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Abstract 

In this study, the central question is whether the Action paradigm is favorable to the learning of French in the field of 

International Relations and Diplomacy. In this context, we test the Action paradigm against the Communicative method through 

the results achieved by learners after teaching programmes carried through with each approach. Two questionnaires, one for 

Communicative method and the other for the Action paradigm, were built and submitted to a sample of sixty students, where 

thirty students attended underwent the Communicative method teaching and paradigm and an equal number for the Action 

paradigm teaching. The correction of the pre-tests provided the initial assessment of the knowledge (skills and different 

linguistic and sociocultural competences) of the two groups. The difference between the pre-test and the post-test in terms of 

marks achieved, differential achievement and mark distribution are conclusive. The Action paradigm yields overall average 

results of 82.16% against 76.72% for of the Communicative method. It thus favors in a statistically significant way the learning 

of French for specific purposes. Interestingly, its support was greater for aural and spoken tasks than for the written medium. This 

suggests that the use of different methods is still a commendable approach in the foreign language classroom. 
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1. Introduction 

This study proposes an innovative reflection within the 

field of language and culture didactics. It embodies a linguis-

tic-cultural dialogue between two sociocultural poles: Luso-

phony and Francophony. In this ongoing dialogue, the lin-

guistic-cultural representations of both sides are constantly 

challenged in pursuit of comprehensive and inclusive di-

dactic and linguistic platforms for the efficient teach-

ing/learning of French for specific purposes. Its main objec-

tive is to contribute to the search for answers regarding the 

relevance of the communication and action methodologies 

for teaching/learning French for international relations and 

diplomacy. 

As this concerns a language for specific purposes, it seems 

important to clarify this concept from the outset. «We believe 

that this language is, on the one hand, the one used in bilat-

eral or multilateral relations between countries or states and, 
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on the other, the one used in international organisations of a 

global nature, such as the United Nations (UN), or continen-

tal such as the African Union (AU) and the European Union 

(EU), among others [1]». «This language is grammatically 

marked, as it requires its speakers to master a specific dis-

cursive genre [12]. In this regard, we agree with Richer who 

addresses the issue of specialised discursive genres. 

1.1. Theoretical Framework 

This study is supported by extensive literature on the 

teaching and learning of languages for specific purposes. 

Notable recent works include those of Puren [11] on the 

genesis and development of the New Action Perspective and 

its relationship with the communicative methodology; Richer 

[12] on the relationship between French as a foreign lan-

guage and French for specific purposes; Evelyne [8] on the 

communicative methodology; and Cumbane [1-7] on the 

relevance of the action and communication methodologies in 

teaching languages for specific purposes. 

1.2. Methodology 

Our reflection begins with the teaching/learning of French 

for specific purposes using the communication methodology 

and the action methodology. To this end, we designed and 

administered two questionnaires: thirty pre- and post-tests 

for participants in the communication methodology and the 

same number for those in the action methodology. It is im-

portant to note that our participants were young adults and 

adolescents with an intermediate level of French, equivalent 

to 160 hours of exposure to the language as a foreign lan-

guage. The pre-tests provided the initial assessment of the 

knowledge of the two groups, revealing their strengths and 

weaknesses. This information was used to design two train-

ing programmes (one based on communication and the other 

on action), which were delivered to the two groups before 

the post-test. The post-test served as the final assessment, 

providing reliable and comparable data to that of the pre-test. 

This process led to the results presented and discussed in this 

article. 

Unlike previous studies [1-7], the language examined in 

this work «... is a communication tool... [9]», complex as it 

encompasses the four skills: written production; reading 

comprehension; oral production; and listening comprehen-

sion — without neglecting the intercultural and ex-

tra-linguistic aspects specific to the language under study, 

particularly in the field of international relations and diplo-

macy. 

1.3. Resources 

For this study, we mobilised resources from Normandie 

Université; C.R.I.S.C.O. (Inter-language Research Centre on 

Meaning in Context); Eduardo Mondlane University; and the 

Cooperation and Cultural Action Services of the French 

Embassy in Maputo, Mozambique. 

2. Results 

2.1. Communication Methodology: Pre-test 

Results 

In this article, we analyse the specialised language in its 

complexity by cross-referencing, from a comparative per-

spective, data on the four skills. Thus, it is important to recall 

that all pre-tests served to assess the initial knowledge of the 

participants in both methodologies. The results are summa-

rised in the following figure: 

 
Figure 1. Summary for Pre-Results. Source: MiniTab 17 Software. 
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Figure 1 reveals two important aspects: success in the ex-

ercise and the dispersion of results. On the one hand, success 

in the exercise is undeniable. A clear success rate of 100% is 

observed. This is evidenced by the location of the bars to the 

right of the median point, fixed at 10.0 points, and the tra-

jectory of the curve covering the entire figure. Both show 

that the highest scores are on the right, the area reserved for 

positive marks. These data indicate that the participants in 

the communication methodology understood the exercise 

very well, although there is a significant dispersion of scores 

(1.691 points). 

The bars in the Figure 1 are distributed along the axis of 

possible scores. However, the wide variety of score occur-

rences indicates heterogeneity in the levels of the participants 

in this methodology during the pre-test. This contributes to 

the fact that, in Figure 1, only the scores of 10.5 points (par-

ticipant n°. 6, first bar on the left) and 18.875 points (partic-

ipant n°. 29, last bar on the right) have exclusive bars. All 

other cases can only be subject to approximate readings, 

showing that the participants in the communication method-

ology did not share the same competencies before the re-

spective training. Finally, the 100% positive scores confirm 

success in the exercise, despite its diverse and not always 

progressive nature. 

2.2. Communication Methodology: Post-test 

Results 

The participants in this study received training in either 

communication or action between the pre- and post-tests. 

The post-test serves to assess the level achieved after this 

activity. The following figure succinctly provides important 

data and insights for this analysis: 

 
Figure 2. Summary for Post-Results. Source: MiniTab 17 Software. 

Figure 2 reveals two undeniable aspects: success in the exer-

cise and the dispersion of scores. Success is evident, as this 

group achieved 100% of the possible marks in the test. Unlike 

the previous Figure 1, the summary for Post-Results is unique in 

that its bars are grouped at the extremes left and right. The first, 

on the left, represents the occurrence of scores between 0.0 and 

15.0 points. The second, on the right, illustrates the occurrence 

of scores in the closed interval of 15.1 to 20.0 points. 

In Figure 2, the bars follow the axis of possible scores. 

From left to right, the first and second bars represent scores 

between 11.25 and 11.75 points; the second, third, and fourth 

bars represent all scores between 12.25 and 14.25 points; the 

fourth, fifth, and sixth bars represent scores between 14.26 

and 16.0 points; the sixth, seventh, and eighth bars represent 

scores between 16.1 and 18.0 points; and finally, the eighth 

and ninth bars represent scores between 18.1 and 20.0 points. 

As in the previous case (summary for Pre-Results), the lay-

out of Figure 2 suggests heterogeneity in the levels of the 

communicative group, and the extreme variety of scores re-

inforces the idea of significant dispersion. 

2.3. Action Methodology: Pre-test Results 

As in the previous figures (Figures 1 and 2), success in the 

exercise and the dispersion of results are undeniable. A suc-

cess rate of 96.7% is observed, compared to 3.3% of scores 

below the median point fixed at 10.0 points. This is evi-

denced by the location of all bars to the right of the median 
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point and the trajectory of the curve covering the entire 

right-hand side. Both show that the highest scores occur on 

the right, the area reserved for good results. In this regard, it 

can be affirmed that the participants in the action methodol-

ogy understood the exercise very well, despite the significant 

dispersion of scores (1.971 points). 

In this Figure 3, the bars follow the scale of possible 

scores. In this representation, the exclusive bar corresponds 

to the only negative score (9.375 points), obtained by partic-

ipant n°. 21. 

 
Figure 3. Summary for Pre-Results. Source: MiniTab 17 Software. 

The layout of the figure suggests significant heterogeneity in the levels of the action methodology group, while the extreme 

variety of scores reinforces the idea of significant dispersion. 

2.4. Action Methodology: Post-test Results 

 
Figure 4. Summary for Post-Results. Source: MiniTab 17 Software. 
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Figure 4 provides information on two important aspects: 

success in the exercise and the dispersion of results. The 100% 

success rate is illustrated by the location of all bars to the right 

of the median point fixed at 10.0 points and the trajectory of 

the figure's curve covering the entire right-hand side. Both 

show that the highest scores occur on the right, the area re-

served for good results. Thus, we can affirm that the partici-

pants in the action methodology understood the exercise very 

well, despite the significant dispersion (1.971 points) of their 

respective scores. 

In the summary for Post-Results figure, the bars occur 

along the axis of possible scores, and in this representation, 

many scores share the same bars, meaning that the scores are 

close to each other. 

3. Conclusion 

In previous studies [1-7], we focused on sections, each 

representing one of the four skills. The results were as fol-

lows: 

1. In the pre-test of both methodologies (section I), the 

84.7% of the communication methodology were higher 

than the 81.1% of the action methodology. The differ-

ence between the two was 3.6%. In the respective 

post-test (section I), the 89.4% of the communication 

methodology were also higher than the 83.3% of the 

action methodology. In this case, the difference was 

6.1%. These data allow us to affirm that the communi-

cation methodology enhances, in the pre-test global re-

sults, the teaching and learning of specialised reading 

comprehension [2]. 

2. In the pre-test of the communication and action meth-

odologies (section II), the 61.80% of the communication 

methodology were higher than the 52.5% of the action 

methodology. Here, the difference was 9.3%. In the 

post-test (section II), the 80.7% of the communication 

methodology were higher than the 74.72% of the action 

methodology. The difference between the two was 

5.98%. These data indicate that the communication 

methodology enhances the teaching of specialised 

writing production [5, 6]. 

3. In the pre-test of the methodologies under study (sec-

tion III), the 78.09% of the communication methodol-

ogy were lower than the 79.52% of the action method-

ology. The difference, though small, was 1.43%. In the 

post-test (section III), the 67.61% of the communication 

methodology were lower than the 86.42% of the action 

methodology. The difference, now significant, was 

18.81%. These data suggest that the action methodolo-

gy enhances the teaching of specialised listening com-

prehension [3]. 

4. In the pre-test of the communication and action meth-

odologies (section IV), the 63.75% of the communica-

tion methodology were lower than the 73.75% of the ac-

tion methodology. The difference was 10%. In the 

post-test (section IV), the 79.58% of the communica-

tion methodology were lower than the 86.45% of the 

action methodology. The difference between the two 

was 6.87%. Clearly, these results suggest that the action 

methodology enhances the teaching and learning of 

specialised oral production [7]. 

In this study, the language was analysed «... as a complex 

communication system specific to human communities [10]». 

The overall results are as follows: 

In the pre-tests of the communication and action meth-

odologies, the 71.41% of the communication methodology 

were slightly higher than the 71.31% of the action meth-

odology. The difference of 0.10% confirms this reality 

and compels us to acknowledge the importance of both 

methodologies in teaching languages for specific purpos-

es. 

Conversely, in the post-tests of both methodologies, the 

76.72% of the communication methodology were lower than 

the 82.16% of the action methodology. The difference of 

5.44% in favour of the action methodology highlights its 

significant impact on the teaching and learning of French for 

international relations and diplomacy. 
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