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Dale L. Ianpe, Professor Emeritus, University of Minnesota-Twin Cities

The discussions beSun on t}].e Natioftal Stanila s fot Fo/-
eign Lang age Learnitlg (1996) arc extremely helpful in
sorting out their meaning and implicatioru for use ir our
education systems. The articles ofJames and Welles pro-
vide some perspectives that ask important questions,
state important concerns, indicate problems, and provide
inleresfing ad\,ice. My response lo Lhese fwo issuepapers
has the following purposes: 1) to charactedze themi 2) to
examine their major issuest 3) to bring together their sev-
eral suSgestions as agenda for the turther implementa-
tion oI the Standardsj and, 4) to discuss the future
development of the Standards.

The contrast between the two DaDers is immediate and
clear. welles projects an outlook ihit is both protective oI
the role of higher education in language leaming and
cautious of K-12 Standards. She seems preoccupied with
the acceptance and djssemination of the Standards in
post-secondary education ("How arc laculty membe$ in
hiSher education finding oft abovt the Standards for For
eign Laftguage Leatnifig? ", 4 as she rurrlinates about the
lack of grammar, *le litde attention to the rcadint oI lit-
erature, and a cuniculum, that she suggests, limits expec-
tations. Yet, Welles rccotnizes the importance of a lont
sequence of leaming and the necessity for aticulation
befween secondary and postsecondary education" albeit
within the confines of a higher education agenda----€]ld,
she indicates little acknowledgement that at least 40 per-
cent of students do not pursue colle8iate education a]ld
have other agenda that could include competence in a
rorerSn mnguaSe.

The James' article demonstrates a ftankness toward
the K-12 Standads (or the cominS language-based "K-

16" Standards) as a maior influence in the refom of lan-
guage leaming in postsecondary education. Wlile
arguing that some of the content of the Standards already
exists in postsecondary education (Culture: cultural stud-
ies, area studiesi Connections: language across the cur-
dculunl, interdisciplinary studiest Communication:
comnunicative lanSuaSe teaching), James exhorts her
postsecondary coleatues to expand upon these, as we
as to accept the remainder of the Standards content
(Comparisons, and Corununities). The chantes in

instuction these contents will bring could effect the long-
needed rcform of language programs at this level. The
Standards coutd help rebuild lanSuage proSrams rclated
to the development of leamer competence, aticulate
with that development, and build curriculum, instruc-
fon, and assessment on an inteqration oI ihe five content
areas and of language frmction; (interpersonal, interprc-
tivc presentational).

Represmting the Modem Language Association
(MLA), Weles provides a tradihonal response to change
in the orientation of language leaming, as well as to a
geater understandinS of the prccess of lanSuage learn-
int and development. She singles out rcading, the read-
ing of literature as content and Sramnlar as not rcceiving
specfic enough attention in the Standards. Readin&
however, is specfically placed within the goal area of
Conmunication (Standard 1.2), allld is then inte$ated
with four other goal areas, mdicadng that reading is a
tool (Standards 1996;28,3t 39-40) for accessing a variety
of texts and contmt, including literature. By this place-
ment and inteSratioq the faame$ of the Standards are
indicatinS that rcading is not a skill by itseu alone, nor is
its sole content literature. Readins is connected to other
skills and combined with other colrtents for puiDoses of
leaming and problern bolvint. From a developmenLal
perspective in either first-language reading (Samuels
1987) or in that of a second languate (Belrtlardt 1991),
backgound knowledge (including text features alld cul-
tural knowledge) are crucial to the uderstanding of any
le\i. Wilhout broad cllltural and textual exDerience. a'
weli as t}e proper level of cognitive maturi'ty, dtritude.
and attention or focus, the comprehension of literary texts
suffers: An exdusive direction toward readins denies the
diversity of sfudents, studenL interests, and t]reir leam-
ing n€eds in today's schools, not to mmtion the necessi-
ty for cognitive knowledte and ex?erience as requisite
conditions for functioning in and wittr ano*rer language.

While Welles rccotnizes that reading occupies a place
in the Standards, she is neither content with its plac€-
ment, inteSratior! or combination, nor that its content is
brcader than a literary one. This attitude is consistent
with a taditional perspective on Ianguage leaming in



10 ACTFL Newsletter 66/s -2
Sull|mer 1999

Dostsecundarv education oler the past hundred years. io consider why the Stalrdaids have stru€k such a resPon
en examination of the recommeniations of the-MLA sive chord among our colleagues ," 12). She suggests I
committee of Twelve (Modern Language Association that the faculty iake ihe opening_Provided by standards
1898). one volume of the Modent Foreign funguage SALdy, to solve som€ of ihe crucial problems at this level (Place

known as the Coleman R€port (Colenan 1929). and ment, articulation, assessment, and excessive concentra
Welles, statements demonstr;te a consistency of purpose: tion on grammar), as well as to renew instructional
That obiective is tarqet€d toward an alrnost exclubive ori practice (;ee the labt pafaFaph on Page 12 as examPles of
ertation for reading and the reading of literature as a prc- such renewal)
requisite ro study ;r roreign languiges in postsecondary There is also urgency in JameJ languaSe. According
educatron. Thdl rradi f ior"a]1d th 'at  oi i .ntairon po."prob loher perspeci i !e,5fudPnts hd\ebeFn Po-i t ioned lor
lems. For exampte, we sii11 deal with the afteretfeits oI years n a botiom-up /rop-down struggle between K-12
coteman,s reconmended two-year proSram targeted and postsecondary edr.ation levels as to which level
soelui ." lh l . 'ha-dreddIneirJ ' ; laclbtei tendeds,hool deleimnes the curr iculum ln rhe Pre(eni.onle\r  of

;roerams'(K 12, 7 I2, and'even 9 12) tha t deal with the Standards develoPment, she argues that ihe bottom-up
dev"elopment of foreim l.nguage compeience as a sys- . direction has more potential for driving foreign language
tem of iearnins. But in"rhe c;reit Stand. rds coniext, ihe education to meaninstul reform ihan ihe boftom down

' " Communica- one- In this contexi,Iames indicates Postsecondary edu-prosJcss mdrcators '9, i"1.-8, Yl..l,.L.l ,,_ --,,I 
'tioiStandard 

in Grades,l, 8, an'd 12, and their discussion, / cation cal1 no longer ignore realiiy. Ii cannot continue to

confirm the imDoitance of a developmental perspechve I demonstrate its arrogance. The lont-term result ol ignot-
for readinp rhar inctude- tr terdru' ; ,  when dnd shere l l  ins.tuden15 hho have been prepored withStdnddrds
uooroor ' , t ! .  theSlandrrds recos-1te a brodoer pLrrpose l \  wi l l  be a 'er ious di .rLini-hment ofsfudenL numbe'.  in
t;; td;guage , hdn $e trad irion oi posseconda ry edu. a- . hiSher ed u(ation forer'n lanpaSe r ourses. Tl'ar dimin
non. J I i ishment will come because the content al]ld inslruction of

As for grammar, Welles, pempective appears tndi- \] tsuch courses_ will be direcily antithetical to stud€nts'

'tioiStandard 
in Grades,l, 8, an'd 12, and their discussion, I cation cal1 no lonter ignore realiiy. Ii cannot continue to

confirm the imDoitance of a developmental perspechve 1 demonstrate its arrogance. The lont-term result ol ignot-
for readinp rhar inctude- tr terdru' ; ,  when dnd shere l l  ins.tuden15 hho have been prepored withStdnddrds
uooroor, , t ! .  theSlandrrds recos-1te a brodoer pLrrpose l \  wi l l  be a 'er ious di .rLini-hment ofsfudenL number. in
t;; ld;tuage , hdn $e trad ition oi posseconda ry edu. a- r hiSher ed uGtion foret6r langrage , ourse; *i' 

*iT

rron.rt  a, ;eU. I I  e, .amining "er eial  modersbr laj lguage preparar ion.bouledge.e\perience.dndcaPabi l iL ie-d-
ledrnine tor,ommunic.t ior ( l  ange lc87).  Brdmmar is .  de\eloped lhrouth 5tandards. lhus. urgency arrr \es to
noted ai a tev element of them ali In ihe AtTFI P/ol- avoid the argment ove( which level wins control of the l
ciencv Guideti;es \Bynes et a]. 1986), the central elements curiculum alrd to focus atteniion on the ultimate prize,

of proiiciency arc fl;ency, Srammar, Pronunciation, socio student learning. I think James would aryue that "such

l in;J:"Lrc comDeler,e._ Lie parr icLr lar communicaf ion t ime has anired "

tai, and v.,cab'lary In both the models and the ?,"1 The Pe$Pectives, attitud€s, and differint opinions of
cienat Aidehnes. F;].�n.ar ib Linked to the oLher elements, both wiiters arc to be rcsPected, thoughitully considered,
as rhe orhcr elem:ents are Linled to srammar Grammar and sorted out for action by the profession. Yet, the con-
is not to be learned alonej it has a c;nununicaiive pur- trasis of major perspectiveb are not the onLy jdeas that
posewhichisro obiain and provide infornation (ie[ and James and W€Iles bring to our attention. Wiihin iheh
;eceive srories, if you will) ihai expand our perspediv€s cornments, ihey also brinS major agenda to oul aiieniion j
and knowledee aLout our world,brhers, and o;rselv€s. that can serve ihe carse of the Standards. In my inter- I
eddir iona tr ihese same models and current ie.rching prerai ion of iheir  ar i ic le. .  Wel les and Tame- argue for t le
p.a.dre- reflecr d po.:lion on tqe rcqLi.iLron of tan81laSe followinS rrems ior a.fion to wbLh I ha\ e added m\ own
includng grarnmar, that rs de\ eloPmental ln this reSard, PersPective:
l : o e , i r i , a l l r  s ' n e l e  o u l  L e e  d n d  V d n f d i l e n  ( l o o c )  r 5
de;ortraiins 'h; importJnce ol qrarnmdr tn (la5'room ' Di'sennation oi the 5l0ndanl' and dis'k*ion aJ inplt
loneu.'ec o.q;-iiion ti ..'Lsh proc;-.e" oi.fru.hrred rnd (atn$Jor pa\tsecalldttry languaSe prosnn' (WdleJ

mein rrgrtrl irput rrd me;iir8 be.i I ing ou ipul thdl r re Tlere r- no single wa) in w hkh .rhi> ra-L 'J n be
develop"mentai in nature. In ihis visidn, grimmar has accomplished. Many d€vices could be med: 1) con-
lun. l io;al i iy m .r l l  node- ol  communicah-on lhe po"i-  'erence 

Protr ims ol  lhe MLA and ACTIT as set

hor ot Wel les, rhdi  ofan inrel lectual i . /Fd grdnmdr. leads ar lhrough those ol  lhe langudge sPectht o_rgdnrza-
leamers to an inability to cornmunicate ir the inierper- tions specifcally targ€ted for the po_stsecondary Pro- I
sonal, interyreiive, ana presentational modes of the Stan fessoriate; 2)^ Publications , o,f these same
darcls. organizations; 3) symPosia: and 4) workshoPs Jn

The James article contrasts rhar of Welles with a sense eaah of these strategies. coi Labo ra tion of Precolle
or o.."pt,n."  "r  the Sknd. irds and dn urgency ot pur- &iJte and po-lsecondarv_laculq hould be requred
oo"e. Geereral  lhcart ic lepovidp-apo, i t i \ome-saBe. and an acl iol  plan tor lhe recotnrhon and rmPle
iryor[ne r\ itl- the srdndJ rd, i- somerl. ing rha I po-ti. - meniaiion or the stdnda rds frouthou I K- l6 wou]d
ondani.rcr l tv.ardoif th"r re,  oFxze the-St.  d;rd"Jnd be an outcome SLrch di"cussion" couid dl 'obenef i l
worl ;ith them. Snce the Stand;ds d re not a curicu- ftom the-particiPation of Parents.
1um, but a destination with enormous flexibilitt James . Artbltkttion of P;ognms tt'ir tontinuous tattgnge katn' I
. l reu.-  rhat the\ provide opporruni l ie.  to .redie and ' ry K lb -  wcl lc '  and lanc,)  fhrough cooPerdf ive
de"veLop new curricul: at the iotlegiate level. However, effo s of ACTFL, MLA-, the language sPecific orga I
facultljai ihis level must aci on rhe;e oppotunities. ln a nizations, regional conierences, state orSanizations,
sense, James is wageringwith this facuii ("Berterbylar and staie language coordi nators, the many Problems

'  - l
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of articulation could be addressed (expectatioirs, cur-
riculum, insnuction, matedals, and use of technolo-
g) l  belween dnd amonS educdt ionnl levels (ele-
meni.r ' ) .  mid.Ue - hool \ rg\*hool po. l5econdrr\ I
Ii is noijust the high school Postsecondary articula-
tion problem ihat is the only concem

. Exmiinntio ofthe Assessnents (We|\es al la 1c :The
same organizations mentioned above in articulation
of p-^Er"m.. oL d'o.Lr- on -e, an8e o'  J-se' .mFrrs
r c " a e a  t o  c a r r y  o u .  I n e  s l . n d d r d -  l h . r r  r a r S e
include. bo'h i  rdi l lon., l  n 'e.ns su.h d. qJ / , ,e-
essays, and obiective measures, as well as emer8ing
a,si-menr rh.reeres, such d'  po-Llol io- c\ lnbi i ions
dulhe'  r i .  ,a. \-  . .nd den on-r iatror. .  t le-e orSdni-
zations could provide onpint gllidance in the
development and use of such assessments within the
framework of iheir programs (conferences, work-
-hup,,  " \ ' rnposid.. ,nd pLbh. " t ion.)  rnd Ln reldfor-
. l  i  to ' r1."  - t . rnda-di  .hemscl!e ' .  lhe l \dt ioral
Ldagu. iF Rp.ou-.e (  Fnler-.  5lr  ne ot hhi . l r  are
' .  -ei  rchre .r- . .  - .n"nt-  migh bc u.FlulLn rddn" '

'g rh.-  r f iend,.  The wo-l  of  \  i tSrns r loo8r on
a--e- 'meni could be ertremely relplul  in t l ' i '  l r - l

. Placene t fron One Lnel kt Allother (WeLles and l1nles):
Another fiskofstudt discussion, and aciion are ihe
assessments for placement and the Policy by which
placemeni occurs for those students who move from
;ne educational level to another. The most crucial
point is that between high school and collegewhere
;otentially the difficulties lie. In general, the place-
ment examinations that are used need serious atten-
hon because ihey focus almosi entirely on the easiest
element to test, grammar, thereby iSnorint siudents'
ability to comrnunicate and understand

It is highly possible that the Standards Jor Foreigtl hlr'
Rhntp I  ea.a' t 'R \ 'eab) 6 i l l  have enormous imPrr t  on for-
" 'en . ,nsuaie ledrnrns 'n rhe near tuiure d- iheir
'mioremenra'  or rake- pid.e. \el .  Lhe lramer'  ol  the Stdn-
daids and those who implement the Siandards must con-
tinuallv interaci on them in order that the Standards
pro!rde 'hF world '  ld* d i rechon rnd oLlcome- thdr we
.r l l  sJrr  for studenlr .  Tl  md) be thdl  FVen noh some
reconceptualization is required.Ina study rePorted on at
the 199i ACTFL Meeting (Lange 1999),I examined those
Standards that had bearing on Culture (Culture, Con-
nections, Comparisons, and Communities) using Bloom's
I toqb, id\ono;v ot cosni i  ve edu. " t iondl our,  o-ne, ard
f.ral l "wohl .  i t6ol l  taiorromi ol  dr leci i \e edLcarronJl
ouicomes. The examination tookPlace mainly at the lev-
eI of the prosress indicators for the Naiional Standards
and for the tiirty+hree states that had issued standards
documents in 1997. The results of the examinaiion of
Drosre.:  indi ,  dior.  f . r  q 'doe- 4, 8 rrd I  2.how.rct i !  dF-
i l rai .on.entr" te mo.r ly on lhe 'u$ c ' l  t \^ o .e\  el-  ol  lhesF
taxonomies (Cogniiive: Knowledge and ComPrehension;
Affective: Receive and Respond). However, the odginal
intent of ihe Siandards was io see students tunctioning
wrlh more compricdLed .ogn l i \  e tAppl icai ion. AnJl) ,  s
c \ , ' n l h e . r s ,  E v i ' u a l i o n )  r n d  a r " c t i i .  { \ J l u c  O r g d n ' 2 e
One's Values, and Be Characterized by One's Values)

activities. While I have only examined the Standards
ftom the perspectives mentioned, this examination does
rcveal th;t, liie fte,4CTFL Prcfcienc! Guidclines, persis'
tenl  al lenlron is i ' )1poridnr lo gi \e ihe clarddrd- l l re
woi ld-cla-s qudl i ry i l r ibute- t l  + nceo to d rrccr ' rudeni

The d-iscussionbrought about by the James and Welles
i>sue Dd pers ch dllenqes Js lo c.dnli our per-ondl and.ol
lc.rivi' po,itions ori tne Standad' fo' t oItii|' Lo4g a3'
Learnitli 11996t) as we aci on our besi intentions for stu
dent learning outcomes. The direction and quality of
those inientions have been the subiect of these two paPers
and this rcsponse. Lei the dialogue continuer

REFERENCES
Bernhardt, Elizabetn B.1991. Radhg Dt.elaP,Ent nld Sm,.i Lrngtar:

'lheoreti.nl, Etlpnnal, rh.1 Clnssroan PdsPc.tites Nor$'ood, \Ji

Bo.  _  Ben idmrr r  l ' ' o1n  o t . !4 |a ]  L "  ta ,a ta l r '  b  T1"  '

t t .  aho l t i , .  tn r  '  ao-Ho\ tD t  '  I  D  ' ' i  \ " ' .  rL

Bvrnes, H€idi, cial.19S6, "ACTIL tro1iciency Cuidelines," in Ueidi' 
Bymes a.d Michael Canare, eds., Deh,iq mrd D.actaPil\ Pnf.k"
cv: CIidclines: IhtplcDEntario s rnd CaneePrs.

The Anernd Council on theT€achinF of Foreign Languages Forelgn
Language EducationSeri.s. 1987. Li.colnNood, ]L: Nation,l Text

Colcnd, Als€mon. 1929. Tl( f.rchi'1i of Madtn Fa2igt Lant,t:+s n1
the Uin.A Stuks Pu|i.nntians of the A,reticnn d'1d CaBditn Cor,,lt
t " ,  o 'vde  L t reno: '  v  r ' " r '  \Pr ' \o .  V- ,_ i l ldn

k l J d n " o  I  D t r l d R  p . i .  a , o t a a v  t l d - d  o a o l a
silnt iar ol Edreatiohat Gaoh: Hdndb.ok tt: Alfectn t l).'hnirl NPw
York David McKay.

. .nce  Dr le  L .  987 lnc  l ,  - r '  ee  . '  ( f  r r  (  u  r i  l Jm I  d  d
t r "  ' " r r r  reenoa t t ,  w . ,  ' i n  Ara :  a t  \ 'dd  ra l  Po t  r  "
d,.i Smial Sddt.. 490 70 96. lspecial issue aorasrl rd,srngt I st,._
tian: ANational Arddn. Riciard D. Lanb€it, ed l

Ldnee D" lc  - .  9oo.  i tdher " -  mo |  . . rg  i ,  \ -u  \d r ion ,  Cr '  r . "
; . . . d .  d . .  r  n e ^ . r i , l l p . d d R o 6 e ( \ . 4 .  l e r , .  e d  r  "  1 r
t n \ N ' k o s , . t \ ' d a  * .  r 1 ' ^ i J R " . ,  r  t 1 ?  t o '  I 4 i r a t i  r i

\ "  4  .n "  (  oL , ,  t  a t ,  r \  t  a .  nq  l la \ t  Ln \ r t ;  r r "  ' t  I  '
gra3. Edrddrio, Sd/ius. Lincolnwood,IL: National Textbook, ;57-
135.

Lce,Iam€s!., and BiLlVanPatt€n, 1995. Md&nrgCorft,itii.dri..l"rgrdtc
Tcd./rr: Hdr,?s,. New York Mccraw Hill

Moder  Id ;sJde"  A*oda lor  o fAn.  i c r  R"podo l rh  ( . -m ' r r . .  l
r w .  ' e  i r  r i i "  v o O c r r  t " r  +  ' s .  A .  o : ' , 0 1 o r  a m . n  a o l

Boston: D.C. Heath,
Samuels, S. Jay. 1987. "lactors that Influ€nce LisienilS and Rc.ding

L o - p r p " ; n ' r " l ,  '  1 R o  d l d d  H -  ' a '  / . n d  r  J c J ' r -  F  e d '
.o  i  t  ca t t  tA  Ota t  a t  d  \ \ ,  th r  r  n "8k ' !  N-w\ .n  a  d r lpm'

Stdfia s fut ForeiSn Iiryuay L.|nting: Prlntury Jar th. 2ln Cdltrry
1996 Yonl€6, NY:Ihe National Standards in Foreign Language

W q q f t ! l r n r f .  l a o 8 . i d " , t  ^ " ' . a r t  D  a x i S  '  " . i i  d
i l ' ' .  r , ) t v n . " "  d . 1 ' I '  / o r n 4 " ( r  

- " ,  . ' o  " . . " J _ B ' '

I


