often a kind of a washb
effect | think with assessment.

2.c3b.i.b

I think that what people want is more rentest bank items because not only
consistency and reliability are questions, but atsafidentiality issues

2.c 3b.ii 3c.i 4b

The instructors have built confide. They've also being able to look at the tas
that they use that they either selected or devdltdpeamselves in the classroom
they feel confident that those tasks are roughth@tevel that they're intending
them to be at.

1b.ii 2.c 3b.iv 3c.i
4b

for the CELBAN test, they need to do three typereafling tasks, a skimming a
scanning, a reading comprehension, acloze activity. The outcomes really
would be to...look at the structure of the documentgive students some
strategies to work with a piece of text that isenttihan just starting at the
beginning and reading to the end.

| think that might even be a fault of the way tleedment is formatted...teachers

Typically traditionally the acad@npreparation has all been done in [EAP], but |

at

=

at if

ack

ks
and

nd

2.c 3b.i.b 3c.iiib

| think we under estimate how challenging thabigét people to really change
their practice. What might be really helpful isexry...a guide to implementation
academic programs

for

2.c 3b.ii 3c.iiib

Implementation is challenging it's been challengogeveryone, for the
institution, it really does require that we lookoatr curriculum in a deep way an
that we look at our practice because it is diffeteand curriculum revision really

requires time.
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Unit 2: Participant Two

Coding

Transcript

2.c 4a.ii 4a.iii 4b

| think the material is really very CLB orientednsparing to a more generic EAF

D

4d.i class the material for the most is authenticotsupationally focused, so | think in
the more generic EAP class it's not. It's not baseddifferent types of literature
for example. We do the form filling and we do irend report writing. They do
have to adapt to the genre...the professional atdnd nursing.

2.c 2.d.i 3b.ii 4a.iv This has been one of the strengths, | think of gloiof the CLB. We have made a

4b 4.d.i very real effort to bring in formatted documentslrworld documents that people
are using in either their profession or their tir@gncourses

1b. ifiiilv 2.c In the English for Health Sciences class that th@wg lot of work on inferences, a

4.e.i/iifiii lot of work on critical thinkincand..readin for bias.

1b.ii/i 2c 4d What's really different for a lot internationallgecated nurses is that... is the legal
liability held around this documents. It's almds purpose for the document...is
different...

Unit 3: Participant Three

Coding Transcript

2b 3b.ib 3b.iv | had questions early on about how CLBs could be used in an academic
framework. We don't know particularly what would lk@nd what wouldn't work
because we don't have the context.

2b 2d.ii 3a.ifii So, I think we also have got the issue that the @& oject funded the CCLB the
Centreitself s project funded, so there is not a greatl of security, there is not a
great deal of trust and confidence that this istaust organization that has, you
know, mechanisms to monitor, to revise, to keegtapdards.

2b 2d.ii 3b.i.b It should be more accessible...I don't want to meakemore stuff[...Jthe samples
are few.

2b 2d.i 3a.i.c So, I think that when | think abouwtBCI think partly it's learner empowerment ,
and | think about the learner having the toolseable to even know what the
teacher's working at.

1.c.ii 2b 2d.ii Our context in BC is quite limited in that we origtve ELSA and ELSA is not
linked in the same kind of overall way that LINGnsother parts of Canada.

1.i 2b 2d.ii 3b.iv  There is this issue (programin¢where do those programs ladder to?

la.i.a2b In BC we have a, you know, quite a fabulous Arttign process where
institutions have a great deal of trust in eaclkeshcourse completion. So, there is
the sense, if there is nothing wrong, why fix itdAl think that there has been an
effort to investigate, and there actually are omgefforts...
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Unit 3: Participant Three

Coding

Transcript

1.b.i/iv 2b

We have English for Access 1-8 which is exitinde&iting 8 is no longer in for th

programs that require an 8 entry by passing the ERpletely.

1b.i/ii 2b

| think we are at an exciting juncture where retgssl of what the EAP is doing
...there may be an interesting [?] in how peopleraach mainstream
programming.

1b.i/ii/ 2b 2d.i
3b.iifiii/iv 3c.i

| use theCLBs exclusively, nothing else absolutely everythilegrners’
expectations, goal setting, can-do checklist, aghmaking materials, choosing
materials, assessment...

1b.i 2b 3b.ib

The course that I'm teaching | haven't had therpwfiworking with a program
that has been developed by several...so...in avaynder development as we
so, many of the materials needed to be created.

1b.i/ifiii 2b

So, what we do is four skill class, listening, dpeg, reading, and writing and
what I'm trying to get to is I'm trying to get thudents to a point where | could
say regardless of the topic areas that are chosgardless of the individual
idiosyncrasies of a the classical term, that | saynthat the students leaving my
class to be successfully achieving a B.

1b.iia/iv 2b

| use the Access descriptors because the Accessptess will of course get
everything that is in the 2000 (...) So, earlietha term, | hand this out (....) and
have them do a self-assessment.

1b.iia/iii 2b3Db.ib

So, | take a look at what the students should lregda terms of competency. |
also look at some of the overlapping skills. Wihaty should have been doing
between genres... and | also look at the vocabudemy | look at the grammar
descriptors. So, that's something that we needdadrdo the BC descriptors that
weren't in the original 2000.

2b 3b.iii

One thing that people are concerned is test sgctegt security is an issue

1b.iii 2b3b.ib

What I'm trying to do is create a whole bunch sktawhere you're pulling on a
number of things.

1b.i/ii 2b

Well one of the things is talking to the prograraas on regular bases and mak
sure that it...in their area exchange...that omauum is compatible with that.

1b.i 2b 3b.ii/iv

We're using a portfolio which is [?] of the CLB wowrhich Manitoba has done,
looking at needs assessment, which [?] back afdna Holmes work, the Toront
thing whatever, in terms of establishing what thg &riteria of the course are, a
what are the individual bodies in front of me? véhare they at? and where doe
that particular body need to get to?

1bi/i 2b 2d.i 3Db.iii

At the end of the day, | want them to have had ghauariety that | can say, 'yes
those people'... and they can say, 'yes thoseg@eagdn do it'. | see these skills
not been only occupational, but really crossing avi¢h whatever we see as an
educated person.
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Unit 3: Participant Three

Coding Transcript

2b 2d.ii 3a.ib 3b.iii Another final point on why the benchmarks may mawmwrking is there is a sens

3c.ii that the levels are really broad compared to wheahawe at [institution].

2b 3b The department signed off and has said that 'yegasept these benchmarks’,
so...but they're not really in place | would say

2b 2d.ii 3b.ib | think people just need to have a by-the bookTQbe facilitated?] yes, like go

for it, and that's what we don't have in Canada.

2b 4a.iv 4b 4d.i 4e

This is a sample of a college like email that heed into a fictional email by just
changing names and date and...so, this went dbéetoollege community.

2b 4a.iv 4b 4d.i 4e

So, in a way you're looking at formatted text. ®e,have a pamphlet... and aga
lot of the questions are maybe...tricky...all caogvn to tense, you know, and
purpose and tone,

2b 4a.iv 4e | do think with the rise of the internet, the ugéexhnology, the ease in which
students can do computing...so | think that mmrkvg with all of that formattec
reading...l think there has been an absence ofrtigAP programming

1b.i/i 2b | don't think they could do research papers, bairdst of it, yes...the scope of
genre is much narrower. It's narrower in terms béithey will do academically,
but they also can do other things, and they cdwéditwell.

Unit 4: Participant Four

Coding Transcript

la.ii 2a 2dii 3b.ii  We're not only dealing with language proficiencyt tve are also dealing w
content, with academic content, and that is natisarly addressed in the C
documen

2a 2d.ii 3a.ib Now, a lot of research needs to be done on justhmeessful students are whc
nto the mainstream with just an assessr

la.ii 2a 2d.ii 3a.ii We cannot be all things to all people, given thathtions of time, and the cont

3b.iifiv that we have to cove

2a 2d.ii 3a.ii They've tried to do there is kind of create a thaked approach to descrik
anguage as an observable phenome

2a 2d.ii 3a.iii It's not always the case that that lower levels@grfiormance can be measured
only in terms of...it doesn't always move from a@rte to abstract, or from sim|
to complex...even at the higher levels we see

2a 2d.ii 3a.i There is a lot of vague and subjective languagkimwithe descriptor

2a 3a.ii It's quite a lot of...project, | think to try atnational level...to have natiol

standards which allow students to transfer withiovmces, or between prograrnr
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Unit 4: Participant Four

Coding Transcript

la.ii 2a 2d.ii We're not hostile to the CLB document. It's jusittive feel that we really do
have.... this burning need...to change our cumicoit our approaches, but rai
we...want to evolve, we want to tweak, we want tmprove

2a 2d.ii 3b It seems that there is a lot of funding that iseni by CLB now. And because
government has this... kind of preoccupation, soelis a lot of politics involved
this here...the attraction is of CLB is of coureeng bureaucrats is just the ide:
getting immigrants into jobs more quickly, rig

la.ii 2a 3b.ii We do use CLB to some extent...So in an indiregt @facourse we a
nfluenced...by CLB descriptors...we use a varadtinfluences and sources
nform our curricular, our curricular choic

la.ii/iv 2a We have to...standardize some aspects of our assesdo to our articulatic
agreements with the EAP levels | to 1V, which warghwith all the othe
community colleges within the provin

la.ii 2a It's a long established progre

2a 3a.ib 3b.iii , :
We've worked for several years with CLB and sonpeets of CLB assessm
have been a very good fit for the division [..'$ &lways important to recogn
what the government...is kind of funding, and hthio some extent policy follo
funding

la.iii/v 2a 4d . . : ,
We use a lot of authentic materials, in many wayspvogram is not really ESL
mean, is sort of a hybrid, is a blend of high s¢haaguage arts, you could s
maybe E... high school and E

la.iii 2a | think that we have more work to do with...spegk

1a.!!|(v 2a 2d.ii We try to...built in this proficiency through thé\P content that we provide... so,

3b.iiftv rather than just provide...a broad a needs-bagedgram like a negotiated
curriculum...

la.iii 2a 2d.ii 3a.ii We do something that is quite specific. It's natdeeryone, you know, this i
choice that students have when they reach a céetzm

la.i 2a We do definitely attend to what students needsyeutlo still provide a kind «
course outline at the beginning of the term andhich is a very, very much te
...there's a lot of specific test dates that nedzktmet... and content that neec
be covere

la.ii 2a Theoretical framework, | think it is really quitelectic... So it's very pragmatis

there are bandwagons, but when you geter... as | say practice, | think that, ypu
know, your day-today life is just involved very nfiuicn making practical decisio

about... curricular choices and...outcomes...witheally thinking
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Unit 4: Participant Four

Coding Transcript

la.iia/iv 2a 2d.ii It exercises, indirectly, it exercises its influengoon us, not so here than... in ¢
departments... here.. most of our instructors li@weloped their own...in writit
their own grids, their own assessment tools...dfesed on... other kinds
descriptors like the descriptors, as | said frdme, most influential would be frc
the BC Articulation Guid

la.iii 2a We try...our program is too generic in a sensechacal thinking skills ar
generic, you know, and transfera

2a 2d.ii Most of our students, oh excuse me, our instrudtav® some level...and worl
with the CLB documents...People ARE aware ands.just that... they are r
nspired

la.ifiii 2a What our students are guided through here in cagram are...helping student:

erform higher level functions and more effectivelgre... greater accurac

la.iii/v 2a 2d.ii 3a.i

| don't think our curricula is primarily functiondlthink...largely what we ¢
s...we want to develop students...generic skilégher than the speci
tasks...rather thepractise specific tasks which tend to be more ethas English
for special purpos

la 2a 2d.ii 3a.ib
3b.iii 3c.ii

We have found that CLB doesn't work very well far Tihe bands are much
broad...we need to have very specific groupingd,tha system that we'
used...works extremely well and to adapt it to.BGill be a retrofit, right

2a 2d.ii 3a.ib

Our concern about CLB profiles is that if we...wayeyet students...sometimes t
are now coming with CLB profiles. We're not a 100%ve really can't guarani
that we would know where to fit a student, andairse you're probably going
hear about the CLBPT as an instrument which is detaly unreliable][...]Bu
dealing with a CLB profile from an outside institut from the assessmecentre,
we would really...be...skeptical of that in terni®or placements hel

2a 2d.ii 3b.ii 3c.ii

You know, you could have, a...settlement ESL prognahich could be ve
effectively informed by CLB, I think, you know, armall it CLB 7, or CLB 8 evel
or job orientation [?].... but still would not bé\P, right”

2a 3a.iii

They're going to come out with a new document.haes that functional approe
may not...there may need to be re-visited in tesfnghether it's going to infor
you know, the... most current and, you know, ustfebretical framework. It mi
well be another choice at that po

la.iv 2a 2d.ii 3a.ii
3c.ii

It's influenced...some of the ways we do our assests...but at the same...tim
go directly to the CLB document and use it...it Vaowiot be usefu

2a 2d.ii 3a

We really haven't had the need to...you know, golirack to the CLB 20(
document for what we're not...you know, for sonmgghinore inspiring

2a 2d.ii 3b

But | think that the deeper that you go into th@liementation, the more you fi
the practical obstacles and contradicti
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Unit 4: Participant Four

Coding Transcript

la 2a 2d.ii 3b.iii It was definitely it serves better the...settlematdrests, | think, and Acce

3b.iv 3cii nterests rather than EAP...some of the CLB languagjually do...some of t
things we do, but not very mu

2a 2d.ii 3a.i On the other hand there is a lot of students wive, you know, with CLB...th:
students just think of it as an easier way to getrough...sometimes even
benchmarks can be a barrier, because in somegabally the skill set more th
the language proficiency that matt

la.ii 2a 2d.ii We have an established curricula here that...weoekg, very well for us and...v
have a variety of sources of documents....thatmfour curricular choice
Benchmarks is one of them, but it's not the basid,why should it be, you knc
why should it be

la.iii 2a 4a.iii/v | think what we try to do in writing...various rtoetcal forms along with, as | sa

4d.ii 4e.ii 4f the research report, the research essay. The geaditry to emphasize, critic
thinking skills

Unit 5: Participant Five

Coding Transcript

2b 3a.ii 3b.iv We were thinking that at the time, my reasonsifond) benchmarks were first it's
a common language right across...it might be aefagetting students into the jobs
they wanted or the fields they wanted more effidien

2b 2d.ii 3a.ib 3c.ii Our test is nobenchmarkab. The benchmarks are too vague.

2b 2d.ii 3a.ii But the problem I had is the original document waisten by one writer and |
think that when you're doing such a huge docuntesttauld have been [informed]
by more people, but I'm...you know, sure that slo&éd at the council of Europe
documents

2b 2d.ii 3a.ia 3b.ii This is the kind of things that we have problemhwitvhat does ‘good control’

mean?

la.iilv 2b 2d.ii 3a.ii

Well, we all do functional teaching...You also nekttink, for most learners afte
they have passed a certain level, you have to dp\bEirmete-cognitive skills,
and I'm not 100% certain that that is...| may bemg; but I'm not 100% certain
that that is part of the benchmark program, orrecbmarked curriculum...

we don't officially...grammar is not part of ourdaulum here.

=

la.iia 2b

Our department pre-dates the development of bendisbg a lonclong time.
So...basically the curriculum that was developethis department... has changed
over the years, and some of the changes in oucualum have reflected, have
reflected benchmarks
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Unit 5: Participant Five

Coding Transcript

la.iv2b We have an assessment department of our own, wiadtill have, which
developed a test called the English Language Asssds and it was used to assess
students coming in.

2¢ 3b.iii | sat on a committee of department heads and ass¢partment heads that
actually voted to apply for funds to look at benetnking all of our English courses
at the college.

1b.iv 2b A lot of...the applied programs... in nursing abhtha downtown campus, have
been benchmarked, and students are starting todept@d into those programs
based on benchmarks...but we don't know. We hastat: on whether they are
successful in the programs yet,

la.ii 2c 3b.ii We did a lot of PD opportunities with teacherspagh as we could, but not
enough really to change curriculum, and many teadhecame sort of half familiar
with benchmarks,

2¢ 3b.iii We had had instructors develop a reading testithatin fact a barrier test from
that department into [EAP], and | said, ‘can wedhemark this test?'
la.iia 2b The students don't like to think of themselves 8&,E50 they have developed the

sort of pre-first year courses to improve readind @ariting skills amongst those
students, and that's the kind of focus of this depent, and...that's the kind of
focus of all the other colleges that do EAP. SoA¥kethe BC public colleges} are
all articulated together to provide that kind @iting.

1b 2b 3b.iv 3c.i  We do have the department downtown [...] which ilnmore geared towards
benchmarks, and that seems completely appropriateghem and for their
purpose, and we move students back and forthelirte between the two
departments.

la.iia 2b | often work within the framework of the BC EAP Ailation Guide, which has
the outcomes... So, the framework is the old culuim that we developed over the
years, and other colleges have developed,
la.iii 2b 2d.ii 3a.ia As an instructor, | don't go and look at what divessy in benchmark 8? what does

3b.ii it say about mm...writing an essay... | go by whatexpected to do for my
department in terms of teaching
la.iv2b They'll have to be prepared to discuss it... sunmraar with their classmates and

talk about it, and it follows from what we do iretepeaking class... they're totally
assessed in these skills...

la.iv 2b We do a lot of peer evaluation for all sorts of\aties in class.

la.iii 2b 4e.v And then, | give them actual samples of previoudeits reports, for them too
because | learn from models. | think maybe they do.

la.iia/iii 2b | use fiction, | mean, it's part of our curricullbacause we are not only articulated

with all the ESL programs, we are articulated vaittult basic education, so that's
grade 11 and 12,
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Coding Transcript

2b 3b.iii Assessment tools | have...I think | actually haw®py in my office of the exit
level tasks [?] to 10. And...I would like to tryake in my class some of them |
haven't, to sewhether..tr see how closely they match what my students decta
do

la.iliv 2b | try to get my students to get their error ratevddo something more like 5 or 4
because when they get to the top level, they shoelid fact be focusing on the
coherence of their ideas and developing the richoétheir vocabulary.

2b 2d.ii 3b.ii Three things actually for our department to hateesimply adopt benchmarks as

the curriculum, or as the total basis for the cultim...The first is that it couldn't
be done without an awful lot of money

la.iii 2b 2d.ii 3b.iv
3c.ii

The second reason would be that...what we teachawe...questions and querie
about the benchmarks at the higher levels, andhehéhey fit what we're doing.
We...people in [EAP], | think feel comfortable tivalhat they are doing is prepar
students for where those students seem to wamt.to g

2b 2d.ii 3a.ib 3c.iii

The fact that the benchmarks seemed to work reaitg adequately at the lower

levels, but at the higher levels they need to b&dd at and re-edited and re-
written, and made more specific

2b 2d.ii 3a.ib 3c.ii The other problem was that we seemed to have n®dkddvels at XXX than the
benchmarks have.

2b 2d.ii 3a.ib 3b.iiiThe third thing is the assessment, the placemeaesament. Our own English

3c.ii Language Assessment seems to test the things widavavhat we teach. We've

been using the CLBPT recently...again it workslydalel up to a certain level a
after that it's just not accurate enough.

la.ii 2b 2d.ii 3b.ii/i\
3c.ii

The other problem with curriculum is that we teackery limited curriculum
and...it is an academic curriculum. It's tryinggtee students the skills... to funct
in an academic environment, their reading and mgisikills.

la.iii 2b 2d.ii
3b.ii/iv 3c.ii

EAP does some things that are in the benchmarksoline able to say it's a
benchmarked curriculum, you're supposed to betalday you're doing 70% of t
stuff that's covered...and we don't. We only dmalbkpart of it. And...in reverse
benchmark do not cover certain language skillseatio.

1a.ifiiiliv 2b 4a.vi

The reason why a lot of us use this particular iekiecause those are the skills
feel students need to... For ..academic readinig,s&nd the tests they are given
throughout the term are testing the same skillgaid assuming that that's
something that they have to do... if they go oLangari or BCIT or wherever
other...and it's built up very incrementally betweach level.

la.iii 2b 4a.vi 4c
4d.ii 4e

In reading anyway every instructor would have aprbed reading text...so if yc
look at this compared to benchmarks, it may strilkes is not very functional,
or...task-based, but...this book was not madedoorsd language learners. This
text book....developed in the States...
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Unit 5: Participant Five

Coding

Transcript

la.iii 2b 4a.i 4e

We teach literature too... we alternate readinigaststory, a Canadian short sto
and reading a reading journal

ry,

la.iii 2b 4a.v 4f.v

The focus is on essay writing, and they write thdiékerent kinds of essays.

1a.iii 2b 4d.ii

We went for a library workshop yesterday that theakian gave them on how to
do research online...in the library and online

la.iii 2b 4a.vi 4d.ii
4e.iviv

This was very academic...we're using MLA...We hawe®cabulary text. We don
do enough is in graph reading and non-linear repdmost of what they're gettin
is of a formal register because that's what wegparing them to read, formal or
literary because essentially that's what we'regrteg them to read...logical
relations...

la.iii 2b

Our speaking Oral Skills course is note taking, &y listen to lectures, and they

-

g

are taught skills for taking notes usually puttthgm in graphs, and putting then

for definitions.
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