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ABSTRACT:
In this project the researcher investigated parental attitudes towards Modern Foreign Language (MFL) learning in Key Stage 2 in three primary schools in South London in accordance with the UK government’s language policy within the National Curriculum. Its contribution to the improvement of foreign language teaching in primary schools in the United Kingdom is reflected in the relatability of the study to other primary schools in similar circumstances and with similar MFL provision. The following quantitative and qualitative research methods were used in this study to ensure its reliability and validity: the analysis of documentary evidence (government documents about Modern Foreign Language learning in the United Kingdom, school policies and inspection reports), a questionnaire for parents whose children were in Key Stage 2 at the time of the research in the three respective schools, and semi-structured interviews with the schools’ leadership.
The fieldwork in schools was carried out between November 2019 and November 2020 and, during that period, was affected by school closures due to the Covid-19 pandemic. The findings have shown that parents and schools’ senior management staff think that language learning in primary schools is important for the development of cognitive skills and cultural awareness, and that there should be a possibility for children to continue learning the same modern foreign language in the secondary school. The main issues regarding the status of languages in the curriculum are time constraints and lack of formal communication in terms of language assessment between feeder primary schools and secondary schools at the point of transition to Key Stage 3. The questionnaire also revealed that there is a positive correlation between home language maintenance and learning an additional MFL.
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Modern foreign languages, primary school, Key Stage 2, cognitive benefits, intercultural competence, home language maintenance
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Chapter 1.
INTRODUCTION:
The focus of this Master’s dissertation was modern foreign language teaching and learning in three primary schools in South London. This research was based on a questionnaire about parental attitudes towards modern foreign language learning in Key Stage 2 (Years 3–6), analysis of documentary evidence and interviews with the schools’ leadership. Should any good practices be highlighted, they could be implemented by any primary school in the United Kingdom wishing to improve and advance their languages provision, achieving thus the relatability of the study.
This educational research project was impacted by the outbreak of a coronavirus pandemic and consequential school closures between March and July 2020, which postponed the completion of interviews with leaders of the participating schools until October 2020.
Foreign languages were introduced formally within the primary school curriculum in England in 2014 for the first time. In Key Stage 2, a large majority of schools (78-80 %) dedicate between half and one hour per week to modern foreign languages (Tinsley & Board, 2016/17: 28). It can be any modern or ancient foreign language, and the focus should be on enabling pupils to make substantial progress in one language. Myles (2017) states that the Department for Education emphasises ‘liberation from insularity’ and an ‘opening to other cultures’ as being the principal purposes for introducing language learning in primary school.
[bookmark: _Hlk22911940]A White Paper report was the outcome of a Research in Primary Languages (RIPL) Primary Languages Policy Summit, which took place on 23rd November 2018 at the British Academy. As outlined by the White Paper (Holmes & Myles, 2019: 11), current inspection and research evidence finds that there is great variation in primary language provision across the country and that a number of factors continue to impede the development of coherent provision of language teaching from ages seven to fourteen: 
A range of empirical research, including studies within the context of England, demonstrates that for primary language learners, learning outcomes and motivation are very much influenced by a number of interacting factors: teaching time and teacher language proficiency play a very important role for learning outcomes, which may be limited when teaching time is short and teacher proficiency is below B1 (approx. AS level).                                                                                    
[bookmark: _Hlk5972468]Tinsley (2019: 2) reports in Language Trends 2019 that the core findings of the previous Language Trends (2018) report concerned inequity in provision and access to language learning in the secondary sector and, in primary schools, stasis and inconsistency in the development of languages as a statutory subject in Key Stage 2. Since then, the Government has re-stated its ambition for 90% of pupils to sit a GCSE in a language by 2025 and has set up a national languages centre and nine school hubs to raise standards of language teaching in secondary schools.
[bookmark: _Hlk37154434]Still, the repercussions of Brexit and the difficulty and severe marking of new GCSE and A-level language examinations have resulted in deterring young people from studying modern foreign languages (MFL) at school. Whilst  more than two-thirds of teachers surveyed in Language Trends 2019 (Tinsley, 2019: 15) said the difficulty of the examinations was causing concern, one in four said that Brexit had “cast a pall” over pupils learning any foreign languages, with some parents actively discouraging their children. As stated in Language Trends 2019 (Tinsley, 2019: 15), teachers told researchers that they have seen a shift in attitudes since the Brexit referendum, with one reporting: “We have had parents mention that they do not believe their son or daughter should be studying a language as it is little to no use to them now that we are leaving the European Union.” Another teacher noted comments from pupils, obviously heard at home, such as “now we’ve left/are leaving the EU you won’t need this any more”. A parallel can be drawn between these parental attitudes and the concepts of ‘burghers’ and ‘spiralists’ adopted in Williams, Roberts and Isaac’s study (1978) in the Rhondda Valley in Wales to describe the parents in their study. As Hodges (2012: 6) further explains, the main concern of the ‘spiralists’ was social mobility which encompassed geographical mobility, while the ‘burghers’ looked towards the local labour market for their children’s desired social mobility.
The most recent findings relating to MFL teaching in primary schools according to Language Trends 2019 (Tinsley, 2019: 18) demonstrate that, because of uneven practice across the country, pupils attending different primary schools have divergent experiences of language learning in Key Stage 2. Those who attend schools in less advantaged socio-economic circumstances, and those where educational attainment is lower overall are more likely to be taught languages for a shorter time and receive less systematic instruction without access to specialist teachers than those attending schools with either higher educational attainment or lower numbers of children from poorer homes. Ofsted is not yet systematically inspecting languages in primary schools, and there is little incentive for more headteachers to invest in developing language teaching alongside a myriad of other priorities and pressures. It can also be argued that collaboration between primary and secondary schools relevant to languages is on the decline.
With reference to teachers’ subject knowledge, the White Paper report (Holmes & Myles, 2019: 7-8), reveals that 42% of responding schools say that language teaching is provided by class teachers alone, while 46% of schools say that specialist teachers (often on the staff) are responsible for primary provision. In like manner, in 58% of responding schools where class teachers are involved in delivering languages, there has been no access to professional development for languages in the past year. Furthermore, 62% of responding schools identified improving staff languages proficiency and/or boosting staff expertise and confidence as a continuing challenge.

As discussed in the White Paper (Holmes & Myles, 2019: 17), around 80% of schools allocate on average between 30 minutes and up to one hour per week for language learning, although comments indicate that this is often irregular or eroded by other priorities. Key stage 2 provision is often interrupted, particularly in Year 6 when the focus is on Standard Assessment Tests (SATs). Other examples of intermittent provision describe “block” timetable arrangements where MFL may be taught intensively over the course of a week or two, and then not covered again for another half term. 71% of responding schools say that finding sufficient curriculum time to teach a language is a major challenge. Taking account of available research from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (Education at a Glance, 2014), international comparisons of the proportion of curriculum time made available for the instruction of languages in primary schools in other major jurisdictions reveal that time allocation in England is normally below the OECD average (4%). Spain allocates 10%, Italy 9% and France, Germany and Finland 6%. In England, the normal allocation of 30 minutes per week to language learning in primary schools would equate to just over 2% of available curriculum time. 

In order to increase the curriculum time of languages taught in the primary sector, collaboration between researchers, MFL teachers and the government is a key requirement for any future changes to come into effect. Government support for such measures is vital and, in this regard, stakeholders need to be better informed about the consequences of poor time allocation for language learning. Is it worthwhile to continue investing public money in a time-strapped MFL curriculum which doesn’t produce competent and confident speakers of foreign languages when pupils finish secondary school? Coleman (2009: 3) draws attention to the importance of researchers informing the government on how to develop a national strategy for languages taught in the primary sector:
It is indisputable that one hour a week is inadequate to develop substantial language proficiency, which is why it is worrying that most primary language provision appears not even to be attaining this minimum. Macaro’s argument (2008: 106) that the case for primary languages remains unmade is very persuasive. However, an intensification of early language learning would depend on the
Government’s real commitment to systematic and strategic development of primary languages, and it is argued that the position of the Government as a whole is in fact less enlightened than the existence of a National Languages Strategy might imply.  
                                                      
AIMS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY:
[bookmark: _Hlk530423606]This research activity aims to contribute to the improvement of foreign language teaching in primary schools in the United Kingdom and a subsidiary aim might be to achieve the relatability of the study to other primary schools in similar circumstances and with similar MFL provision. 
Its objectives are to assess:
· Parents’ attitudes towards the inclusion of MFL in the primary national curriculum
· Parents’ views on the cognitive and cultural benefits of language learning in Key Stage 2
· Future parental motivations for their children to continue learning the same languages in secondary school
· Headteachers’ stance concerning the status and time allocation of languages in the primary curriculum

The following key research questions will define the focus of this dissertation:
1. What are the languages being taught in Key Stage 2 in the curriculum in the three primary schools included in this research?
2. To what extent is the current provision of MFL teaching in the primary sector sufficient to enable the expectation of increased linguistic proficiency on which progression can be built in the secondary sector? 
3. What are parents’ views on the cognitive and cultural benefits of language learning in Key Stage 2?
4. What other languages (if any) do parents speak at home and what is their stance on the importance of home language maintenance?
5. What are future parental motivations for their children to continue learning the same languages in secondary school?
6. What do Headteachers think about MFL provision in Key Stage 2 and government language policies?

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY:
Owing to the small scale of the study which involved only three primary schools in South London, the sample would be too small in terms of representativeness to make generalisations. However, this study might be valid in accomplishing relatability rather than generalisability, which can be supported by Bassey’s (1981) contention: 
I shall also suggest that the merit of study of single events lies not in the extent to which it can be generalised, but in the extent to which a teacher reading it can relate it to his own teaching. In making these assertions, I am concerned with the usefulness of research to teachers.
Consequently, primary schools in the state sector in the United Kingdom, wishing to develop further their MFL teaching in Key Stage 2 could find the data in this study useful in terms of supporting languages in the primary curriculum and organising curricular integration, teaching time, and transition arrangements to secondary school.










Chapter 2.
REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND CONTEXT:
There have been many reports over the years highlighting the issues surrounding MFL teaching in primary schools in the United Kingdom. Unfortunately, these issues haven’t been resolved to date and this dissertation aims to draw attention to past mistakes from which, allegedly, the government has not learned. This chapter will focus on official reports since the beginning of the twenty-first century and discuss the stumbling blocks which have appeared continually, such as: the poor time allocation of modern foreign languages in the primary school curriculum, the discrepancy between pupils’ progress and the expected level of linguistic competence in Key Stage 2, the lack of consistent collaboration between primary and secondary schools in the transition to the secondary sector, the issue of demotivated children in Key Stage 3 leading to a decline in languages take-up at GCSE later on, the deficit of specialist MFL teachers in primary schools, and an increase in negative attitudes towards language learning in the aftermath of Brexit. 

PRIMARY MFL DEVELOPMENT IN THE UK IN THE 21ST CENTURY:
The Nuffield Languages Inquiry (1998-2000)
The Nuffield Foundation set up the Nuffield Languages Inquiry in 1998 to review the UK’s capability in languages and, in 2000, the inquiry published its final report, entitled Languages: the next generation.

The final report and recommendations of the Nuffield Languages Inquiry (Nuffield Foundation, 2000: 40) indicates that there has been a history of uneven policy direction on the issue of early learning of foreign languages in the UK, presenting a confusing picture. Since the collapse of the major pilot experiment in the 1960s, attitudes have remained guarded. However, a resurgence of public interest in languages in the late 1980s and 1990s was accompanied by more positive official statements, although without any commitment to a national plan, except in Scotland. In England, the government has acknowledged the potential importance of the issue, and in 1999 announced the allocation of modest funding to support existing teaching and to undertake feasibility studies with a view to a future policy initiative.

At the time this report was written, the Nuffield Languages Inquiry (Nuffield Foundation, 2000: 40) highlighted that the provision for learning foreign languages in the primary sector, except in Scotland and in a number of coordinated local authority schemes elsewhere, was haphazard and piecemeal:

Although estimates suggests that around 25% of primary schools each teach a foreign language, there is much variation in features such as course objectives, time allocation, starting age, teaching arrangements, and the degree of integration into the primary curriculum. There is, on the other hand, little variation in the chosen language, which is mainly French (although in Scotland there has been a deliberate policy of introducing Spanish, German and Italian into the national scheme alongside French).

Furthermore, the Nuffield Languages Inquiry (Nuffield Foundation, 2000: 40) emphasises that continuity into secondary schools is a key problem: 
One of the main obstacles to success, identified by the national experiment in the 1960s and largely unresolved since, has been how to coordinate transition from the primary to the secondary school. Ensuring continuity of learning has proved elusive, and has often given rise to frustration and disillusionment for both teachers and learners. The situation has become even more complex since the introduction of parental choice of secondary school. Secondary schools often receive pupils from a greatly increased number of primary schools, making it more difficult to ensure continuity, especially when a proportion of pupils have already started a language.

The Nuffield Languages Inquiry (Nuffield Foundation, 2000: 42) recommended that the government should declare a long-term commitment to early language learning by setting up a national action programme to cater for all pupils in primary school education, within the framework of a coherent national strategy for languages education in the UK:

A package of measures is needed, to raise the profile of early language learning, to address long-term solutions, and at the same time to support and strengthen existing provision. The national strategy must also provide a framework for schools to use when planning their long-term arrangements.

The Nuffield Languages Programme was established in 2002. As outlined in the overview of the project on the Nuffield Foundation (2014-2015) website, its brief was to:
· help translate the earlier Nuffield Language Inquiry's key messages into action
· promote specific initiatives, selecting a range of projects to benefit from Nuffield funding and seeking additional material support from other sources where appropriate
· contribute to policy debate, including internationally
· secure promotion of the importance of languages in the UK, including maintaining the high profile for languages achieved by the Inquiry
· encourage leadership and strategic action on the part of government with the aim of making the group's existence unnecessary within two years
The Programme’s Steering Group organised activities within two categories:
· commissioning major policy-development projects;
· awarding grants to projects with the potential to enhance opportunities for people of all ages to learn languages in the UK.
[bookmark: _Hlk6235790]
Languages for All: Languages for Life. A Strategy for England (2002)


Languages for All: Languages for Life. A Strategy for England was published in 2002 under the initiative of the Department for Education and Skills (DfES).

The ‘Languages for All’ report (DfES, 2002: 6) recognised that there was a shortage of modern foreign language teachers at secondary level, and that relatively few primary teachers had been trained to teach foreign languages.
The focus of this strategy (DfES, 2002: 7-8) by the end of the first decade of the twenty-first century was the introduction of an entitlement for all pupils throughout Key Stage 2 to study at least one foreign language and develop their interest in the culture of other nations: 
We propose that LEAs should be the co-ordinators of primary language learning programmes and for ensuring that every Key Stage 2 pupil is offered the opportunity to study at least one foreign language by the end of this decade. This will involve close working with headteachers, local SLCs, other schools with language strengths, HEIs, business and language speakers within the community and other education institutions.

This document (DfES, 2002: 7) outlined some of the barriers to success, including the need to build the primary workforce capacity:
Transforming language competence in this country means first of all transforming language learning in schools – we depend on embedding language learning in primary schools to make our strategy work and then ensuring that opportunity to learn languages has a key place in the transformed secondary school of the future.

The key issue identified by the ‘Languages for All’ report (DfES, 2002: 10) is indifference towards modern foreign language learning in the United Kingdom which is directly linked with national underperformance in language skills: 
For too long we have failed to value language skills or recognise the
contribution they make to society, to the economy and to raising standards in schools. This has led to a cycle of national underperformance in languages, a shortage of teachers, low take up of languages beyond schooling and a workforce unable to meet the demands of a globalised economy. We need to challenge these attitudes and inspire people of all ages to learn languages
throughout life.
‘Languages for All’ (DfES, 2002: 16) suggested that it would be headteachers’ responsibility to deliver the entitlement to language learning so that every Key Stage 2 pupil was offered the opportunity to study at least one foreign language by the end of 2010.
Delivery pathways of language learning in primary schools, as outlined in this strategy (DfES, 2002: 16) included:

a. specialist language teachers, recruited by the school, working wholly at the school or shared between a cluster or federation of schools;
b. existing primary teachers with an interest or background in languages, who undertake professional development and re-training in order to deliver language teaching either for part of their teaching time or full-time;
c. outreach working from Specialist Language Colleges, other secondary schools with language strengths, LEA Advisory Teachers and other professionals;
d. language assistants and others with strong language skills, including
language undergraduates;
e. wider language learning opportunities offered by business, higher                   education institutions, parents and the broader community;
f. ICT and e-learning; and
g. innovative partnerships with schools in other countries.
In terms of primary-secondary transition, the following steps were proposed in the paper (DfES, 2002: 22):

Schools will need to work with parents, the Local Education Authority (LEA) and other local schools to ensure that transition from primary to secondary education is cohesive and enables sustained learning and enthusiasm. At a local level, clusters and federations of primary schools can work together to share strategic planning, effective practice and professional development and to work with relevant secondary schools to share information about curriculum 
planning and pupil achievement.


The strategy (DfES, 2002: 38) would also introduce a new recognition system which would motivate learners, help to raise standards of teaching and learning and help to broaden participation in language learning in collaboration with the government, the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA), the Centre for Information on Language Teaching and Research (CILT) and the Nuffield Languages Programme.

National Languages Strategy 2003-2011, The Languages Company
Lid King (2011: 2), founder of the Languages Company, reveals in the National Languages Strategy 2003-2011 that, in 1999, there was no language provision in the primary state sector. However, a lot of initiatives had improved the status of languages in the primary sector between 2003-2011:
The introduction of languages into KS2 has been an outstanding success. By 2008 92% of schools were offering a language in curriculum time, 69% to all pupils in KS2. Those percentages have certainly increased since then. This programme has been implemented enthusiastically by teachers and received with great enjoyment by pupils. Key factors in this success story have been the development of a shared national vision about languages in primary schools, organised around the Key Stage 2 Framework for Languages, combined with local coordination and creativity in implementing the vision.
Nevertheless, King (2011: 4) warned of the fragile status of languages in primary schools:
[bookmark: _Hlk21514721]Despite considerable progress in training and retraining the workforce and professional support from Local Authorities (LAs), universities and secondary schools, the language skills of teachers and assistants in KS2 are not secure. This has an effect on the two main developmental challenges for primary languages which are to ensure sound progression through the Key Stage 2 and solid transition into secondary. According to both OFSTED and research carried out by Cambridge University, too few secondary schools are yet taking account of and so building on the experience of primary languages. So long as primary languages remain a desirable but non statutory option, this is likely to remain the case.

Language Trends 2018
The annual Language Trends report is a survey of primary and secondary schools in England, designed to gather information about the current situation for language teaching and learning. Its equivalent survey of primary and secondary schools in Wales is called Language Trends Wales.
[bookmark: _Hlk8419840]The Language Trends 2018 report written by authors Tinsley & Dolezal responded to an ongoing concern about the level of participation in language learning since the subject was removed from the compulsory curriculum at Key Stage 4 in 2004. It also aimed to explore previously identified inconsistencies in MFL provision between primary schools, which hindered smooth transition to secondary school. As stated by Tinsley & Dolezal (2018: 2): 

Language teaching became compulsory in primary schools in England in 2014 and high expectations of what can be achieved at Key Stage 2 underpin the whole National Curriculum Programmes of Study for languages. Previous Language Trends surveys identified significant disparities in provision between primary schools and barriers to achieving smooth transition to secondary school which would allow pupils to build successfully on their prior learning. The 2018 survey again explores these issues.

Highlighting the difficulties of transition from primary to secondary school, Tinsley & Dolezal (2018: 3) disclosed that, in regard to language learning in primary schools, the national picture was one of stasis, with little development since the year before the 2018 report was produced. Languages remained a marginal subject which many primary schools found challenging to deliver alongside many other competing demands. The lack of consistency between primary schools, in a context where secondary schools took pupils from many different feeders, was one of the barriers to smooth transition and hindered coherent progression in learning. 
[bookmark: _Hlk8674876]Relating to provision of languages in primary schools, the 2018 Language Trends survey (Tinsley & Dolezal, 2018: 12) specified that around four out of five responding schools reported offering continuous provision for languages, with in-built progression as required by the National Curriculum for all pupils in Years 3 to 6. Another 14.5% said that they were working towards this. Nearly half also provided some teaching in Key Stage 1. Further comments in the report showed that, in practice, Key Stage 2 provision was often interrupted, particularly in Year 6 when the focus was on SATs. Three quarters of primary schools taught French, around 23% Spanish, and 3% German, with some overlap. Around 80% of schools allocated, on average, between 30 minutes and up to one hour per week for language learning, although comments indicated that this was often irregular or eroded by other priorities. This kind of inconsistent, ‘drip-feed’ methodology of MFL teaching directly caused the decline of language learning in the United Kingdom and marginalised languages as a subject in schools. Data collected included such comments as:
“As a school we ‘block’ subjects across the year.
For example, we may teach a whole French unit over
the course of a week or two and then not cover the
subject for another half term.”

“French is also often the first subject dropped
(unfortunately) due to other things going on in the
School.“
These findings in the 2018 research were reported to be very similar to those of previous years, indicating little movement in developing languages as a new subject in the primary curriculum.
With regard to contacts between primary and secondary school, Tinsley & Dolezal (2018: 13) give an account that there has been a slight decrease in most forms in that respect. They further explain that just under half (47%) of primary schools had some form of contact with at least one secondary school (a figure which was 50% in the year before this research was conducted) and 65% of secondary schools had some contact with at least one primary school. Many secondary schools faced barriers in the extent to which they could engage with local primaries, since 41% had more than ten feeder schools.
[bookmark: _Hlk8676913]In connection with transition to secondary school, a fundamental issue had been detected; a mismatch between what primary schools considered they were achieving in language teaching and the perceptions of secondary schools who received their pupils. Some of the comments from primary and secondary schools quoted below highlight this disparity of perceptions mentioned in the Language Trends 2018 report (Tinsley & Dolezal, 2018: 14):

	Comments from primary
schools
	Comments from secondary
schools

	Pupils have a good background
knowledge of the language
when they get to secondary
school, which makes them
more confident as well as more
effective language learners.
	No students arriving in Year 7
are able to demonstrate the
expected level of competence
as set out in the Key Stage 2
Programme of Study. Most are
however capable of recognising familiar words as taught at KS2,
but sentences are out of reach.

	MFL has been a consistent
platform for the children to
shine, independently of how
they perform in other areas of
the curriculum.
	Primary school language
provision is sketchy,
inconsistent, and done mostly
to hit national obligations.

	We spend quite a lot of time
developing their Language
Detective skills: looking
for cognates, building
phonic skills, strategies for
remembering new vocabulary,
pronunciation and intonation
etc.
	It seems that languages are
treated as a part of enrichment
in primary schools (e.g.
language of the month) rather
than taught formally.



[bookmark: _Hlk8677710]Tinsley & Dolezal (2018: 14) also point out that another cause for the disparity of perceptions between primary and secondary schools is the impact of SATs interrupting Year 6 provision for languages. The report concludes that language learning is valued more in schools where there is already a relatively high degree of multilingualism. A growing interest in the Spanish language has also been identified as one of the positive aspects of MFL learning in the United Kingdom. On a positive note, the Language Trends 2018 survey (Tinsley & Dolezal, 2018: 17) acknowledges there are many examples of primary schools which have already successfully integrated languages into a crowded Key Stage 2 curriculum. Almost all respondents from primary schools (91%) highlighted the cultural importance of language learning for pupils and the benefits for improving understanding of the world.

Language Trends Wales 2018: The state of language learning in secondary schools in Wales
Language Trends Wales presents findings from the fourth annual survey of modern foreign languages (MFL) in schools in Wales and is designed to gather information from schools on
the current state of MFL teaching and views on potential future development. It is crucial to mention that the Welsh Government has introduced Global Futures, an initiative made to promote modern foreign languages in schools in Wales. The Language Trends Wales report (Tinsley, 2018: 7) highlights that Global Futures has increased its reach since the previous year’s survey, and its activities are being judged positively. Actions to help raise pupil numbers have been particularly appreciated. However, relatively few secondary schools have taken part in activities to promote MFL in primary schools and rate this activity as less useful than other activities organised through Global Futures.

In respect of modern foreign languages in primary schools in Wales and their contact with secondary schools Tinsley (2018: 9) mentions the following limitations:
· Around half (48%) of secondary schools have some form of contact
with their main feeder primary school in relation to MFL, although this
tends to be limited in nature.
· Around one third consider that their main feeder primary school
currently provides no preparation for learning MFL.
· Respondents favour the development of approaches at Key Stage 2
which focus specifically on MFL rather than on generic
language-learning skills through English and/or Welsh.
This research by Tinsley (2018: 10) establishes that many schools are now engaged in multiple activities to raise the profile and status of MFL, and some have undoubtedly been successful in boosting numbers taking a GCSE. However, the national picture for MFL across Wales as a whole is still worsening. The introduction of the Welsh Baccalaureate, which has entailed a reduction in slots for free option choices, and new examination specifications which teachers say are tougher for pupils, have outweighed the many efforts to encourage pupils to take a modern language. The impact of financial stringencies, especially at post-16 and, in some schools, an increase in negative attitudes towards language learning in the aftermath of the Brexit vote, are additional factors in the continuing decline.

The 2016 Language Trends research (as cited in Tinsley, 2018: 14-16) incorporated a survey targeted specifically at modern foreign languages in primary schools in Wales. This found that:
· Just over a quarter of responding primary schools were already
providing some access to foreign language teaching, though this was
more frequently extra-curricular or informal than systematically
structured teaching.
· French was the most frequently taught language in primary schools,
followed by Spanish.
· Languages were more often taught to older pupils in the primary
school, although a small number of schools were offering French or
Spanish in Key Stage 1.
· Schools were tending to draw on existing members of staff with the
necessary skills.

A key finding of the Language Trends 2016 survey was that, instead of complementing each other as language subjects, MFL and Welsh were competing for curriculum time and, in some cases, poor pupil experiences of Welsh in the primary school was having a negative effect on attitudes towards MFL. This competition for curriculum time is also represented in data indicating to what extent MFL departments work with colleagues teaching English and Welsh (Tinsley, 2018: 46): 

Between a quarter and a third (29%) of MFL departments work ‘frequently ’or ‘very frequently’ with colleagues teaching English and Welsh, a similar proportion (27%) do so ‘very rarely’ or never, and another 14% report doing so ‘rarely’.

Reflecting on transition from primary to secondary school (Tinsley, 2018: 43), just under two thirds of secondary schools in Wales consider that their main feeder primary school provides some preparation for the learning of MFL in the secondary sector. Aggregating responses, one third of schools (31%) report that their main feeder primary school offers some level of exposure to the modern foreign language and 20 per cent report preparation through Welsh or English. More than one third of secondary schools (36%) consider that their main feeder primary school provides no preparation at all for learning MFL.

Language Trends 2019
Tinsley (2019: 2) alerts that concern about the UK’s ‘language deficit’ has been mounting in recent months, largely highlighted by examination entry statistics showing declining numbers opting for languages at GCSE and A-level. A coalition of organisations, including the British Council, has engaged with the British Academy’s call for a national strategy to enhance engagement with the rest of the world, declaring that ‘monolingualism is the illiteracy of the 21st century’. Along similar lines, the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Modern Languages has called for a National Recovery Programme for languages.

The Language Trends 2019 report gives evidence that, over the past five years, there has been a 19% reduction in entries for GCSE languages, with French and German each seeing declines of 30% over this period. Spanish presents a more stable picture, with just a 2% decline in entries between 2014 and 2018.

In the matter of languages in primary schools, almost all primary schools responding to the survey were teaching a language in Key Stage 2 curriculum time, and many had considerable experience of doing so, as outlined by Tinsley (2019: 4). Three quarters (75%) started teaching a language more than five years ago. Only one third of responding primary schools (33%) also report teaching a language in Key Stage 1 – the lowest proportion recorded since Language Trends first surveyed primary schools in 2015, when 44% reported doing so.

There is also evidence of a downturn in international engagement by primary schools, which can be attributed to a lack of finances and a low proportion of schools being able to host international language assistants. Half of primary schools in the survey report no international activity (up from 46% in 2018), while the proportion of those reporting international partnerships and involvement in international projects appears to have dropped significantly. However, 11% of primary schools report being involved in e-twinning – an option which was not included in the 2018 survey. Only 5% of primary schools host Language Assistants – the same proportion as in 2018.

Recent data (Tinsley, 2019: 10-11) reveal there is still a lack of coordination between primary and secondary schools in connection with transition from Key Stage 2 to Key Stage 3. Figures from the last six years show there has been a clear decline in collaboration between primary and secondary schools in relation to language learning: the proportion of secondary schools which liaise with primary schools has dropped from 77% to 53% since 2014, while only 45% of primary schools now have contacts with their local secondary schools, down from 54% in 2014.

The majority of receiving secondary schools (69%) are not provided with any data on pupils’ prior attainment in language learning when they arrive in Year 7. Ten per cent receive data on fewer than 1 in 10 pupils, but a similar proportion (9%) receive data on more than three quarters of the cohort. Secondary teachers report requesting data but not receiving it without any formal process in place, and often relying on pupils’ own accounts or on only the
most basic information. 

Language Trends 2020
The Language Trends Survey 2020 is the latest in a series of annual reports by the British Council, and this year the author of the report was Ian Collen, lecturer in modern languages education at Queens University Belfast. In regard to languages in primary schools, there is evidence showing that the status of modern foreign languages in the primary curriculum is improving. According to Collen (2020: 6), 74% of the 608 responding schools this year report that they have taught a language as part of curriculum time for more than five years. This figure is up from 51% in 2015, suggesting the subject is better embedded in schools’ policies. Also, 88% of respondents report that their school actively plans for substantial progress in one language over the course of KS2 – an increase of almost 10% on the 2019 figure. 

Nevertheless, the issue of time allocation of MFL in the curriculum is still significant, as 50% of teachers reported that, where languages are taught at KS2, the time allocation was less than 45 minutes per week. Although nine out of ten respondents indicate that their school has a set time for teaching languages each week, this does not always play out in practice due to time constraints in the curriculum. 

Collen (2020: 6) highlights that French, being on the curriculum in 75% of schools, remains the most taught language at KS2. Spanish, which has been growing year on year in the primary
sector since Language Trends 2012, is now offered in 25% of primary schools. German is taught in 4.5% of schools, whilst Chinese, Italian and Latin are available in less than 3% of schools in this year’s Language Trends sample. 

The situation is also improving in terms of language teachers’ qualifications and Continuing Professional Development, indicating that the percentage of staff with no qualifications in the language they are teaching has decreased from 11% in 2015 to 6% in 2020. However, opportunities for international engagement and hosting international language assistants have steadily decreased, which could be attributed to funding cuts and uncertainty surrounding the participation of the United Kingdom in the Erasmus programme in the light of Brexit, whilst modern foreign language assistants in the UK are predominantly EU nationals. Erasmus plays a crucial role in the supply chain of language assistants and researchers in schools and universities.

Collen (2020: 9) also warns that the trend over the years has been for primary schools to have less contact with secondary schools with regard to languages and the 2020 data
reveal yet another deterioration. In the state secondary survey, 46% of respondents in 2020 report no contact with primary schools in connection with languages (down from 52% in 2019 and 77% in 2014); in addition, 74% report that they receive no data on pupils’ prior attainment. Furthermore, almost 70% of respondents state that, in KS3, some pupils start a language different to the one studied at primary level. Despite much academic research into KS2-KS3 transition, it is clear that this remains an area of major concern, not least because of the government’s ambition for a high-quality languages curriculum from ages 7 to 14.

A prominent issue surrounding MFL teaching in primary schools in the United Kingdom is the lack of Ofsted inspections focusing on languages. Collen (2020: 7) points out that, of the 167 primary schools which were inspected by Ofsted, just 7.7% reported that languages were a focus of the inspection and/or were mentioned in the public report. This figure is much lower than 2019 when 28% of inspected schools reported that languages were a focus of the inspection. This can be explained in part by the changing nature of inspections, but as an agent of change in scrutinising the intent, implementation and impact of the curriculum, Ofsted inspections can play a pivotal role in the embedding of primary languages policy into practice.

Referring to the implications of Brexit, Collen (2020: 16) also investigated to what extent, if any, has the UK’s recent departure from the European Union had an impact on pupil motivation to study languages at school. The data show that the ramifications of leaving the EU are being felt more acutely in the state sector than in the independent sector. Many of the teachers responding “there has been no particular impact on pupil motivation” qualified their response with “…yet!”, suggesting that it is too early to tell. Qualitative comments from the independent sector show that schools can benefit from hosting international pupils and language assistants, who are now a luxury in almost all state schools. Furthermore, within the state sector, 27% of teachers reported that, as a direct result of leaving the EU, funding for initiatives in languages has decreased and 31% of teachers say that languages are less valued by the school community (school management team/parents/carers/governors).
A new surprise finding this year is that global English is perceived by teachers as being a growing threat to foreign language learning in England. Pupils have the perception that ‘English is enough’. Coupled with some parents’ positions on the decision to leave the EU, many children are questioning why they should even have to learn a language. One teacher in a state school commented: “Teaching has not changed. However, some parents are not supporting language learning because of Brexit.”

Drawing on the dangers of such anglocentric views amongst students, Lanvers (2011: 74) warns that it seems highly timely for policy makers to acknowledge Global English as a real threat and demotivator for language learning in the UK.

In respect of language education in secondary schools, Collen (2020: 19) concludes that at all levels of secondary education there are a number of barriers to overcome. The data from schools participating in this survey show that there is an increasing trend of pupils being disapplied from language lessons at KS3. The majority of disapplied pupils are removed for extra literacy support. Collen (2020: 19) recommends that more research needs to be done to understand and subsequently inform teachers about the role which languages could play in improving pupils’ literacy, as well as the wider message which is sent out to other pupils when their peers are withdrawn from language learning.

Collen (2020: 19) also declares that the uptake of languages at GCSE remains far off the government’s English Baccalaureate (EBacc) target of 75% of pupils by 2022 and 90% of pupils by 2025. Schools cite “the nature and content of external exams” and “marking and grading of external exams” as the two main reasons that they find it difficult to recruit pupils. High and middle-attaining pupils often will choose GCSE languages, but low attaining pupils and pupils in schools with an above average free school meals entitlement tend not to choose languages. This underlines an ongoing problem of the lack of social mobility in MFL uptake at GCSE level.

[bookmark: _Hlk49194063]Towards a National Languages Strategy: Education and Skills 2020
The British Academy, the British Council, Universities UK and the Association of School and College Leaders have drawn up proposals in July 2020 for a national strategy to boost language learning. Essential to the economic and social strength of the UK as it emerges from Covid-19, the new strategy (British Academy, 2020: 2) has been announced as a matter of urgency:

We need urgent, concerted and coordinated action at all levels from primary schools through to university and beyond, and this has brought us together, as five organisations working across different education sectors and across the UK, to present proposals for the education and skills component of a UK-wide national languages strategy.

This initiative is the most recent glimmer of hope with an aim to tackle the issue of inadequate supply of language skills in the UK, causing the economic cost, in terms of lost trade and investment, estimated at 3.5% of GDP.

Emphasising what makes this strategy different, the Towards a National Languages Strategy report (British Academy, 2020: 8) outlines the following system-wide holistic approach:
· It is UK-wide. It would coordinate with the Scottish and Welsh Governments’ existing national strategies and would build on successful initiatives and develop strategic thinking in England and Northern Ireland.
· It seeks to learn lessons from the previous national languages strategy for England (2002–10) as well as other recent initiatives in languages and in other subjects, by aiming to secure cross-party support in order to ensure implementation beyond the term of a single government. The proposals require relatively modest funding. The report indicates where the sources of funding may be diversified beyond public money, by involving employers more closely, and by committing a range of organisations to implementing it, beyond only the UK governments. 
· It takes a joined-up, holistic approach. There has been too little attention to a joined-up approach that is coherent throughout the education and skills system and which can, to an extent, be implemented across the UK to maximise the return which can be achieved by learning lessons from approaches in different jurisdictions. 
· It addresses both short-term and medium-term actions. These actions address issues of both supply and demand for languages, and also the need to change behaviours and attitudes among the UK population. 
· It builds upon and increases the impact of existing initiatives and partnerships. This strategy seeks, where possible, to build on existing initiatives and to increase their impact in a way which is as low-cost as possible and which, wherever possible, is led by the language education community itself. 
· It recognises that there is a cost for implementation, but seeks to quantify this and to place responsibility for meeting those costs not solely on government.

With reference to the primary language curriculum, this strategy (British Academy, 2020: 15) recommends that, in England, the Department for Education, working with professional bodies and researchers, should develop clear non-statutory national guidance on the amount of time that should be allocated to language learning at Key Stage 2, giving examples of effective curriculum models which illustrate how time is best distributed per week, per term, per year and per Key Stage. The following measurable outcomes are proposed as indicators of success of a UK languages strategy (British Academy, 2020: 19): 
Primary and Secondary 
1. All children learning one or more languages (other than compulsory languages English and Welsh) from at least age 7 to 14, with the overwhelming majority continuing to at least age 15/16 and entering a GCSE or National 5 qualification.
Primary 
2. Achieving a more even quality of experience for pupils (and teachers) at primary level, with clarity around time and accountability, and with support for teachers obtaining appropriate language qualifications and training or professional development.
Secondary 
3. Reversing the decline in the number of students continuing with a language to age 18, so that numbers increase annually from 2025 onwards. This will require sustaining and increasing the number of schools and colleges offering languages post-16, including the number offering more than one language at A-level or equivalent.
Universities 
4. Stopping the decline across the UK as a whole in the numbers of undergraduates studying languages to degree level by 2025, and, following a period of levelling, sustaining an increase in numbers from 2030.
Research 
5. Maintaining the current number of high-quality languages applications across the portfolio of funded schemes and doctoral programmes.


MODELS OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION ACCORDING TO THE TYPOLOGY OF BAKER (2011):
A typology helps to illustrate different models of so-called ‘bilingual education’ and ten varieties of which are contrasted between ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ forms. Baker (2011: 209-10) divides ten models of bilingual education into three wide-ranging categories:
· Monolingual forms of education for bilinguals
· Weak forms of bilingual education for bilinguals
· Strong forms of bilingual education for bilingualism and biliteracy
Mainstream with Foreign Language Teaching is a methodology adopted in Britain at the moment and is relevant to researcher’s investigation. According to Baker’s typology, it is classed as a weak form of bilingual education for bilinguals.
Mainstream with Foreign Language Teaching
· Typical type of child: Language majority
· Language of the classroom: Majority language with L2/Foreign language lessons
· Societal and Educational Aim: Limited enrichment
· Aim in Language Outcome: Limited bilingualism
The educational provision where a second language is only taught as an individual subject in the school curriculum at various times during the school timetable has been labelled by some as ‘drip-feed’ language teaching (Baker, 2011: 218).   
Referring to its provision in Wales, Lewis (2014: 23) warns that the model has been heavily criticised by academics and by the school inspectorate (Estyn) as being methodologically weak and not cost-effective. With a view to bringing the ineffectiveness of this model as a teaching methodology to the attention of politicians responsible for formulating language policies in Wales, Lewis (2013) argues that questioning its cost-effectiveness may effect a political response more readily than emphasising its inherent methodological weakness.
Baker (2011: 218) states that the problem in some countries (e.g. USA, England) is that relatively few second language students become competent in that second language by means of this methodology. Where children receive a short second language lesson per day for between 5 and 12 years, few students become functionally fluent in the second language. Mainstream with Foreign Language education rarely produces functionally bilingual children. A very limited knowledge of a foreign language tends to be the typical outcome for the mass of the language majority.
Baker (2011: 218) also draws attention to a survey of foreign language instruction in the United States of America every decade, conducted by the Center of Applied Linguistics (CAL). The figures show a decrease in the number of elementary schools teaching languages between 1997 and 2009 (from 31% to 25%). Of those actually teaching a foreign language in 2009 however, 88% were teaching Spanish, an increase of 9% on the previous survey. Lewis (2014: 23) points out that this “provides a paradox if not an internal conflict” and reflects García’s (2007) reference to a developing interaction between Spanish as a globalised language and as the minority language of USA Latinos with Spanish being taught as a heritage language, a foreign language, as well as in Dual Language bilingual programmes. Whereas this conflict is reflected in the decision of California and Arizona not to allow the use of Spanish in their education systems in the wake of Proposition 227 and Proposition 203 respectively, it also points to a far more fundamental ambivalence in attitude towards foreign languages, whether to treat them as a problem in accordance with what is perceived as the cause of social and national disunity, or as an economic and social resource. (Ruiz, 1984).





PARENTAL ATTITUDES AND LANGUAGE LEARNING:
Bartram (2006: 212) reports that there appears to be little doubt in the literature that parents are a significant influence on the general development of their children’s attitudes (Phillips & Filmer-Sankey, 1993; Barton,1997; Chambers 1999) and that they ‘can influence students’ perceptions of foreign languages’.
Seeking approval and recognition from adults is characteristic of middle childhood (ages 6-12) alongside children’s fast cognitive and emotional development. Such information is directly relevant to this research project, as it encompasses the age range of children in Key Stage 2. As stated in the White Paper report (Holmes & Myles, 2019: 10): 
Middle childhood is characterised by very active cognitive development. While children are still primarily driven by emotional engagement and intrinsic motivation (approval from adults and peers; enjoyment of active, motivating and varied activities), they are increasingly capable of concentration and sustained attention (behavioural engagement) and start being motivated by more goal-oriented activities.
Oskamp (1977: 126) emphasises that a child’s attitudes are largely shaped by its own experience of the world, but this is usually accomplished by explicit teaching and implicit modelling of parental attitudes. He goes on to explain how parents may have a particular bearing on language attitudes:

There are many other areas where the average child has no direct experience at all, and in these areas, parental influence on the child’s attitudes may be very great. Examples include attitudes towards . . . foreigners, towards other countries.

Bartram (2006: 213) highlights the fact that parents may, of course, be quicker to encourage their children if they themselves have a background in language learning. He further explains that Gardner (1975) explores this aspect too, and refers to earlier research by Jones (1950), who examined attitudes to Welsh in Wales, and found that the attitudes of pupils whose parents had no knowledge of Welsh were significantly more negative than those whose parents had at least some knowledge.
Bartram’s (2006) study ‘An examination of perceptions of parental influence on attitudes
to language learning’ uses data from pupils’ attitudes to examine perceptions of the ways in which parents influence children’s orientations towards foreign language learning (FLL). The fieldwork was carried out in England, Germany and the Netherlands, and the pupils, aged 15-16, were drawn from two centrally located mixed comprehensive schools in each country. 

Based on the findings of this investigation, Bartram (2006: 211) concludes that “the evidence suggests that the ways in which parents contribute to the construction of their children’s understanding of language utility are particularly important, and that this may have been a key factor in the more positive attitudes demonstrated by the German pupils and the more negative orientations among the English participants.”


















Chapter 3.
METHODOLOGY:
This research was conducted in three primary schools in the London boroughs of Southwark, Lambeth and Lewisham. A variety of quantitative and qualitative research methods were used in this study which were triangulated to ensure its reliability and validity, namely: 
· Analysis of documentary evidence (including government documents regarding Modern Foreign Language learning in the United Kingdom, school policies and inspection reports)
· A questionnaire as a quantitative research instrument for parents whose children were in Key Stage 2 in the three respective schools (see Appendix 1)
· As a qualitative research method, semi-structured interviews with two headteachers and a deputy headteacher, as representatives of the management of the respective schools
The questionnaires were anonymous for the participants and the name of the three schools were replaced with pseudonyms ‘A, B, C’. Before undertaking the investigation, a letter explaining the nature of the research as well as the questionnaire were sent in advance to each headteacher and the deputy headteacher for approval. Instead of requiring the signing of a separate consent form, the following statement was added to the questionnaire for the parent participants (see Appendix 1):
“Completing this questionnaire will also be taken as a clear indication that your consent has already been provided to take part in the research.”
With an aim to ensure anonymity, the participants were informed in the questionnaire that “data presented in this questionnaire will be totally anonymous and you as an individual and your family will not be identifiable in any way.”
Prior to commencing fieldwork, questionnaires were piloted with parents whose children attended Key Stage 2 in other schools in order to evaluate the instructions and the clarity of questions asked. 
For the actual research fieldwork, office staff in each school organised for paper questionnaires to be distributed to all the parents of pupils in Key Stage 2, providing a questionnaire to the family of each child (one questionnaire per family) via pupils’ book bags, and participants were given a week to reply. The questionnaires were returned and deposited by parents with the school office/secretary at each school. A total of 196 questionnaires were distributed to 196 families across schools A, B, C as follows:
School A: 140 families
School B: 10 families
School C: 46 families
Relating to their contextual background, school A is a state school and schools B and C are independent schools. Nevertheless, although they represent different sectors, the researcher’s objective was to investigate good educational practices surrounding MFL teaching and the raising of the profile of languages in Key Stage 2 within different models of primary education in which MFL is being taught. Due to the fact that the researcher works in school B as a French teacher and in school C as a French co-curricular club leader, she was mindful of the need to be objective. 
School A is a mixed state community school in the London borough of Southwark, with 334 children on roll (from Reception to Year 6), 23% of which speak a language in addition to English. It was rated ‘good’ by Ofsted in the last inspection in 2016, with mathematics results above national average and reading and writing well above national average. School A, however, also has a higher proportion of pupils eligible for free school meals than the national average of the mainstream state sector in England. School A offers Spanish language in the curriculum and in an after school club.
School B is an independent Christian faith fee-paying primary school for boys and girls in the London borough of Lewisham. The school uses Accelerated Christian Education (ACE) curriculum for English, mathematics, science and social studies, in conjunction with the English national curriculum. School B was rated ‘good’ by Ofsted and has 19 pupils on the school roll, with French being taught as a modern foreign language. Its latest Ofsted report from 2018 also highlights: “Leaders, teachers and parents are ambitious. They aspire for pupils to excel in their knowledge and practice of their Christian faith. Equally, they want the pupils to succeed highly in their academic studies.”
School C is an independent day school for boys and girls aged between two and eleven years in the London Borough of Lambeth. The school was established in 1888 in four former Victorian town houses and is owned and governed by the Education Development Trust. Pupils come mainly from the local area and from a range of backgrounds and ethnicities. Nationally standardised test data provided by the school indicate that the ability of the pupils is above average. The school has 286 pupils on roll. English is an additional language (EAL) for 70 pupils. Specific extension opportunities are planned for pupils identified as gifted or talented. As outlined in the Independent Schools Inspectorate (2018) report: 
The school aims to ensure each child develops to be the best they can be and learns to appreciate and value their own strengths. It seeks to challenge and nurture the courageous learner who is willing to take intellectual risks, make mistakes and learn from them. The school endeavours to educate the whole child with all the idiosyncrasies, finding their strength, developing their talents and personalities to equip them for their future lives and thereby building the right foundations for being the best they can be.

At School C Spanish is taught in the curriculum and as a co-curricular activity, and the school also offers a wide range of other co-curricular activities and languages, including French and Mandarin. In order for children to become fully immersed in Spanish culture and the Spanish way of life, the school organises the Year 5 Spanish school trip, where the students meet their pen pals every year in their school environment, and when all children are encouraged to speak Spanish as much as possible. The activities include guided tours in Seville, Cádiz and El Puerto, seeing numerous attractions, and having Spanish cookery and flamenco lessons.
A Likert scale statement in the questionnaire about dementia and language learning was based on the ground-breaking research of Bialystok and her colleagues, who provided evidence across a series of studies showing that bilingualism helps to lessen some of the negative cognitive effects of ageing in adults (Bialystok et al., 2008; Bialystok, Craik et al., 2005; Bialystok, Craik, Klein & Viswanathan, 2004, cited in Baker 2017: 148-149). Research has also shown delays in signs of dementia (Bialystok, Craik & Freedman, 2007) or in the  reported onset of symptoms of Alzheimer disease in older bilingual adults four years later than in monolingual peers (Bialystok, Craik & Luk, 2012; Bialystok, Poarch, Luo & Craik, 2014; Craik, Bialystok & Freedman, 2010).
To formulate the statement in the questionnaire about parents’ stance on the importance of home language maintenance, the researcher used Fishman’s (1990, 1991) Graded Intergenerational Disruption Scale for Threatened Languages and the UNESCO Document on Language Vitality and Endangerment (2003) as a point of reference. Fishman’s GIDS framework has eight stages which reflect different conditions in language maintenance and revival. The higher the number on the scale, the more a language is threatened. The intergenerational transmission of a minority language is proven to be essential (Stage 6 in Fishman’s GIDS framework) for ensuring language vitality and promoting its social status. The importance of language transmission is also highlighted as a major evaluative factor of language vitality in the UNESCO Document on Language Vitality and Endangerment (2003: 7). 
The researcher interviewed the headteachers from schools B and C and the deputy headteacher from school A using audio recording equipment to which all consented. Due to the fact that educational settings had to make drastic changes concerning staffing and timetabling choices in order to implement Covid-safety measures and be able to reopen full time in September 2020, this influenced the research questions presented in the Introduction chapter of this dissertation. The researcher, therefore, added an additional question to the interviews with the schools’ leaders, which was vital to comprehend the impact of the global pandemic on the availability and teaching of languages in the Key Stage 2 school curriculum.
Encrypted and anonymised data were stored in word documents and spreadsheets on the researcher’s personal computer and on an external disk as a backup during collection and analysis of data, with the intention of destroying all data after the dissertation was examined, including interview transcripts, audio recordings and paper questionnaires from participants. 
ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS:
Upon receiving ethical approval from the Ethics Committee of the Institute of Education and Humanities at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD), the core ethical guidance documents to which the researcher adhered during the completion of this research project were: 
· University of Wales Trinity Saint David Code of Ethics

· UWTSD’s Research Data Management Policy

· Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (BERA, 2018)

[bookmark: _Hlk528064310]As detailed in the 4th edition of Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (BERA, 2018: 15), the British Educational Research Association sets out its guidelines under the following five headings: 
· responsibilities to participants 
· responsibilities to sponsors, clients and stakeholders in research 
· responsibilities to the community of educational researchers 
· responsibilities for publication and dissemination 
· responsibilities for researchers’ wellbeing and development.
Chapter 4.
PRESENTATION, DISCUSSION AND INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA:
The following chapter will analyse the quantitative data acquired from the questionnaires which were distributed to parents whose children were attending Key Stage 2 at the time of data collection in the three South London primary schools participating in this investigation.
The aim of the questionnaire adopted was to attempt to examine the attitudes of parents, whose children were in Key Stage 2 at the time of this research study, towards modern foreign language learning, to discover their views on the cognitive and cultural benefits of language learning, what other languages (if any) did they speak at home, and what were their future motivations for their children with regard to continuing learning the same languages in secondary school. The data from the questionnaire also indicated which languages were taught in Key Stage 2 in the curriculum in the three respective primary schools, in addition to parental attitudes towards the usefulness of bilingualism/multilingualism in today’s globalised world. The findings from the questionnaire also aimed to demonstrate if there was a correlation between parents’ positive or negative attitudes towards foreign language learning and their own multilingual or monolingual background.
As previously explained in the Methodology chapter, the questionnaires were distributed to a total of 196 families in schools A, B, and C as follows:
School A: 140 families
School B: 10 families
School C: 46 families

The completed questionnaires received from each school were as follows:
School A: n=23 (16% return rate)
School B: n=6 (60% return rate)
School C: n=38 (83% return rate)
The results from the returned paper questionnaires were recorded by the researcher in Excel spreadsheets and the graphs were also created in Excel. In order to achieve greater depth, interviews were conducted with the headteachers of schools B and C and the deputy headteacher of school A as a follow-up method based on the data derived from the questionnaires. The findings below are presented under subheadings with questions in the same order as in the questionnaire.
Question 1: Are you a parent/guardian of child/ren in Key Stage 2 (Year 3-Year 6)?	


           


The graphs demonstrate the return of questionnaires completed by respective parents or guardians of children in schools A, B and C.
Question 2: Which school year is your child in?

                

The children attending Key Stage 2 in the three respective schools were in Years 3-6 at the time this research was conducted. The highest proportion of respondents in school A represented children in Year 5, as in school B, whilst the highest number of respondents in school C represented children in Year 3. There were no replies from Year 6 students at school C, and no replies from children attending Year 4 at school B, although questionnaires had been sent to all the Key Stage 2 families in both schools. As Tinsley & Dolezal (2018: 14) reveal in the Language Trends 2018 report, the impact of Standard Assessment Tests (SATs) had been interrupting Year 6 provision for languages in the state sector. With regard to independent schools such as school C, a parallel can be drawn with prioritising the 11+ selective entrance examinations for secondary school in Year 6, used by many private schools to identify the most academically-able children. One could suggest, therefore, without evidence, that the reason for the lack of response from Year 6 families in school C was, possibly, the focus on the subjects covered in the selective entrance examinations, such as English, Mathematics, Verbal Reasoning and Non-Verbal Reasoning.
Question 3: Which modern foreign language (MFL) is your child currently learning at primary school in the curriculum?
                     


Concerning modern foreign languages in the curriculum, respective parents who completed the questionnaires reported that children were learning Spanish at schools A and C, and French in school B. The graphs indicate that the parents who responded were all aware of the languages taught in Key Stage 2 in all three schools.
One of the positive aspects of MFL learning in the United Kingdom to which Tinsley & Dolezal (2018: 14) draw attention is a growing interest in the Spanish language, being the main MFL taught in the curriculum in schools A and C. Nevertheless, this also indicates that European languages are dominant in the primary school curriculum and that there is, possibly, a mismatch between the MFL provision schools are offering and languages pupils speak at home. As highlighted by Stubbs (1991: 225), in the UK, there is a Eurocentric caste system of languages, culturally restricted and economically short-sighted, “allowing languages already spoken in the home and community to be eroded, whilst starting from scratch to teach other languages in schools and colleges.”
Question 4: Please indicate how many minutes a week does your child spend learning a MFL at school (an approximate estimation will suffice if you are unsure):

                                          


As emphasised by the Nuffield Languages Inquiry (Nuffield Foundation, 2000: 40) and the White Paper report (Holmes & Myles, 2019: 7), significant issues surrounding languages in primary schools are poor time allocation and marginalisation in the curriculum, which have contributed to languages being perceived as ‘Cinderella’ subjects. In addition, there is a discrepancy in the way primary schools generally are operating in the United Kingdom and, in this fragmented system, schools often have autonomy to decide which subjects have priority in the curriculum, which resembles the historical ‘headmaster tradition’ (Open University, 1980: 27) of curricular autonomy exercised post-1944 Education Act and before the advent of the 1988 National Curriculum during which, in law, headteachers had a free rein to regulate the curriculum.
The questionnaire results from school A revealed that parents were not quite sure how long were the Spanish lessons which their children were attending. However, in interviewing the deputy headteacher of the school, the researcher discovered that Spanish classes of 45 minutes were held once a week by a specialist teacher for pupils from Years 2-6. The deputy headteacher of school A also mentioned that they had had the same specialist Spanish teacher for the last seven years, who was timetabled to come to school A two days a week and delivered lessons in each classroom. During Spanish lessons, classroom teachers remained in the classroom to support the lower-ability children and help extend activities for native Spanish speakers, which indicated that Spanish lessons were well-established and inclusive at school A. However, from the 23 returned questionnaires, only 26% (6 families out of 23) were aware of the exact time allocation of Spanish in the curriculum. The highest proportion, 35% (8 families out of 23) of the respondents from school A, thought that the Spanish lessons were 30 minutes long, which indicated some lack of communication between the school and parents, as conceded by the deputy headteacher of school A. In an ideal world, she said that she would prefer for Spanish lessons to start from Reception, but there was no available funding for that at the moment and they relied on classroom teachers to deliver occasional informal games and creative activities in Spanish in Key Stage 1.
The French classes at school B were held once a week and were 30 minutes long, and the graph indicates that the parents were well-informed of the time allocation of French at school. The headteacher of school B confirmed in an interview that French classes were delivered by a specialist French teacher who used an award-winning methodology ‘La Jolie Ronde’ and that the French lessons were carefully planned and structured. The headteacher of school B maintained when interviewed that, for students to achieve proficiency by the end of Year 6, they should ideally have at least 2-3 language lessons per week. She acknowledged that the parents were well-informed of the topics covered via end of term reports, and they were also able to hear about their children’s progress at parents’ evenings and by checking La Jolie Ronde French textbooks with completed exercises.
Spanish classes in the curriculum at school C were conducted twice a week, with time allocation of 45 minutes per lesson, which was confirmed by their headteacher in an interview. She also reported that two native Spanish specialist teachers were employed by the school, one of them taught Spanish from Nursery to Key Stage 1, and the other taught Spanish in Key Stage 2. 



Question 5: Is this amount of time limited to only once a week?


               



As explained in the White Paper report (Holmes & Myles, 2019: 17), around 80% of schools allocate on average between 30 minutes and up to one hour per week for language learning in England, which equates to just over 2% of available curriculum time according to Education at a Glance (2014), well below the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) recommended average of 4%. With that in mind, it can be argued that school C allocated a generous amount of 90 minutes a week for Spanish curriculum time, and it is thus evident that Spanish had a high status in the curriculum, which was also being offered as an after school activity, as verified in an interview with the headteacher. This statement can also be backed by the school’s priority to nurture intercultural awareness by organising a yearly Spanish school trip for Year 5 students, with an aim for students to be immersed in the Spanish culture, to develop their language skills and make friends with Spanish students. Nonetheless, only 14 out of 38 (37%) parents at school C showed that they were familiar with the exact Spanish curriculum time. The headteacher of school C stated that the time allocation of two Spanish lessons per week prepared the students very well for secondary school and that they achieved a significant level of knowledge and a good level of fluency in Spanish by the end of primary education. She mentioned that all the parents get access and an overview of the Spanish curriculum at the beginning of each school year, and Spanish also features in the end of year reports, alongside specific comments about pupils’ progress and attainment. 
In terms of the weekly frequency of language lessons in the curriculum, most of the parents at school A and school B were aware that language lessons were taking place once a week. At school C, however, 26 out of 38 respondents (68%) were familiar with the fact that Spanish lessons were being held twice a week, whereas 10 respondents (32%) believed that the amount of Spanish curriculum time was limited to once a week. 
If not, please specify: (Please note this question follows on from the previous question under number 5).

                                                                            
School B    n=0


Question 6: Is your child also learning a MFL as an extra-curricular activity at school (that is, in a lunch club or an after school club, for example)?

                         
   
With regard to the adoption of modern foreign languages as extra-curricular activities, at school A, 78% of respondents (18 out of 23) believed that their children did not receive such provision. According to parents, 5 children out of 23 (22%) at school A were learning a MFL as an extra-curricular activity. However, the researcher was informed by the deputy headteacher in an interview that the school did offer Spanish as an after school club, as well as part of the curriculum. School B did not have MFL extra-curricular provision at the time of research. At school C, only 16% (6 out of 38) reported their children were learning languages as an extra-curricular activity in Key Stage 2, namely Spanish (3 children out of 6), followed by Mandarin (2 children) and French (1 child). The researcher was actually teaching French in a lunch club at school C at the time the survey of Key Stage 2 parents was carried out, and her class included Key Stage 2 children. However, it is apparent from the results that only one completed questionnaire from parents whose child was attending the French lunch club at the time was returned. Nevertheless, in terms of extra-curricular provision, the headteacher of school C verified in an interview that the school was very supportive of languages and that they did offer Spanish, Mandarin and French as extra-curricular language clubs.
Which language? (Please note this question follows on from the previous question under number 6).

                              School B    n=0



Question 7: Do you speak any languages other than English?

                     

                        
With regard to answering whether parents spoke any languages other than English, at school A 12 families confirmed that they did (52% in total) and 11 families (48%) reported they did not.  At school A, overall, 14 languages were reported being spoken amongst those 12 multilingual families (see below), with French (7 families) being the most widely spoken language at home, followed by Spanish (4 families), Italian (3 families) and German (3 families). The deputy headteacher of school A acknowledged in the interview that a significant proportion of children in Key Stage 2 spoke English as an additional language, although there was no additional support for them in terms of EAL teaching assistants due to lack of government funding.
The families whose children were attending school B were all of African descent, namely from Nigeria, Ghana and Sierra Leone, with Yoruba being the most common language spoken at home. All the families from school B (100%) declared that they spoke languages other than English, which seemed to confirm a correlation between heritage language maintenance in the family and a positive attitude towards learning additional modern foreign languages at school. Other languages spoken in the homes of Key Stage 2 students from school B were Igbo, Twi, Krio and French, and they were all represented in equal measure. The headteacher of school B emphasised in the interview that she firmly believed that a multilingual background helped in developing a positive attitude amongst children towards the learning of MFL in the primary school. She revealed that, in Key Stage 2 at school B, there were children who spoke 2-3 languages and had a very positive outlook on learning French, which is a very popular school subject.
At school C, 20 families out of 38 (53%) declared they spoke languages other than English and 18 families (47%) declared themselves as being monolingual. Amongst the twenty multilingual families from school C, there were 11 languages confirmed to be spoken at home, with French prevailing (13 families), followed by Spanish (3 families) and Italian (3 families) as the most common. The headteacher of school C stated that the Head of Learning Success kept records of all the bilingual and EAL children, and that the staff were aware of the proportion of multilingual families. The Head of Learning Success supported and advised the teaching staff there, and was responsible for all children with additional needs (including EAL), as well as the most able students.
If so, indicate as many as appropriate: (Please note this question follows on from the previous question under number 7).








Question 8: Circle the number indicating to what extent you agree with the following statements about language learning (1-Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree, 
3-Neither agree nor disagree, 4-Agree, 5-Strongly agree):
	Statements about language learning
	School A

Mean average
	School B

Mean average
	School C

Mean average

	a) My ability to speak languages other than English has a positive attitude towards the teaching of MFL in the primary school.    
	4 (4.33)
	4 (3.83)
	4 (4.36)

	Not applicable  

	n=11/23
	n=0/6
	n=18/38

	b) Speaking English only is enough to find work in the UK.  

	3 (2.95)
	3 (3.00)
	4 (3.71)

	c) Speaking English only is enough to find work abroad.  

	2 (1.69)
	2 (1.66)
	4 (4.36)

	d) Learning a foreign language is advantageous for work in the UK.  

	4 (4.08)
	4 (4.33)
	4 (4.21)

	e) Speaking foreign languages can improve my child’s career prospects.

	5 (4.56)
	5 (4.66)
	5 (4.59)

	f) Learning a different language improves children’s relationships with other cultures. 

	5 (4.56)
	5 (5.00)
	5 (4.73)

	g) People who speak more than one language have improved memory, problem-solving and critical-thinking skills, enhanced concentration, ability to multitask, and better listening skills. 

	4 (4.34)
	4 (4.16)
	4 (3.97)

	h) Learning a second language can help prevent dementia in later life. 

	3 (3.47)
	4 (3.50)
	4 (3.75)

	i) Learning languages is generally useful. 

	5 (4.60)
	5 (4.83)
	5 (4.65)

	j) It is important for parents who do not speak English as a first language to maintain, use and develop their child’s first language at home.

	4 (4.36)
	4 (3.83)
	4 (4.39)

	k) Starting to learn a foreign language at the age of 7 enhances a child’s motivation for foreign language learning.

	4 (4.21)
	5 (4.50)
	4 (4.21)

	l) Starting to learn a foreign language at the age of 7 enhances the possibility of a child becoming fluent.  

	4 (4.21)
	5 (4.60)
	4 (4.34)

	m) My child is also exposed to the modern foreign language which he/she is learning at school on a weekly basis outside of school as well (e.g. travel, leisure, watching TV, phone calls, reading books, listening to songs, personal interactions, other media).

	3 (3.30)
	3 (2.66)
	2 (2.48)



Parents’ attitudes towards Modern Foreign Language learning in Key Stage 2 in the three schools were examined by means of the 13 statements above under question 8 in the questionnaire. The parents were asked to express their level of agreement or disagreement with the statements on a five-point Likert scale. As seen above, the levels on the scale were: 1 (‘strongly disagree’), 2 (‘disagree’), 3 (‘neither agree nor disagree’), 4 (‘agree’) and 5 (‘strongly agree’). The above statistics represent the mean averages which became full numbers by rounding up the decimal digits with number 5 or more and rounding down decimals containing values less than 5. As shown above, the original results with decimal points are indicated in red next to the whole numbers.
It can be seen from the mean values shown that the parents from all three schools agreed that their ability to speak languages other than English had a positive attitude towards the teaching of MFL in the primary school. Monolingual parents who reported they did not speak any languages other than English ticked the box indicating ‘not applicable’ under the above-mentioned statement.
Parents from school A and school B neither agreed nor disagreed that speaking English only was enough to find work in the UK. On the other hand, parents from school C agreed with that statement, which could be attributed to a significant proportion of monolingual parents at school C (47%).
Parents from school A and school B disagreed that speaking English only was enough to find work abroad. In contrast, parents from school C agreed with that opinion, thus demonstrating possibly that parents at school C still believe that English is a dominant language for professional purposes. This assimilationist viewpoint is also reflected in the following observation by Stubbs (1991: 25): “Britain is often recognised as a country with profoundly monolingual assumptions and a widespread apathy towards learning other languages.”
Multilingual and monolingual parents from all three schools agreed that learning a foreign language was advantageous for work in the UK. All parents strongly agreed that learning a foreign language could improve their children’s career prospects. This attitude is a positive step towards recognising the importance of languages in the British economy and international trade, and it could potentially help reduce the economic deficit caused by UK’s lack of language skills. As reported by Vicky Gough (2016), Schools Adviser at the British Council, the reality is that, as the world becomes increasingly connected, it is no longer enough to rely on English alone. The UK’s current lack of language skills was estimated to be holding back the country's international trade performance at a cost of almost £50 billion a year, at a time when the UK’s trade deficit was almost £100bn in 2015 – the highest since records began. With this in mind, far more young people should be learning languages in pursuance of boosting their own job prospects and helping the UK stay competitive on the world stage.
However, the deputy headteacher of school A didn’t agree and mentioned that, in terms of career prospects, children at this age don’t think that far into the future. Conversely, the headteacher of school B agreed that children should be encouraged to learn languages for professional development as we live in a globalised world and speaking two or three languages would be absolutely beneficial for their future career prospects and for travelling. The headteacher of school C agreed that children at Key Stage 2 should be made aware of the fact that language skills are an additional strength. She further explained that children in Year 6 at her school are advised of future possible career paths when they undertake a Diploma study programme where they learn about life skills, entrepreneurship, business and different career options. The headteacher clarified in an interview that discussing the benefits of language skills is included in career-oriented days. As part of the Year 6 Diploma programme, parents give talks and presentations about their jobs and the headteacher writes Year 6 students’ references for senior schools where she always mentions the languages children have been learning at school and speaking at home.
In connection with intercultural awareness, parents from all three schools strongly agreed that learning a different language improves children’s relationships with other cultures. As contended by Baker (2011: 382), this ‘language as a resource’ attitude views multilingualism as an asset, a social and cultural resource, and a means to promote international trade and economic development, global influence and intercultural understanding. It also nurtures the idea of language as a personal, community and regional resource. The deputy headteacher of school A was very pleased to hear that the parents from her school strongly agreed on that topic as she had initiated ‘Language of the week’ assemblies before the first so-called ‘lockdown’ during the pandemic, celebrating all the heritage languages spoken by the families of the school. These assemblies were interrupted by school closure during the pandemic, but she reported in the interview that she planned to continue celebrating languages and other cultures via Zoom virtual assemblies in the future. The headteacher of school B explained that they organised international days at school where pupils celebrated their cultural heritage and the languages which they spoke at home. They also wore ethnic costumes and their parents cooked and brought traditional food related to their countries of origin to school. She affirmed that it was the way pupils at school B became aware of other languages and the importance of multilingualism and multiculturalism. The headteacher of school C described that they organised a Spanish Day every school year, when Spanish had a cross-curricular focus and achievements in Spanish were celebrated in assemblies. There are also Spanish display boards with labelled Spanish vocabulary visible around the school. She also said that they organised International Day every year, where the children celebrated their family cultures and backgrounds by wearing their national costumes and parents sent food from different cultures to school. In addition, parents were encouraged to support school assemblies or give talks to the children about their own languages, cultures and faith. The headteacher of school C highlighted that they do a lot to promote diversity, as they have quite an international school community.
With reference to the cognitive benefits of language learning, all parents from the three schools agreed that people who speak more than one language have improved memory, problem-solving and critical-thinking skills, enhanced concentration, the ability to multitask, and better listening skills. Parents from schools B and C agreed that learning a second language can help prevent dementia in later life, whilst parents from school A neither agreed nor disagreed with that statement (as detailed by the mean average of 3.47). However, the deputy headteacher of school A highlighted her awareness of the international evidence, and every year she organises a staff meeting for new teachers to advise them on how to implement strategies to support EAL children and informs them of the cognitive benefits of speaking an additional language. Also when interviewed, the headteacher of school B absolutely agreed with that statement and, from her experience, she had noticed that children who learn and speak multiple languages outperform monolingual pupils in mathematics, reasoning and music, and tend to have enhanced mental flexibility. The headteacher of school C was also aware of the cognitive benefits of language learning and, being a linguist, she declared that her own first university degree was in Modern Languages, French and German, and had also learned Latin at school.
Parents from all the three schools unanimously strongly agreed that learning languages is generally useful, and that it is important for parents who do not speak English as a first language to maintain, use and develop their first language at home. The headteacher of school B mentioned that they always encourage multilingual families to nurture and speak their native languages at home, emphasising that children will pick up English naturally at school. This viewpoint is also represented as a societal and educational aim in ‘strong’ forms of bilingual education according to Baker’s typology (2011: 210), supporting pluralism, enrichment and heritage language maintenance. The results from the questionnaire signified that parents in all the three schools acknowledged the importance of intergenerational language transmission.
In respect of starting to learn a foreign language at the age of 7 (which is in Year 3 in the United Kingdom), all parents from school A and school C agreed that it enhances a child’s motivation for foreign language learning, and parents from school B strongly agreed with that declaration (as indicated by the mean average of 4.50). Equally, the same responses were given to the statement “Starting to learn a foreign language at the age of 7 enhances the possibility of a child becoming fluent.” This demonstrates that parents in all the three schools were aware of the advantages of learning a foreign language in middle childhood (usually defined as ages 6 to 12) in relation to achieving improved fluency and academic success as well as, arguably, their children’s cognitive development and emotional engagement. 
Parents at school C disagreed that, externally, their children were also exposed to the modern foreign languages which they were learning at school on a weekly basis (e.g. by means of travel, leisure, watching TV, phone calls, reading books, listening to songs, personal interactions, other media), whereas parents from schools A (mean average 3.30) and B (mean average 2.66) neither agreed nor disagreed on that subject.






Question 9: Do you wish to ensure that your child is able to continue learning the same MFL in secondary school? 

                       


In line with their wishes to ensure that their children are able to continue learning the same MFL in secondary school, parents’ attitudes were positive in all three schools. The majority of respondents answered ‘Yes’, with the following ratio: school A 96% (22 families out of 23), school B 100 %, school C 92% (35 families out of 38).


Which language? (Please note this question follows on from the previous question under number 9).







In terms of the most popular languages the parents would like for their children to continue learning in secondary school, parents from school A selected Spanish (78%, 18 families out of 23) as their number one preference, along with French in the second place (35%, 8 families out of 23). At school B, all the respondents voted for French (100%), followed by Spanish (33%). The majority of parents at school C chose Spanish (89%, 34 families out of 38), accompanied by French, voted for by a small ratio of parents (13%, 5 families out of 38). It is thus evident that in all three schools the majority of parents opted for continuation of the same languages the children had already been learning in primary school, with the exception of a small ratio of parents who had preference for their children to start learning different languages in secondary school.
The popularity of Spanish at schools A and C is also represented on a national level. According to A-level results in 2019, Spanish overtook French as the most popular language, with an increase of 4.5 per cent, as reported by Pippa Allen-Kinross (2019) in the Schools Week online magazine.


[bookmark: _Hlk7809710]Question 10: If you answered ‘yes’ to the previous question, please provide an indication as to why you would like your child to continue learning the same Modern Foreign Language in Key Stage 3 (Year 7, Year 8, Year 9). Please answer to as many statements as appropriate:
A. To ensure continuity and the proficiency gained in the primary school 
B. For communication with my family members 
C. For improved language skills in professional development 
D. For improved language skills in socialising 








In relation to why parents would like their children to continue learning the same MFL in Key Stage 3 (Years 7-9), the most prominent motivating factor was “to ensure continuity and the proficiency gained in the primary school”, supported by 83% of respondents at school A (19 families out of 23), 83% at school B (5 families out of 6) and 89% at school C (34 families out of 38). With regard to language learning and career prospects, “improved language skills in professional development” was the next most desired reason voted by 70% of parents at school A (16 families out of 23), 83% at school B (5 families out of 6) and 79% at school C (30 families out of 38). The answer “Improved language skills in socialising” was less represented (61% at school A, 67% at school B and 55% at school C), with “Communication with family members” being the least shown indication in all three schools of parents’ future motivations for their children to continue learning the same modern foreign language in Key Stage 3.
To an open-ended question in connection with any other reasons why parents wanted their children continuing learning the same languages in secondary school, the parents from school A emphasised: the joy of communicating with people in their native language, proficiency, cultural and cognitive benefits, broadening horizons, for their own enjoyment and to expand their life opportunities. There were no replies from school B to that question which indicates a significant silence, whilst parents from school C highlighted general usefulness, thinking ‘outside the box’ and working abroad as advantages. 
Any other reasons: (Please note that below are all the responses received)
	School A
	School B
	School C

	I would like my child to feel the joy of communicating with people in their native language and enjoy the challenge of becoming proficient in the language.


	No response
	General usefulness.


	Exposure to a foreign language can give so many opportunities and perhaps even a different life for the future.
	
	Learning foreign languages opens your mind, and encourages thinking ‘outside the box’.


	For their own enjoyment.

	
	Working abroad.


	Very good for the brain. Studies have shown that children or adults recover more quickly from stroke when they are bilingual.
	
	

	Broadening horizons.

	
	



Question 11: Do you think that the secondary school to which your child/ren will be transferred should ensure that the same MFL will be available in the curriculum?

                 



As previously highlighted in the Literature Review (Chapter 2) outlining the main issues surrounding MFL teaching in primary schools in the United Kingdom, lack of consistent collaboration between primary and secondary schools was emphasised, as well as the discrepancy between pupils’ progress in expected levels of linguistic competence in Key Stage 2 and those after subsequent transition to secondary school. These problems could be solved by more effective communication between primary and secondary sectors in the matter of MFL provision and the assessment of pupils’ language skills at the point of transition to Key Stage 3. Overall, the results from the questionnaire demonstrated that the majority of parents from schools A, B and C thought that the secondary school to which their children would be transferred should ensure that the same MFL would be available in the curriculum. This viewpoint proves that the parents value the continuity in modern foreign language learning and that this should be conveyed to secondary schools which children will be attending, alongside teacher reports on pupils’ competence in language(s) which they were learning in the primary sector. The positive responses to that question were noted in the following ratios: 87% at school A (20 families out of 23), 100% at school B (6 families out of 6) and 89% at school C (34 families out of 38). In contrast, the deputy headteacher of school A stated that, currently, there is no communication between school A and receiving secondary schools due to the fact that pupils go to about ten different secondary schools across three different boroughs (Lambeth, Bromley and Croydon), and they all have different approaches to the teaching of MFL. Nonetheless, she believed that pupils will have an advantage if they continue learning Spanish in Year 7 because of the positive experience of learning the language at school A. 
A different approach was practised at school B, where according to the headteacher, the vast majority of students continued learning French in secondary school. She confirmed that they always kept in touch with former students, even all the way up to university and had established networking schemes, peer-to-peer and ambassador mentoring programmes, as well as strong community values and parental involvement. The headteacher of school C affirmed that their senior receiving schools knew that Key Stage 2 children had been learning Spanish, and they received end of year reports with pupils’ attainment in Spanish at the point of transition, as well as Year 6 Diplomas and references.

In what way has the Covid-19 pandemic impacted the teaching and availability of modern foreign languages in the curriculum?
As mentioned in the chapter on Methodology, the researcher added the above-mentioned additional question to the interviews with the schools’ leaders, which was essential to understand the repercussions of the pandemic on language learning in the Key Stage 2 school curriculum. The deputy headteacher of school A affirmed that, during so-called ‘lockdown’, there were Spanish activities available online for Key Stage 2 children to access every week, and the parents were informed about the timetable and topics covered at parents’ evenings held virtually on Zoom. She declared that the pandemic hadn’t made any difference to the teaching of Spanish lessons in Key Stage 2 seeing as, since the school reopened, the Spanish teacher maintained a two-metre distance in children’s classrooms, wore a mask on occasions and took her own resources into the classroom. However, the headteacher of school B stated that the Covid-19 pandemic affected the availability of languages in the school curriculum as there were no French classes held during lockdown due to school closure and there was a danger that that kind of interruption could lead to children becoming disengaged from the subject they loved, or from school. Also, some children from school B had difficulties with reintegrating back into school after a long break and the headteacher recognised that school closure had had a negative impact on students’ motivation as a whole. In terms of home learning during lockdown, parents were not able to provide support to their children in French, which was also a big problem for continuity, as emphasised by the headteacher of school B. The headteacher of school C said that, during lockdown when schools were closed, Spanish lessons were recorded for the students and their families. When school C reopened, Spanish lessons continued to be delivered live by Spanish teachers to students in small groups or ‘bubbles’, adhering to social distancing rules, and after school language clubs also resumed in year group ‘bubbles’ which didn’t mix.

Chapter 5.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS:
The aim of this chapter is to draw conclusions from the data collected by means of questionnaires distributed to parents of the three primary schools involved in the research, interviews with the respective school leaders, as well as information gleaned from official reports which were previously discussed in the Literature Review in Chapter 2.
A) SUMMARY OF MAIN FINDINGS AND ISSUES
The data derived from the qualitative and quantitative methods applied in this investigation reflect the following key issues surrounding MFL teaching and learning in Key Stage 2 in schools in England: 
1. Dominance of European languages in the primary curriculum and lack of other languages
With regard to modern foreign languages the curriculum, the data show that in all three schools European languages (French and Spanish) were being taught, whilst at the same time the data also indicate that other languages were being used at home. It can be argued that non-European minority languages are not being prioritised for inclusion in the UK primary curriculum, which doesn’t contribute to the promotion of global multilingualism and intercultural awareness. As contended by Stubbs (1991: 225), despite large numbers of mother tongue Bengali, Panjabi, Urdu, Gujarati, Hindi and Turkish speakers for example, the politics of English education relegates these languages, and many others, to a lowly position in the school curriculum.
The data from the questionnaire clearly demonstrated there was an interrelationship between parents’ positive attitudes towards foreign language learning at school and the conservation of minority languages spoken at home. This correlates with conclusions from Bartram’s (2006) study, as mentioned earlier in the Literature Review (Chapter 2), that positive parental attitudes influence children’s orientations towards foreign language learning. Taking that into account, accommodating home languages in the primary school curriculum, as a form of validation of cultural diversity, would arguably reinforce children’s positive attitudes towards modern foreign language learning. It is, therefore, important for policymakers to properly fund the teaching of non-European minority languages in primary schools as a means of boosting the development of future multilingual speakers, whose language skills would help reduce the economic deficit of the UK’s lack of language skills. 
A parallel can be drawn with a similar tendency in the United States of America to value the acquisition of languages while devaluing the language minorities who own them. While integration and assimilation is still the dominant ideology in USA internal politics, external politics increasingly demands bilingual citizens. Ovando (1990) describes this paradoxical phenomenon: “On the one hand we encourage and promote the study of foreign languages for English monolinguals, at great cost and with great inefficiency. At the same time we destroy the linguistic gifts that children from non-English backgrounds bring to our schools.” 

Comparatively, Ricento (2009) maintains that it is thus ironic that many USA and UK students spend time in schools learning some of the languages that children of immigrants are pressured to forget, broadening the criticism by referring to the irony of unsuccessfully attempting to teach the very languages of which immigrant children are deprived, but in which they are already fluent.

Notwithstanding, the respective primary schools from this case study did not make the teaching of non-European home languages available in the curriculum. At state school A, that was not possible due to a lack of funding to employ additional language teachers, which was dependent on the school budget, as confirmed by the deputy headteacher. 
The school leaders of schools B and C, which are both independent fee-paying schools, stated that languages had a high status in their school curriculum, that language lessons were structured and planned in a way to raise intercultural awareness amongst the students, and that languages were seen as a career-beneficial skill. The senior staff at schools B and C clearly showed a lot of enthusiasm for MFL, but it can be suggested that they would enhance their global outlook if they matched the provision of languages offered in the curriculum with languages their students spoke at home. According to Baker’s (2011: 210) typology of bilingual education models, ‘strong’ maintenance enrichment Heritage Language education could progressively improve children’s bilingual skills overall.
2. Too little time allocation and frequency of MFL lessons
In reference to the crucial problem of insufficient and varying MFL contact time in primary schools, highlighted in previous reports, the data reveal that school A allocated 45 minutes for Spanish lessons once a week and school B only 30 minutes of French per year group once a week. As emphasised by the Research in Primary Languages (RIPL) network, a minimum of one hour per week (with a non-statutory minimum of 140 hours allocated to primary language learning over the four years of Key Stage 2, i.e. 35 hours each year) is recommended. (Holmes & Myles, 2019: 15)
Consequently, it can be inferred that not enough contact time for MFL in primary schools (as opposed to approximately two hours per week in secondary schools) does not promote language proficiency for pupils. What allegedly can often be a weak incoherent ‘drip-feed’ method (Baker, 2011: 218) adopted in the UK school curriculum, combined with too little contact time, does not produce confident speakers of modern foreign languages and is not a cost-effective methodology.
The deputy headteacher of school A agreed that, in an ideal situation, languages would be allocated more than one lesson per week, however, due to the fact that school A is a state school, the difficulty of devoting more curriculum time to languages was caused by the lack of resources and funding cuts, which is intrinsically a political issue. It can be argued that the National Curriculum of England prioritises time allocation for English, Mathematics and Science as the core subjects, and that languages are given a lower status of a time-poor ‘Cinderella’ subject. This, in turn, contradicts the Department for Education’s principal purposes for introducing language learning in primary schools, such as ‘liberation from insularity’ and an ‘opening to other cultures’, as summarised by Myles (2017) and previously raised in Chapter 1. Liberation from insularity cannot be achieved without allocating more curriculum time for languages in the National Curriculum of England. Additional time, such as an extra half hour per week could also be combined with the learning of other subjects (e.g. learning Mathematics, Art or Physical Education partly through the medium of French or Mandarin) with both teachers in the classroom.

Nevertheless, an example of good practice in terms of time allocation and frequency of MFL lessons was identified at school C, with Spanish classes being conducted twice a week with a duration of 45 minutes per lesson. With regard to the provision of modern foreign languages as extra-curricular activities, the data demonstrated that a wide choice of after school language clubs at school C (Spanish, French and Mandarin) reinforced the high status of languages in the school curriculum, and the school leadership also expanded the after school provision by offering a non-European language club, such as Mandarin, which was a step forward in tackling the issue of a Eurocentric approach in MFL provision. However, it should also be pointed out that, as an independent school which does not have to adhere to the National Curriculum, school C had greater flexibility concerning the amount of time allocated for MFL.
3. Lack of continuity and consultation at the point of transition to secondary school
As previously outlined in the Literature Review (Chapter 2), problems related to a lack of consistent collaboration between primary and secondary schools and a discrepancy between pupils’ progress in the expected level of linguistic competence at the point of transition to secondary school have been ongoing issues for decades in the UK school curriculum. The alarming decrease in the uptake of languages at GCSE level is, arguably, a consequence of the insufficient time allocation for languages in state primary schools and a lack of formal communication between primary and secondary schools in regard to the assessment and acknowledgement of existing language competences previously achieved amongst Key Stage 2 students. As a result, many pupils are placed in Key Stage 3 classes where they have to start learning afresh the same MFL as they were learning previously in primary school, which leads to a lack of progress and a drop in motivation.
The deputy headteacher of school A reported that there were no transition arrangements regarding continuation of the same MFL between school A and its receiving secondary schools due to logistical complexities, such as the number of secondary schools to which the pupils are usually transferred (ten secondary schools across three different boroughs).
That being said, the parents from all three primary schools expressed high motivations for their children to continue learning the same language in secondary school. This finding suggests that the continuity of language learning was highly valued by the families taking part in this research, and that state primary schools should make transition arrangements with all their receiving secondary schools in order to communicate the level of attainment in MFL achieved by Year 6 students, and, so that they are not placed in beginners’ classes of the same MFL that they were learning previously. For the sake of continuity, primary schools should drive the decision-making process regarding the choice of MFL adopted in their local receiving secondary schools.
4. Parental support for MFL teaching
The questionnaires received from Key Stage 2 parents revealed that they had positive views on the cognitive and cultural benefits of language learning. This view was also supported by the headteachers of schools B and C and the deputy headteacher of school A. 
With reference to the professional advantages of languages learning, the parents from all three schools strongly agreed that speaking foreign languages could improve their children’s career prospects. This encouraging attitude was also supported by the headteachers of schools B and C, who both regarded languages as an essential skill for professional development. Therefore, it can be argued that parental support for MFL teaching in primary schools can contribute to the recovery of the economic cost of UK ‘s current shortage of language skills by helping to reverse the decline of languages take-up at GCSE level, Advanced Level and, consequentially, the lack of linguistic expertise in many industries and public services. However, such parental support alone cannot save language learning in the UK without an adequate government strategy and funding.
The political and cultural implications of Brexit are other reasons to prioritise language learning on a national level, owing to the fact that, without language skills, the United Kingdom faces the likelihood of losing its position as one of the largest economies in the world. The economic requirements of language learning are interconnected with educational and societal necessities to implement a national strategy as a matter of urgency. This inference is also evident in the Towards a National Languages Strategy report proposed by the British Academy, the British Council, Universities UK and the Association of School and College Leaders. (British Academy, 2020: 2).
Otherwise, future generations of children in the UK risk growing up isolated from the rest of the world in the post-Brexit era, deprived also of the cognitive and cultural benefits of language learning. With a global recession and unemployment looming as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic, they are also likely to miss out on many career opportunities in competition with other multilingual candidates.
B) RECOMMENDATIONS
The following recommendations seek to address the above-presented challenges reflected in the data obtained. Although the data are not generalisable, as they apply to three primary schools only, their merit lies in their relatability to other primary schools in England, and possibly in the UK generally, wishing to improve their teaching practice of MFL. As previously discussed in Chapter 1, despite not being generalizable, Bassey (1981) emphasises the importance of the relatability of case-study research, and its usefulness to teachers.
1. Dominance of European languages in the primary curriculum and lack of other languages
· In the aftermath of leaving the EU, more government funding needs to be allocated for the improvement of the supply of specialist language teachers of both MFL and community languages, their Continuing Professional Development (CPD) and for schools’ global international engagement.

2. Too little time allocation and frequency of MFL lessons
· It is recommended that the leadership members of schools A and C should highlight the time allocation and weekly frequency of modern foreign language lessons in the schools’ newsletters, and in all school correspondence received by parents, in order for them to become better-informed on that point.
· On a national level, curriculum innovation needs to be introduced in order to increase the time allocation of MFL in the state primary national curriculum to a minimum of one hour per week, as recommended also by Holmes & Myles (2019: 15)
· The government needs to invest in more innovative and effective methods of language teaching and for Ofsted to re-assess the effectiveness of the current ‘drip-feed’ method generally adopted in both primary and secondary schools which is acknowledged internationally as one of the week methods of language acquisition (Baker, 2011: 218), as well as not being economically cost-effective.

3. Lack of continuity and consultation at the point of transition to secondary school
· It is recommended that, at school A, students are given end of year reports detailing their progress in Spanish at the point of transition to secondary school. These reports should be shared with the receiving secondary schools to which they will be transferred.
· Such a recommendation is also being emphasised by Holmes & Myles (2019: 15) stating that, in the mid to longer-term, the Department for Education (DfE), the Teaching Schools Council, Regional Commissioners, and Ofsted should incentivise schools to work in local and regional consortia, involving primary and secondary schools, networks and multi-academy trusts in order to develop and agree clear and structured programmes of language learning which provide continuity and progression across Key Stages 2 and 3. 
· School accountability for MFL curriculum planning is essential for continuity. As proposed by Holmes & Myles (2019: 15), Ofsted should include a focus on primary languages in their next inspection cycle under the new Framework, which came into effect in 2019, in particular with regard to gathering evidence of intent, implementation and impact of curriculum planning. 

4. Parental support for MFL teaching
· Despite some current evidence of an awareness amongst parents of the career advantages of learning additional languages, primary schools should inform their multilingual families of the cognitive, cultural and professional benefits of all languages their children are using and learning at school and at home, so that home languages other than English are also maintained, thus ensuring that, in terms of acquiring bilingual and multilingual skills overall, proficiency in such indigenous languages is maintained and not sacrificed in the process of acquiring English and the study of European MFL as school subjects.
· With regard to the MFL taught to children at school on a weekly basis, where and whenever possible, MFL teaching staff should help to encourage parents and children to use the language outside of school as well (e.g. by means of travel, leisure, watching TV, phone calls, reading books, listening to songs, personal interactions and other media).
This final chapter has aimed to summarise the outcomes of this research project, which will, hopefully, contribute to the improvement of MFL teaching in primary schools by the strength of its relatability. The issues raised here in regard to three schools also, arguably, apply to the primary sector in England and, conceivably, in the UK generally. As Bassey (1981: 86) concludes, evaluating single events is a more relevant research method in education than the pursuit of generalisations: 
I submit that an important criterion for judging the merit of a case study is the extent to which the details are sufficient and appropriate for a teacher working in a similar situation to relate his decision-making to that described in the case study. The relatability of a case study is more important than its generalisability.
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Appendix 1. 
[bookmark: _Hlk68172724]QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PARENTS:
Dear Parents/Guardians,
Your participation will be a valuable contribution to the development of foreign language learning in primary schools in the UK. I wish to emphasise that data presented in this questionnaire will be totally anonymous and that you as an individual and your family will not be identifiable in any way. Completing this questionnaire will also be taken as a clear indication that your consent has already been provided to take part in the research.

PARENTAL ATTITUDES TOWARDS MFL LEARNING IN KEY STAGE 2

1. Are you a parent/guardian of child/ren in Key Stage 2 (Year 3-Year 6)?	

Yes  
[bookmark: _Hlk8894641]No   


2. Which school year is your child in?

                      Year 3   
[bookmark: _Hlk527295956]                      Year 4   
                      Year 5   
                      Year 6   


3. Which modern foreign language (MFL) is your child currently learning at primary school in the curriculum:

[bookmark: _Hlk527398399]French      
Spanish    
German    
Mandarin  
Other        
None        




4. Please indicate how many minutes a week does your child spend learning a MFL at school (an approximate estimation will suffice if you are unsure):

30 minutes   
45 minutes   
60 minutes   
90 minutes   
120 minutes 
Unsure         

5. Is this amount of time limited to only once a week?

[bookmark: _Hlk21174359]Yes  
No   

If not, please specify:

Twice a week             
Three times a week   
Four times a week     
Other                         


6. Is your child also learning a MFL as an extra-curricular activity at school (that is, in a lunch club or an after school club, for example)?

[bookmark: _Hlk21180485]Yes           Which language? ___________

No         


7. Do you speak any languages other than English?

Yes           If so, indicate as many as appropriate  ____________________

No         

8. Circle the number indicating to what extent you agree with the following statements about language learning (1-Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree, 
3-Neither agree nor disagree, 4-Agree, 5-Strongly agree):


a) My ability to speak languages other than English has a positive attitude towards the teaching of MFL in the primary school.    
[bookmark: _Hlk21181918]1	2	3	4	5

Please tick the box if not applicable.   

b) [bookmark: _Hlk8894798]Speaking English only is enough to find work in the UK.  
1	2	3	4	5

c) Speaking English only is enough to find work abroad.  
1	2	3	4	5

d) Learning a foreign language is advantageous for work in the UK.  
1	2	3	4	5

e) Speaking foreign languages can improve my child’s career prospects.
[bookmark: _Hlk21175225]1	2	3	4	5

f) Learning a different language improves children’s relationships with other cultures. 
1	2	3	4	5

g) People who speak more than one language have improved memory, problem-solving and critical-thinking skills, enhanced concentration, ability to multitask, and better listening skills. 
[bookmark: _Hlk21175581]1	2	3	4	5

h) Learning a second language can help prevent dementia in later life. 
1	2	3	4	5

i) [bookmark: _Hlk19785934]Learning languages is generally useful. 
1	2	3	4	5

j) It is important for parents who do not speak English as a first language to maintain, use and develop their child’s first language at home. 
1	2	3	4	5

k) Starting to learn a foreign language at the age of 7 enhances a child’s motivation for foreign language learning.
1	2	3	4	5

l) Starting to learn a foreign language at the age of 7 enhances the possibility of a child becoming fluent.  
1	2	3	4	5

m) My child is also exposed to the modern foreign language which he/she is learning at school on a weekly basis outside of school as well (e.g. travel, leisure, watching TV, phone calls, reading books, listening to songs, personal interactions, other media).
[bookmark: _Hlk527398540]1	2	3	4	5


9. Do you wish to ensure that your child is able to continue learning the same MFL in secondary school? 

Yes       No 

Which language? ____________

10. If you answered ‘yes’ to the previous question, please provide an indication as to why you would like your child to continue learning the same Modern Foreign Language in Key Stage 3 (Year 7, Year 8, Year 9). Please answer to as many statements as appropriate by ticking the box:

To ensure continuity and the proficiency gained in the primary school 
For communication with my family members 
For improved language skills in professional development 
For improved language skills in socialising 
Any other reasons: __________________________

11. Do you think that the secondary school to which your child/ren will be transferred should ensure that the same MFL will be available in the curriculum?

Yes       No 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION.









Appendix 2.


INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR SENIOR STAFF FROM SCHOOLS A, B AND C:

School A 

Interview questions for Deputy Headteacher:


1. Can you please explain how is the teaching of Spanish language structured from Year 3 to Year 6 in terms of methodology/textbook and time allocation in the curriculum?

2. What would be the ideal time allocation for a MFL in your view for the students to achieve fluency and proficiency in that language by the end of primary school?

3. Do you employ a specialist teacher to deliver Spanish lessons at school?

4. How do you inform the parents of the time allocation, topics covered and pupils’ progress in Spanish lessons?

5. How many pupils, who are being taught Spanish at school, have English as an additional language? Is there an extra support for them in regard to human resources?

6. The results from the questionnaire highlight the fact that parents of Key Stage 2 pupils strongly agree that learning languages improves children’s relationships with other cultures. How do you promote learning of Spanish at school and do you celebrate other languages pupils speak at home?

7. International evidence shows that there are numerous cognitive benefits of learning languages (improved memory, problem-solving and critical-thinking skills, enhanced concentration, ability to multitask, better listening skills and prevention of dementia in later life). Are you aware of this international evidence? Do you agree with this?

8. Key Stage 2 parents have also expressed in the questionnaire that they strongly perceive MFL as a career-beneficial skill. Do you think that children should be encouraged to learn languages to improve their career prospects?

9. Is there communication between this primary school and local secondary schools to which your pupils are usually transferred in relation to continuation of Spanish in Key Stage 3? 

10. In what way has the Covid-19 pandemic impacted the teaching and availability of Spanish lessons in the school curriculum?







School B 

Interview questions for Headteacher:


1. Can you please explain how is the teaching of French language structured from Year 3 to Year 6 in terms of methodology/textbook and time allocation in the curriculum?

2. What would be the ideal time allocation for a MFL in your view for the students to achieve fluency and proficiency in that language by the end of primary school?

3. Do you employ a specialist teacher to deliver French lessons at school?

4. How do you inform the parents of the time allocation, topics covered and pupils’ progress in French lessons?

5. The findings from the questionnaire have shown that all the Key Stage 2 parents whose children attend your school are multilingual. Do you agree that it can help in developing a positive attitude amongst children towards the learning of MFL in the primary school?

6. The results from the questionnaire highlight the fact that parents of Key Stage 2 pupils strongly agree that learning languages improves children’s relationships with other cultures. How do you promote learning of French at school and do you celebrate other languages pupils speak at home?

7. International evidence shows that there are numerous cognitive benefits of learning languages (improved memory, problem-solving and critical-thinking skills, enhanced concentration, ability to multitask, better listening skills and prevention of dementia in later life). Are you aware of this international evidence? Do you agree with this?

8. Key Stage 2 parents have also expressed in the questionnaire that they strongly perceive MFL as a career-beneficial skill. Do you think that children should be encouraged to learn languages to improve their career prospects?

9. Is there communication between this primary school and secondary schools to which your pupils are usually transferred in relation to continuation of French in Key Stage 3? 

10. In what way has the Covid-19 pandemic impacted the teaching and availability of French lessons in the school curriculum?









School C 

Interview questions for Headteacher:


1. Can you please explain how is the teaching of Spanish language structured from Year 3 to Year 6 in terms of methodology/textbook and time allocation in the curriculum?

2. With a significant time allocation of two 45 minute Spanish lessons per week, what level of fluency and proficiency do your students achieve in Spanish by the end of primary school?

3. Do you employ a specialist teacher to deliver Spanish lessons at school?

4. How do you inform the parents of the time allocation, topics covered and pupils’ progress in Spanish lessons?

5. The findings from the questionnaire have shown that 20 families out of 38 (53%) declared they spoke languages other than English and 18 families out of 38 (47%) declared themselves as being monolingual. Is this something you notice? Does it have any significance in terms of including MFL in the curriculum?

6. The results from the questionnaire highlight the fact that parents of Key Stage 2 pupils strongly agree that learning languages improves children’s relationships with other cultures. How do you promote learning of Spanish at school and do you celebrate other languages pupils speak at home?

7. International evidence shows that there are numerous cognitive benefits of learning languages (improved memory, problem-solving and critical-thinking skills, enhanced concentration, ability to multitask, better listening skills and prevention of dementia in later life). Are you aware of this international evidence? Do you agree with this?

8. Key Stage 2 parents have also expressed in the questionnaire that they strongly perceive MFL as a career-beneficial skill. Do you think that children should be encouraged to learn languages to improve their career prospects?

9. Is there communication between this primary school and secondary schools to which your pupils are usually transferred in relation to continuation of Spanish in Key Stage 3? 

10. In what way has the Covid-19 pandemic impacted the teaching and availability of Spanish lessons in the school curriculum?















 School A     n=23

Are you a parent/guardian of child/ren in Key Stage 2 (Year 3-Year 6)?	Yes	 No	23	0	


School B    n=6

Are you a parent/guardian of child/ren in Key Stage 2 (Year 3-Year 6)?	Yes	 No	6	0	


School C    n=38

Are you a parent/guardian of child/ren in Key Stage 2 (Year 3-Year 6)?	Yes	 No	38	0	


School A    n=23

Which school year is your child in?	Year 3	 Year 4	 Year 5	 Year 6	5	6	8	4	


School B    n=6

Which school year is your child in?	Year 3	 Year 4	 Year 5	 Year 6	1	0	3	2	


School C    n=38

Which school year is your child in?	Year 3	 Year 4	 Year 5	 Year 6	17	13	8	0	


School A    n=23

Which modern foreign language (MFL) is your child currently learning at primary school in the curriculum:	French	 Spanish	 German	 Mandarin	 Other	 None	0	23	0	0	0	0	


School B    n=6

Which modern foreign language (MFL) is your child currently learning at primary school in the curriculum:	French	 Spanish	 German	 Mandarin	 Other	 None	6	0	0	0	0	0	


School C    n=38

Which modern foreign language (MFL) is your child currently learning at primary school in the curriculum:	French	 Spanish	 German	 Mandarin	 Other	 None	0	38	0	0	0	0	


School A   n=23

Please indicate how many minutes a week does your child spend learning a MFL at school (an approximate estimation will suffice if you are unsure):	30 min	45 min	60 min	90 min	120 min	Unsure	8	6	6	0	0	3	


School B    n=6

Please indicate how many minutes a week does your child spend learning a MFL at school (an approximate estimation will suffice if you are unsure):	30 min	45 min	60 min	90 min	120 min	Unsure	4	1	0	0	0	1	


School C    n=38

Please indicate how many minutes a week does your child spend learning a MFL at school (an approximate estimation will suffice if you are unsure):	30 min	45 min	60 min	90 min	120 min	Unsure	4	8	10	14	0	2	


School A    n=23

Is this amount of time limited to only once a week?	Yes	 No	21	2	


School B    n=6    

Is this amount of time limited to only once a week?	Yes	 No	6	0	


School C    n=38

Is this amount of time limited to only once a week?	Yes	 No	12	26	


School A    n=2

If not, please specify:	Twice a week	Three times a week	Four times a week	Other	2	0	0	0	


School C    n=26

If not, please specify:	Twice a week	Three times a week	Four times a week	Other	26	0	0	0	


School A    n=23

Is your child also learning a MFL as an extra-curricular activity at school (that is, in a lunch club or an after school club, for example)?	Yes	 No	5	18	


School B    n=6

Is your child also learning a MFL as an extra-curricular activity at school (that is, in a lunch club or an after school club, for example)?	Yes	 No	0	6	


School C    n=38

Is your child also learning a MFL as an extra-curricular activity at school (that is, in a lunch club or an after school club, for example)?	Yes	 No	6	32	


Spanish	5	Which language?	


School C    n=6

Which language?	Spanish	Mandarin	French	3	2	1	


School A    n=23

Do you speak any languages other than English?	Yes	 No	12	11	


School B    n=6

Do you speak any languages other than English?	Yes	 No	6	0	


School C    n=38

Do you speak any languages other than English?	Yes	 No	20	18	


School A    n=12

If so, indicate as many as appropriate:	Spanish	French 	Italian	Cantonese	Arabic	Japanese	British Sign Language	Makaton	Swedish	Tagalog	Krio	Polish	German	Vietnamese	4	7	3	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	2	3	1	


School B    n=6

If so, indicate as many as appropriate:	Igbo	 Twi	 Yoruba	 French	 Krio	1	1	2	1	1	


School C   n=20

If so, indicate as many as appropriate:	French 	Spanish	Catalan	German	Urdu	Italian	Japanese	Yoruba	Greek	Tunisian Arabic	Russian	13	3	1	2	2	3	2	1	1	1	1	


School A    n=23

Do you wish to ensure that your child is able to continue learning the same MFL in secondary school?	Yes	 No	22	1	


School B    n=6

Do you wish to ensure that your child is able to continue learning the same MFL in secondary school?	Yes	 No	6	0	


School C    n=38

Do you wish to ensure that your child is able to continue learning the same MFL in secondary school?	Yes	 No	35	3	


School A    n=23

Which language?	Spanish	French	Latin	German	Mandarin	Arabic	Italian	18	8	2	3	2	1	1	


School B    n=6

Which language?+Graphs!$L$71:$L$73	Spanish	 French	 German	2	6	1	


School C    n=38

Which language?	Spanish	French	Mandarin	Greek	34	5	1	1	


School A    n=23

If you answered ‘yes’ to the previous question, please provide an indication as to why you would like your child to continue learning the same Modern Foreign Language in Key Stage 3 (Year 7, Year 8, Year 9). Please answer to as many statements as appropri	A	 B	 C	 D	19	2	16	14	


School B    n=6    

If you answered ‘yes’ to the previous question, please provide an indication as to why you would like your child to continue learning the same Modern Foreign Language in Key Stage 3 (Year 7, Year 8, Year 9). Please answer to as many statements as appropri	A	 B	 C	 D	5	1	5	4	


School C    n=38

If you answered ‘yes’ to the previous question, please provide an indication as to why you would like your child to continue learning the same Modern Foreign Language in Key Stage 3 (Year 7, Year 8, Year 9). Please answer to as many statements as appropri	A	 B	 C	 D	34	2	30	21	


School A    n=23

Do you think that the secondary school to which your child/ren will be transferred should ensure that the same MFL will be available in the curriculum?	Yes	 No	20	3	


School B    n=6

Do you think that the secondary school to which your child/ren will be transferred should ensure that the same MFL will be available in the curriculum?	Yes	 No	6	


School C    n=38

Do you think that the secondary school to which your child/ren will be transferred should ensure that the same MFL will be available in the curriculum?	Yes	 No	34	4	
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