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Study visit group report

	Group No
	

	Title of the visit
	Innovative approaches to learning and teaching languages from 4-16 years,

	Topic
	02 (Language teaching and learning)

	City, country
	Bath, England, United Kingdom

	Type of visit 
	G

	Dates of visit
	26-28 September 2011

	Group reporter
	SUSANA RUEDA ALBARRACÍN


Dear participants,

The purpose of a study visit is to generate an exchange of experience and good practice between the country you visit and the countries you all come from. Thus, participating in a study visit can be an exciting experience and an important learning tool for you. 

During the visit you are invited to prepare a group report summarising your discussions and learning. This will help Cedefop disseminate what you have learnt to others, who share your interest but did not participate in this particular study visit.

On the first day of the visit, you are to select a reporter who will be responsible for preparing the final report and submitting it to Cedefop. Everybody should contribute to the report by sharing their views, knowledge, and practices in their respective countries. Please start working on the report from the first day of the visit. 

You will, of course, be taking your own notes during presentations and field visits; but the group report should highlight the result of the group’s reflections on what was seen and learnt during the entire visit and the different perspectives brought by the different countries and participants. The report should NOT read as a travel diary, describing every day and every session or visit. 

Cedefop will publish extracts of your reports on its website and make them available to experts in education and vocational training. When writing the report, please keep this readership in mind: make your report clear, interesting, and detailed enough to be useful to colleagues throughout Europe. 

By attaching any photos to the report, you agree to Cedefop’s right to use them in its publications on study visits and on its website.

Please prepare the report in the working language of the group.

Please do not include the programme or list of participants.

The reporter should submit the report to Cedefop (studyvisits@cedefop.europa.eu) within ONE month of the visit.

	I FINDINGS


This section summarises the findings of the group while visiting host institutions, discussing issues with the hosts and within the group. You will be reflecting on what you learnt every day. But to put them together and give an overall picture, you need to devote a special session to prepare the final report on the last day of the visit. 

In this section, it is important that you describe not only things you learnt about the host country but also what you learnt about the countries represented by group members. 

1. One of the objectives of the study visits programme is to exchange examples of good practice among hosts and participants. Cedefop will select well-described projects/programmes/initiatives and disseminate them to former participants and a wider public, including potential partners for future projects. Therefore it is important that you identify and describe all aspects that, in your view, make these projects/programmes/initiatives successful and worth exploring.

Describe each of the good practices you learnt about during the visit (both from the hosts and from one another) indicating the following: 
	title of the project/programme/initiative


	country
	name of the institution that implements it (if possible, provide a website)


	contact person (if possible) who presented the programme to the group


	whom the project/ programme/ initiative addresses


	what features of the project/programme/initiative make it an example of good practice 



	The Languages Bridge©
	UK
	International Learning and Research Centre
	Trevor Davies
	Students age 7-18
	Better understanding or awareness of grammar and language structures.

More confidence in speaking.

More curiosity and awareness of other cultures and languages.



	Story Making©
	UK
	International Learning and Research Centre
	Josephine Cole
	Students age 4 - 16
	Awareness of kinaesthetic skills.

Reinforcement of creativity and working with others.

Can be used in other areas or subjects.

	CLIL
	SPAIN
	CEIP Isaac Peral
CAFI Galicia
	Susana Rueda
Marta Valderrama
	Students age primary and secondary
Teachers

Schools
	Having the possibility of setting team work amongst teachers of different subjects.
Work with different types of texts.

Having a pluricultural and plurilingual approach within non linguistic subjects.

Considering languages as a tool to get in touch with real life or real problem solving.


* You can describe as many good practices as you find necessary. You can add rows to the table.
2. The study visits programme aims to promote and support policy development and cooperation in lifelong learning. That is why it is important to know what you learnt about such policies and their implementation during your visit. You are invited to describe your findings concerning the following:

2.1 Approaches taken by participating countries (both host and participants’) regarding the theme of the visit. Are there any similar approaches/measures in participating countries? What aspects are similar and why? What aspects are different and why?

In the different countries involved in the Study Visit we’ve discovered similarities on how to teach languages, regarding the Story Making methodology, we use story telling, creative writing (Germany, Bulgaria, Turkey, Hungary) and different ways of bringing new vocabulary to the classroom. The use of Total Physical Response methodology for younger children is found to be widely used. The use of pictures, cartoons, films, word families, fairy tales, songs and body language were all discussed as part of popular materials and strategies.
We believe the Languages Bridge methodology can help our students to learn more about their own mother tongue. (eg morphology, word classes, word order, sentence structure…)
2.2 Challenges faced by participating countries (including host) in their efforts to implement policies related to the theme of the visit. What are the challenges? Are they common challenges? If so, why? If not, why not?
Challenges:

Not enough money or government support to carry on new policies.
Not enough time to deliver training or to do collaborative work with other teachers.

The curriculum, it is not flexible enough.

Teachers’ and students’ motivation is not always at its best levels.

Parental support or attitude is not always helpful.

There is a need for a clear approach or method for day to day life in school.

We cannot find always a good, well trained leader in charge of our schools.

Better organisation and leadership is required in schools.

Promote European Languages Portfolio (ELP) across Europe, especially the Passport section, for standard levels of second language.
We need more opportunities (space and time) to exchange experiences and discuss our point of view as teachers.
More student exchanges, which would lead to emerging opportunities, are needed

Languages Bridge© and Story Making©
Active, rather than passive, participation leads to successful language learning in class. 
Languages Bridge©
There is a need to develop materials or approaches to support language teaching eg Languages Bridge.
2.3 Name and describe effective and innovative solutions you have identified that participating countries (both host and participants) apply to address the challenges mentioned in question 2.2. Please mention specific country examples. 

In Germany they have SCHILF, ARBEITSKREISE, where teachers exchange materials, methods, knowledge on a voluntary basis at different schools.
In England teachers have Planning, Preparation and Assessment (PPA) time.
ICT is at a high standard in some countries eg England.

Close link between voluntary and school education in Germany.

In UK there seems to be more freedom for teachers and more creativity. There is a more rigid curriculum in Bulgaria and Turkey.

2.4 Assessment of the transferability of policies and practices. Could any examples of good practice presented in this report be applied and transferred to other countries? If so, why? If not, why not?

Good practice which could be transferred: 
· co-operation between not-for-profit institutions (like the International Learning and Research Centre) and schools
· teacher training co-funded by schools

· PPA allowed/extended in other countries

· support from Local Authorities. Head Teachers and School Administrators to carry out new projects, including the provision of funding and willingness to participate

· policies and practices are transferable to other countries

· story telling (Story Making)

· some elements of Languages Bridge. How can teachers in other countries have access to it and how can they train teachers in our schools?

Further exploration:
· a need for common policy and aims for the whole country regarding language teaching

· we’re eager to adopt new methods/approaches to language teaching and adapt them to any age group
3. Creating networks of experts, building partnerships for future projects is another important objective of the study visit programme. 

Please state whether and which ideas for future cooperation have evolved during meetings and discussions. 

Participants shared new opportunities for collaboration:

· invitation for students to enter a language competition (Hungary)

· teacher and student projects such as Comenius Projects 

· further opportunities to plan training for teachers in the Story Making and Languages Bridge programmes

· exchange of contact information, school project focus for further international partnerships
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4. What is the most interesting/useful information that the group believes should be communicated to others? To whom, do you think, this information will be of most interest? 

Learning the difference between language acquisition and learning.
Participants learned that they could be researchers and conduct small scale research and enquiry.

This information will be of most interest to other colleagues.
	II Organisation of the visit


This part of the report will not be published but it will be made available to the organiser and will be used by national agencies and Cedefop to monitor and improve implementation of the study visits programme.

We recognise the value of ongoing feedback as a way of ensuring that the programme is at all times a responsive and dynamic initiative, meeting the needs of its various participants and target audiences. In this section you are invited to give us your feedback on several factors that, in our opinion, contribute to an effective visit. 

1. Discuss within the group and check if you agree or disagree with the following statements. Please mark only one box (() that expresses most closely the opinion of the entire group. Please use Question 2 of this section to elaborate on your responses, if needed.

	
	
	All agree
	Most agree
	Most disagree
	All disagree
	Not applicable

	e.g.
	The size of the group was good.
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.1.
	The programme of the visit followed the description in the catalogue.
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.2.
	There was a balance between theoretical and practical sessions.
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.3.
	Presentations and field visits were linked in a coherent and complementary manner.
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.4.
	The topic was presented from the perspectives of the following actors of the education and training system in the host country: 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.4.1.
	government and policy-makers 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.4.2.
	social partners
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.4.3.
	heads of institutions
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.4.4.
	teachers and trainers
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.4.5.
	students/trainees
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.4.6.
	users of services
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.5.
	There was enough time allocated to participants’ presentations.
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.6.
	The background documentation on the theme provided before the visit helped to prepare for the visit.
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.7.
	Most of the group received a programme well in advance.
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.8.
	The information provided before the visit about transportation and accommodation was useful. 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.9.
	The organiser accompanied the group during the entire programme.
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.10.
	The size of the group was appropriate.
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.11.
	The group comprised a good mixture of participants with diverse professional backgrounds.
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.12.
	There were enough opportunities for interaction with representatives of the host organisations. 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.13.
	There was enough time allocated for discussion within the group. 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	1.14.
	The Cedefop study visits website provided information that helped to prepare for the visit.
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


2. If you have any comments on the items 1.1. – 1.14 above, please write them in the box below.
Some participants found the cedefop website lacked some organisation and was rather difficult to navigate.

	III Summary


1. Having summarised all your reflections and impressions, please indicate how satisfied you are with your participation in the study visit. Indicate the number of participants for each category, e.g.

	Very satisfied
	10


	Very satisfied
	9
	Satisfied
	0
	Somewhat satisfied
	0
	Not satisfied
	0
	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
	0


2. What elements and aspects of the study visits do you think could be changed or improved? 

Participants felt the Study Visit had more than fulfilled their expectations and did not recommend any changes or improvements.
3. If there is anything else you would like to write about that is not included in the above questions, please feel free to write below or attach a separate sheet.

To have a Study Visit of 5 days instead of 3 days.
Very well thought out to have us stay in Bath! Thank you.
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Please submit the report to Cedefop (studyvisits@cedefop.europa.eu) within one month of the visit.

TO SUM UP





THANK YOU!
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