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1. Executive Summary 
 

The London Centre for Languages and Cultures (LCLC) is one of a number of education projects 

established in 2013 under the auspices of the London Schools Excellence Fund whose overarching 

aim has been to enhance the subject knowledge of teachers of all subjects in order to i) raise 

standards of teaching in London schools and ii) to improve pupil attainment. The LCLC is a 

partnership between The Open University, Pembroke College Oxford and William Morris Sixth Form 

College in Hammersmith, working with a number of other schools in West and Central London and 

focussing in particular on the study of languages and the transition from GCSE to A level and beyond 

into HE. Following a rigorous selection process, funding for the LCLC and a number of other 

successful projects was provided for a period of two years. 

The varied programme of events developed and delivered for teachers and Key Stage 5 pupils by the 

LCLC team has included Study Days, Summer Schools and CPD events for teachers held at Pembroke 

College, Oxford, The Open University, and at the hub school in London.  Feedback collected from 

participants and stakeholders throughout the programme demonstrates that the LCLC project has 

been successful in a number of important respects: 

 

 The programme of events delivered by the LCLC has provided opportunities for teachers 

and pupils alike to gain first-hand experience of university life and to learn about the 

wide range of university level study opportunities for talented young linguists 

 Teachers participating in the project report that the project has provided them with new 

ideas which they can use directly in their teaching to stretch and motivate talented 

young linguists in Key Stages 4 and 5. 

 The project has succeeded in raising the general awareness of the value of languages for 

HE level study and careers amongst pupils in the schools participating in the project, and 

there is some evidence that it has also boosted AS/AL grades.  

 

In spite of its successes, the LCLC project experienced a number of difficulties, some of which 

became apparent very early on in the life of the project. One such difficulty was the fact that the 
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outcomes established for the LSEF programme as a whole as well as for its constituent projects were 

not appropriate for languages, a subject in which the vast majority of teachers are native speakers in 

the language they are teaching and whose subject knowledge is, therefore, already exceptionally 

high.  The vast majority of pupils opting to study languages at Key Stage 5 are also either already well 

disposed to languages or, which is more often than not the case, already speak another language in 

addition to English.   

The heavy administrative load on schools as well as the workload of classroom teachers meant that 

it was much more difficult than had been anticipated at the early stages of planning to achieve the 

levels of participation by schools, teachers and pupils which had been hoped for by both the Mayor’s 

office and the LCLC project partners.  For similar reasons it proved impossible for the LCLC project 

delivery team to meet the stringent evaluation requirements set out by LSEF’s partner, Project 

Oracle including, for example, establishing randomised control groups. Following the interim 

evaluation report for the project submitted in November 2014, it was decided that while project 

evaluation systems needed to be rigorous and robust, they also had to take account of the realities 

of the educational context in which the LCLC was operating.  In this respect, a decision was made to 

place greater emphasis on assessing project impact through qualitative data collection since this 

could be done through surveys, questionnaires and interviews following project events themselves. 

The work of the LCLC project demonstrates that collaborations between different types of 

educational establishment, in this case, universities and schools, can be effective in supporting 

young adults in their decisions about further study possibilities and in helping them to prepare well 

for important examinations.  While the project has also shown the importance of school to school 

collaboration in building sustainable networks of professional support for busy classroom teachers, it 

has also demonstrated that schools need more time and funding if they are benefit from such 

collaborations fully.  Lack of time in particular was a feature adversely affecting levels of 

engagement with other schools at the outset of the project as well as ongoing participation by 

teachers and their pupils. 

As is the case with many publicly funded initiatives, the period of funding for the projects within the 

LSEF programme has been two years. However, the evaluation of the LCLC project suggests that to 

achieve the kind of long term impact desired by funders, a longer period of funding is needed.  Both 

the qualitative data and participant feedback which forms part of this evaluation provide an 

excellent opportunity for the partners and delivery team to make adjustments to the project that 

would enhance the future effectiveness of the project and increase its impact. In particular, a 

collaborative project such as the LCLC has the means to facilitate valuable multi-school professional 

networks for teachers in a way which is impossible for busy classroom teachers and managers. 

   

2.  Project Description  

The London Centre for Languages and Cultures (LCLC) was launched in November 2013 as a 

partnership between The Open University, Pembroke College Oxford, and William Morris Sixth Form 

College in Hammersmith. It was established with funding from the London Schools Excellence Fund, 

in conjunction with the Mayor of London and the Department for Education. 

In accordance with the overall aims of the London Schools Excellence Fund, the LCLC was set up to 

enhance the subject knowledge of language teachers, and to encourage and promote the study of 

languages, which are traditionally less popular choices for university applicants from disadvantaged 

backgrounds.  
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The project was developed in a context of grave concern about the position of languages as a school 

subject, with the proportion of the cohort sitting a GCSE in a modern language having declined from 

76% in 2002 to 40% in 2011 as a result of reforms to the 14-19 curriculum. However, the 

introduction of the English Baccalaureate (which requires pupils to gain GCSEs in a range of 

academic subjects including a modern or ancient language) as a performance measure for schools 

boosted take up to 48% in 2013. At A level, participation in language learning had also been in 

decline for many years with take up for languages declining by one third from 1996 to 2013, in a 

context of increasing numbers for A levels overall. This had a negative impact on provision at HE with 

a number of university language departments being forced to close.  

The languages included in the programme for the Centre are Arabic, Chinese, French, German, 

Italian, Japanese, Persian, Portuguese and Spanish, as well as a focus on applied linguistics. The 

Centre’s programme of events serves state schools across the three West London boroughs of 

Hammersmith & Fulham, Kensington & Chelsea, and the City of Westminster. 

In agreement with the London Schools Excellence Fund (LSEF) team at City Hall, the LCLC put 

together a two year programme (academic years 2013/14 and 2014/15) of activities including 

language study days, teacher seminars and summer residential courses for both teachers and post – 

16 pupils.  The programme was designed to deliver ambitious change in 3 broad areas: Teachers’ 

subject knowledge, Pupils’ attainment and the Wider School Learning System.  Specific outcomes in 

each of these broad areas were as follows: 

 Teachers’ Subject Knowledge 

- Improved lesson delivery 

- Increased teacher confidence 

- Increased pedagogic knowledge  

- Augmented subject knowledge 

- Expansion of professional networks and cross-fertilisation of practice 

- Enhanced quality-controlled teaching resources 

 

 Pupils’ Attainment 

- Heightened ambitions 

- Increased confidence 

- Increased knowledge 

 

 Wider School Learning Systems 

- Wider dissemination of training  

- Adoption of model  

- Expansion of network and wider dissemination of resources  
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Core activities included a series of study days, seminars, CPD sessions, Easter schools and residential 

summer schools, delivered out of the hub school William Morris Sixth Form by the coordinator 

based within the school, and held in various locations in London and Oxford, with the support of the 

partner HEIs. Outside of this, a number of new partnerships arose during the two years of the 

project, leading to new activities – and new outcomes – not envisaged at the start of the 

programme. 

 

2.1 Transition to New National Curriculum 
This project does not seek to support transition to the new national curriculum.  

 

2.2 Resources 
A website has been created out of the project. As is discussed below in this report, the LCLC’s 

website is envisaged to grow significantly, as the project team seek to increase the extent and 

breadth of online provision, and to make greater use of remote resources as a means of maintaining 

long-term engagement with participants. The website can be found at: www.lclc.info   

 

3. Evaluation Methodology 

 

For the purposes of project evaluation and to facilitate the monitoring of progress towards agreed 

outcomes, a variety of tools were used which were designed to deliver both quantitative and 

qualitative data.  These included baseline questionnaires for participating schools, teachers and 

pupils (based on the requirements of the Project Oracle team), post-event questionnaires for 

participating teachers and pupils at all events organised by the LCLC, face to face/telephone 

interviews and focus groups with teachers, school based managers and pupils.  All participants were 

given a unique reference number to enable the evaluators to track participation in the project whilst 

protecting the identity of the individuals concerned. It was neither feasible nor practical to establish 

parallel comparison groups of schools, teachers and pupils who did not receive the intervention.  

However, a comparison with the national picture is provided through use of the performance data 

available from the Department of Education (DfE) and examination data published by the 

examination boards.    

 

Description  Target Outcomes Tools used for data collection  

Teacher 
Outcome 1  

Increased subject knowledge and greater 
awareness of teaching methods most likely 
to enhance pupils’ learning and 
achievement at KS4/5 

Baseline survey of participating 
teachers (x19) 
Baseline survey of students (x 50) 
Post-event evaluation 
questionnaires for teachers (x 52) 
Exit interviews with teachers (x 5) 
Exit interview with head teacher (x1) 

Teacher 
Outcome 2 

Increased teacher confidence in teaching 
one or more of 9 specific languages 

Teacher 
Outcome 3 

Delivery of high quality teaching  

Teacher 
Outcome 4 

Use of better resources for teaching 
specific languages 

http://www.lclc.info/
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Pupil outcome 
1  

Increased educational attainment and 
progress 

School-level data on participation 
and attainment at languages GCSE 
and A level, 2013 and 2014 
Baseline survey of students (x 50) 
Baseline survey of participating 
teachers (x19) 
Post-event evaluation 
questionnaires for students (x 123) 
Exit interviews with students (x 5) 
Exit interviews with teachers (x 5) 
Exit interview with head teacher (x1) 
 

Pupil outcome 
2 

Increased take up of language subjects at 
GCSE and A level 

Pupil outcome 
3  

Heightened long term ambition 

Wider system 
outcome 1  

Teachers/schools making greater use of 
networks, other schools and colleagues to 
improve subject knowledge and teaching 
practice. 

Baseline survey of participating 
teachers (x19) 
Post-event evaluation 
questionnaires for teachers (x 52) 
Exit interviews with teachers (x 5) 
Exit interview with head teacher (x1) 

 

 

4. Methodological Constraints 

Very early on in the life of the project it was discovered that one of main aims of the project set by 

LSEF i.e. to increase teachers’ subject knowledge, was not appropriate for the LCLC project as the 

overwhelming majority of language teachers working at Key Stages 4 and 5 are native speakers and 

therefore have an exceptionally high level of linguistic competence/subject knowledge. This was 

flagged up in the interim evaluation report and the target subsequently removed. 

There were considerable difficulties in collecting some of the data originally required.  As this was 

having a negative impact on the level of interest from schools in participating in the project, it was 

decided not to insist that school managers complete baseline surveys on teachers and pupils. With 

the exception of the hub school, there is therefore no quantitative data from school managers which 

can be used to assess the impact of the project.  

Baseline data about participating schools was also difficult to gather, and is only available from a 

small number of schools. However, it has been possible to draw on DfE performance table data from 

all participating schools.  

It proved impossible to conduct an audit of teaching resources due to the complexity of the task 

with such a wide range of resources used for the teaching of languages, and the number of 

languages involved. However, feedback and views on resources have been collected from event 

evaluation forms as well as from teacher questionnaires.  

As already noted in the interim report submitted to LSEF, patterns of teacher and pupil participation 

in LCLC activities were more sporadic than envisaged which meant that it was not possible to track 

the impact of the project from the beginning to the end on individual pupils and teachers in the way 

that the LSEF and their partner Project Oracle had originally conceived. The evaluation plan was 

therefore revised to include a more qualitative approach for Year 2, including interviews with 

teachers and pupils rather than exit questionnaires as originally intended. 
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4.2 Project longevity & sustainability 
The LCLC will continue to operate beyond the expiration of the LSEF funding, and both lead 

institutions have committed to ongoing support of the LCLC, although the extent to which the 

Centre’s activity will continue is dependent upon the level of additional funding which can be 

acquired, including from the LSEF Legacy Fund. A more complete account of plans for the LCLC’s 

medium-term future can be found in Section 11.3 below.  

 

5. Project Spend 

 

 Original 
Budget 

Revised 
Budget 

Final Budget Actual Spend Variance 

Total LSEF 
Funding 

£174,498 £197,448 £171,672 (as 
of 30th 
September 
2015) 

£171,672 
(£184,991 
forecast by 
31st December 
2015) 

£25,776 
(£12,457 by 
31st December 
2015) 

Other Public 
Funding 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Other Private 
Funding 

£22,805 
match funding 

£22,805 
match funding 

£22,805 
match funding 

£22,805 0 

Total Project 
Funding 

£197,303 
(including 
match 
funding) 

£220,253 £194,432 £194,432 £25,776 
(£12,457 by 
31st December 
2015) 

 

  

 Original 
Budget 

Revised 
Budget 

Final Budget Actual Spend Variance 

Direct Staff 
Costs 

£64,000 £61,027 £61,027 £61,027 £2973 
(original 
budget) 
£0 (revised 
budget) 

Management 
Costs 

£28,204 £34,318 £36,838 £36,838 -£8,634 
(original 
budget) 
-£2,520 
(revised 
budget) 

Participant 
Costs 

£32,439 £47,306 £38,725 £38,725 -£6,286 
(original 
budget) 
£8,580 
(revised 
budget) 
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Teacher 
Supply/Cover 
Costs 

£14,000 £2,000 £575 £575 £13,425 
(original 
budget) 
£1,325 
(revised 
budget) 

Evaluation 
Costs 

£14,000 £14,000 £14,000 £14,000 £0 

Other 
(including: 
Travel, 
Website, 
Marketing)  

£21,856 £40,531 £21,950 £21,950 -£94 (original 
budget) 
£18,581 
(revised 
budget) 

Total Costs £174,499 £199,182 £173,115 £173,115 £1,384 
(original 
budget) 
£26,067 
(revised 
budget) 

 

 

5.2 Commentary on project spend 
 

The above represents the total project budget and costs to the best knowledge of the project team 

as of 30th September 2015. However, as project delivery is continuing until 31st December 2015, and 

some costs are still outstanding, the figures should be taken as indicative as opposed to definitive, 

and in some cases of more recent (summer 2015) activity, figures are based on considered estimates 

of actual expenditure, which may vary slightly. However, the project team believes the above figures 

to be broadly representative of the project spend, and of the variance between original and final 

budgets, over its two-year lifetime. More precise figures will be available in due course. 

It should be noted that figures for “Final Budget” and “Actual Spend” are in all categories of 

expenditure equal: this is because the final version of the budget was last formulated by the project 

team in late September 2015, in anticipation of the continuation of project expenditure into the 

autumn and winter of 2015. Therefore the budget figures were adjusted based on current levels of 

actual spend at the time of writing. Variance is thus calculated twice, first as the difference between 

the Original Budget and Actual Spend, and secondly as the difference between Revised Budget and 

Actual Spend. Negative variance is presented in italics, for ease of recognition. 

In a few categories of expenditure, there was considerable variance between forecast and actual 

spending. The most significant of these areas was that for the costs of teacher cover: this was 

something with, despite being frequently advertised to participating schools, was only taken up by a 

small handful of staff participants. The amount allocated to this was revised down for subsequent 

budgets, but still only a fraction was claimed. 

A less substantial, but still significant variance can also be observed with respect to the LCLC website, 

marketing and publicity. This is partly because a portion of spending in these areas has been 

postponed to the final three months of 2015, with an increased focus on the sustainability of the 

project which, with funding coming to an end, the project team believes can be achieved primarily 
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through a large-scale expansion of online activities. Therefore, much of the variance in this category 

of expenditure is expected to be spent in the coming months, through growth in the website and in 

particular through the production of new academically-driven video resources. 

Other areas see a relatively small variance or, in the case of evaluation, no variance whatsoever. In 

this case, a contract for evaluation was drawn up at the beginning of the project, and delivered as 

planned throughout the two-year duration of the project. Likewise, management and staff costs 

record relatively little variance, as these were largely agreed in advance with the partner institutions 

involved (though with some increase in management costs on the part of the higher education 

partners, Pembroke College and The Open University, due to unforeseen demands on the time and 

resources of the project leads in these institutions as the project progressed. 

 

 

6. Project Outputs & Outcomes 
 

 

Description Outputs 

Number of schools 
participating in the project  

16 

Number of teachers 
participating in the project 

42 

Number of pupils 
participating in the project1 

208 (approx.) 

Number of CPD events for 
teachers 

11 

Number of Study 
Days/events aimed at pupils 

10 

Number of Summer Schools  2 

Number of new resources 
provided for teachers 

n/a 

Number of teachers who 
participated in more than one 
event2 

18 

Number of pupils who 
participated in more than one 
event 

35 (approx.) 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 Teacher and pupil numbers include attendees at launch events. Not included are the 20 primary school pupils 
who attended taster sessions at the January 2015 Study Day; nor are the 5 teachers who attended this day 
counted in total numbers of teachers. Also not included are Year 9 pupils involved in a trial series of 
enrichment sessions for younger secondary school pupils 
2 For the purposes of calculating teachers and pupils who attended more than one event, attendees at the 
launch events (comprising language-specific seminars and plenary lectures) are counted. Teachers registered 
for these events individually, and so it is possible to provide precise figures. Pupils did not, hence  the 
approximate rather than exact figure given 



11 | P a g e  L C L C  F i n a l  E v a l u a t i o n  R e p o r t  
 

Outputs compared against Original and Revised Targets  

Description Original Target 
Outputs (Funding 
Agreement) 

Revised Target 
Outputs 

Actual Outputs Variance 

No. of schools 27 20 16 -4 

No. of teachers 127 60 42 -18 

No. of pupils 1,000 (indirectly) 200-250 (directly) 
 

208+ - 

 

Commentary on variations in Outputs 
The revised outputs are those set out in the Interim Report (submitted in October 2014), which was 

received by the LSEF and accepted without any amendments being recommended.  

The reasons for the discrepancy in teacher numbers between original and revised targets are well 

explained elsewhere in this report, in the Interim Report, and in the regular monitoring reports 

submitted to the LSEF throughout the lifespan of the project: teacher recruitment proved to be one 

of the most intractable difficulties faced by the project over its lifespan, due largely to the intense 

pressures on teachers’ time in most of the schools the LCLC has engaged with. The lower total 

number of participating schools (reasons for which are explained below) has also had a significant 

effect on the overall numbers of teachers involved. This reduction has had implications on the 

budget (resulting in an overall underspend), and on the nature and frequency of events, as is 

outlined in other sections of this report. It should also be noted that the discrepancy between actual 

outputs in the Final and Interim Reports is explained by the fact that the project team adopted a 

more stringent definition of a participant teacher for the Final Report. Baseline and/or post-event 

data was not ultimately able to be collected from all participant teachers. 

The initial estimates of pupil impact were based on the assumption that between 5 and 10 pupils 

would benefit from each teacher’s involvement. Given the sixth-form focus of most of the LCLC’s 

activities, and the smaller class sizes that tend to come with A Level language classes, the project 

team did not wish to set unrealistic expectations about the impact of the interventions, even though 

the total number of pupils taught by each teacher will of course be significantly greater than this 

figure. Whilst these assumptions have not been abandoned, it has proved a much more difficult 

output to quantify, given that the extent of each teacher’s participation in the LCLC has been 

different. The level to which they – and therefore their pupils – will benefit is variable, and 

impossible to quantify realistically. Moreover, different types of intervention have different types 

and levels of impact. Although detailed analysis is made in Section 8 of this report about the value of 

the LCLC’s interventions, the actual level of indirect impact of pupils from this is difficult to gauge. In 

light of this, the project team have set a greater focus on pupils directly engaged with – through 

attendance at study days, Easter schools or summer schools, for which the revised targets have been 

met. 

There were fewer participant schools than hoped in the original target outputs, which envisaged all 

secondary schools in the Tri-Borough having some involvement with the LCLC. It has proven 

impossible to get full buy-in from all schools in the area; despite multiple attempts on the part of the 

hub school management, the coordinator, and Pembroke College, several schools simply did not 

reply to any of the approaches to get involved. Nevertheless, the final numbers of participating 

schools are close to the revised targets, albeit slightly under. 
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Project Outcomes 
Project outcomes are assessed in the sections below; as was brought up in the project’s Interim 

Report and addressed in Section 4 above, these have by necessity been assessed primarily by 

qualitative rather than quantitative means. However, for reference, outcomes as set out in the 

Interim Report are as follows: 

Outcomes 

Original Target Outcomes Revised Target Outcomes 

 
 
 
 
 
Teacher 
Outcomes 

Increased subject knowledge 
and greater awareness of 
subject-specific teaching 
methods 

Unchanged – but with greater focus on “subject-
specific teaching methods” than on subject 
knowledge 

Increased teacher confidence Unchanged – but lower priority, since this has not 
been identified as an area in which teachers feel 
they have a strong CPD need 

Delivery of higher-quality 
teaching including subject-
focused and teaching 
methods 

Unchanged – but with a greater focus on 
pedagogical resources and sharing of best 
practice, as identified by participating teachers 

Use of better subject-specific 
resources 

Unchanged 

 Increased communication and understanding 
between teachers and HEIs  

 
 
 
Pupil 
Outcomes 

Increased educational 
attainment and progress 

Unchanged 

Increased take-up of 
language subjects at GCSE 
and A Level 

Increased take-up of language subjects at GCSE, A 
Level and higher education 

Heightened long-term 
ambition 

Unchanged – ambition with respect to 
attainment, university/degree choice, and future 
(post-university) prospects 

 Increased enjoyment of languages, and in 
particular their associated cultures, within and 
beyond of the curriculum 

Wider 
School 
Learning 
System 
Outcomes 

Teachers and schools 
involved in intervention, 
making greater use of 
networks, other schools, and 
colleagues to improve subject 
knowledge and teaching 
practice 

Unchanged 
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7. Key Beneficiary Data 

7.1 Teacher Sub-Groups 
 No. 

teachers 
% NQTs  
(in their 1st 
year of 
teaching 
when they 
became 
involved) 

% Teaching 
2 – 3 yrs (in 

their 2nd and 
3rd years of 
teaching 
when they 
became 
involved) 

% Teaching 
4 yrs + 
(teaching 
over 4 years 
when they 
became 
involved) 

% Primary 
(KS1 & 2) 

% 
Secondary 
(KS3 - 5) 

Project  
Total 

42 20% 10% 70% 0% 100% 

 

7.1.2 Commentary on Teacher Sub-Groups 
Given that some participating teachers did not complete baseline evaluation forms, the above 

percentages are estimates based on extrapolations from the existing data. 

In addition to the characteristics displayed above, it is interesting to note that a significant 

proportion of participating teachers are native speakers of the languages they teach (a key finding, 

in fact, of the Interim Report, which led to a reconsideration of teacher activities in Year 2, and has 

led to wider conclusions about the efficacy of the intervention more generally). In terms of individual 

qualifications, almost all teachers have PGCEs, except for a small handful who qualified abroad, or 

were in training at the time of contact with the LCLC. A significant number (approximately a third) 

also have management responsibilities within their schools, most often as a head of department. 

 

7.2 Pupil Sub-Groups 
This data about pupil sub-groups is taken from available school-level data or, where school-level 

data is unavailable, local authority-level data (the latter was used for estimates of ethnic breakdown, 

since publicly available school-level data is unavailable for this category). This was collected in 

summer and autumn 2015, using published Department for Education performance tables and other 

freely available datasets, supplemented by data collected in summer 2014 for the Interim Report. 

This data was then averaged across all participating schools to create an estimate for breakdown 

across all participating schools. Calculations are based on the assumption that the classes taught by 

teachers in their respective institutions are broadly reflective of the composition of the school as a 

whole; certainly, all participating teachers taught across a range of age and ability groups. Data 

below concerns pupils indirectly reached; please see below for a discussion of pupils with whom the 

LCLC engaged directly. 

 No. 
pupils 

% LAC % FSM % FSM last 
6 yrs 

% EAL % SEN 

Project Total3 
 

208+ 
(direct) 
420 
(indirect, 
approx.) 

Data 
unavailable 

28.9% 44.5% 47.4% 10.9% 

                                                           
3 A school-by-school breakdown of EAL and FSM figures, as well as contextual results data, can be found in 
Section 8.2.1 
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7.2.1 Commentary on Pupil Sub-Groups 
The above figures are estimates based on the assumptions (explained above) made about the pupils 

that participating teachers will reach. Without requesting a detailed breakdown from teachers of all 

pupils taught in each of their classes (which would have been exceedingly unlikely to have yielded 

results, based on the rates of data-collection in other areas of the project), this assumption provides 

the best possible estimate of the demographic breakdown of those pupils whom the project will 

have reached via their teachers. 

It is important to distinguish between the data provided above, and data concerning pupils who 

participated directly in the programme (that is, by attending study days, Easter schools, summer 

schools, etc.), data about whom was also collected. However, as is outlined elsewhere in this report, 

levels of data provided by schools were sporadic and incomplete, meaning that it is impossible to 

make judgements about the whole cohort which go beyond generalisations. Nevertheless, it is 

apparent that the characteristics of this group of students differ from the characteristics of those 

whom it is estimated the programme will reach indirectly, given that only certain groups of pupils 

were targeted for this direct engagement. 

Analysis of the available data on participant demographics (ethnicity, gender, EAL, SEN) can be found 

in the Interim Report. This report found, for instance, that whilst the majority of participating pupils 

spoke English as a first language, there was a significant minority (approximately one in six) who 
                                                           
4 Ethnic categories are based on averages across the Tri-Borough, taken from DfE statistics published in June 
2015. Statistics are indicative of the average breakdown of ethnic groups across all schools in these three 
boroughs, but it should be noted that there is likely a huge variation between participating schools. The 
attribution of these statistics to the project as a whole is based on the assumptions outlined above; however it 
should be stressed that it is impossible in this instance to provide anything more than indicative estimates 
based on the demographic characteristics of the target boroughs 
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were EAL students. In terms of ethnic background, it found that around half of the pupils 

participating in the first year of the project identified as White (including White European), with the 

remainder identifying as Asian/Asian British, Black/Black British, or Mixed. Only one of the students 

was looked after by the local authority under the provisions of the Children Act 1989 and two had 

statements of SEN/Supported/School Action Plus, this latter statistic reflecting the fact that most of 

the pupil-centred activities were targeted primarily at the most academically able pupils who are 

generally less likely to be statemented. 

Not included in these figures are the 20 Year 6 pupils who attended taster sessions provided by the 

LCLC at the January 2015 Study Day (and nor are the 5 teachers in attendance included in the 

teacher statistics). All of these pupils were part of the University of Westminster’s Network for 

Languages London project, with which the LCLC collaborated closely. 

 

8. Project Impact 
 

Given that some of the basic assumptions around which the project was built were found not to fit 

the context of language teaching, and given that the pattern of engagement by schools, teachers 

and pupils was very different from that which had originally been envisaged, it has been extremely 

difficult to collect quantitative data in the way that was prescribed by Project Oracle, LSEF’s partner, 

at the outset of the programme.  The paucity of quantitative data available to the evaluators means 

that it has been necessary to rely more heavily on qualitative data captured through post-event 

questionnaires and interviews to assess the impact of the LCLC project.  This is set out in the sections 

which follow for each of the key target groups: teachers, pupils and the wider school system 

(including school-based managers). 

Outside of the “core” activities of the LCLC, whose impact is explored in this section, the project has 

also had considerable impact through a range of more peripheral activities, including events 

organised in partnership with other LSEF projects (namely, Network for Languages London at the 

University of Westminster, and Tri-Borough Alternative Provision). In addition, it has hosted a 

Colloquium into MFL education in the UK, supported by the GLA and attended by over seventy 

delegates from the world of language education in the UK. Although the project team considers 

these outcomes to be fundamental to the project’s overall impact, they are not explored in this 

section as they lie outside of the formal evaluation framework, and were not formally assessed in 

the same way as the core activity. Instead, they are elaborated upon in Section 9, alongside a 

discussion of what the project team believe to be some of the more “intangible” outcomes of the 

project. 

 

Note on evaluation timelines 
Due to both the paucity of the quantitative data available, and the significant variations in 1st and 2nd 

return dates (as teachers and pupils generally joined the project at different stages), it was felt that a 

straightforward listing of outcomes, metrics and characteristics would be of negligible value, and 

would not come close to reflecting findings about the project’s impact. Individual outcomes and 

sample characteristics are explored in great depth in the individual analyses below, augmented 

significantly by the qualitative data gathered through participant interviews. 

Nevertheless, the table below sets out the types, methods and dates of evaluation tools: 
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Type Date Method Notes 

Baseline Surveys 
(Pupils & Teachers) 

Autumn Term 2013 
for first batch; 
subsequently, at 
start of first point of 
contact for new 
participants  

Online questionnaire; 
subsequently, paper 
form gathered in-
person at events. 
Sample questionnaires 
are attached as 
appendices 
 
Separate questionnaires 
for pupils, teachers and 
school managers, plus a 
language provision 
survey for heads of 
department. 

It was found that the rates 
of return for the baseline 
surveys were very low. 
Therefore, it was decided to 
replace the online form 
with a paper form which 
would be given to new 
pupils and teachers in 
person at the start of their 
first event, and handed in in 
person. 
 
4 schools provided 
completed language 
provision surveys. 
 
Questionnaires for school 
leaders were also sent out 
with the initial batch of 
surveys, but none of these 
were returned. 
 

Demographic & 
Exam Result Data 
(Pupils) 

July 2014 & 
September 2015 
 

Requests sent by email 
to link teachers, with 
tables to complete 
about participating 
pupils from their 
schools 

As is explained elsewhere in 
the report, response levels 
were highly variable, with 
only a limited number of 
schools returning 
completed data (and 
several not replying at all). 
Nevertheless, use has been 
made of what data is 
available, along with the 
appropriate caveats; please 
see analysis in sections 
below 
 

Post-Event Surveys 
(Pupils & Teachers) 

Continuous Paper surveys 
completed and handed 
in in-person at the end 
of each event. Sample 
questionnaires are 
attached as appendices 

As this information was 
collected in-person at each 
event, response rates for 
the post-event evaluations 
are by far the highest of all 
the various pieces of data 
collected – 100% in some 
cases 
 

Evaluation 
Interviews (Pupils, 
Teachers & School 
Managers) 

July 2015 Individual interviews 
carried out by the 
project evaluators, 
based on a pre-

Interviewees were selected 
to be broadly 
representative of different 
categories of participant in 
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determined set of 
questions. These were 
carried out in person at 
the 2015 Summer 
School, alongside a 
telephone interview 
with the headteacher of 
the hub school, 
conducted at around 
the same time 
 

the LCLC. Please see below 
for a complete explanation 
 

 

Those teachers and pupils who were interviewed as part of the evaluation process were selected to 

be broadly representative of participants over the course of the two years. Conducted at the LCLC 

Summer School in June 2015, interviewees were selected to represent a range of different schools: 

with a small number of exceptions, each interviewee was taken from a different school. It was also 

intended that the interviews reflect a spectrum of levels of involvement with the project over its 

lifespan: some pupils and teachers had attended several events, whilst for others the Summer 

School was their first engagement with the LCLC. This helped ensure that the sample was more 

representative, and that the experience of different categories of participant were reflected in the 

evaluation. 

Both the original workplan used at the start of the programme, and a revised workplan implemented 

in the project’s second year (in response to the difficulties experienced in the first year, and the 

limitations of the data already collected) are attached to the report as appendices. 

 

8.1  TEACHERS  
 

8.1.2 Quantitative data available 
Baseline data was collected from 19 teachers in 8 schools.  A total of 52 post-event evaluations, 5 

teacher interviews and 1 head teacher interview were completed. In the case of 6 of the 

participating schools, post-event evaluation and/or interview data is available from teachers who 

also completed baseline surveys, giving a total of 10 teachers who can be tracked. However, only 3 

teachers evaluated more than one event so the ‘intervention’ is minimal in each case. The ‘1st return’ 

and ‘2nd return’ dates vary and numbers are too small to support any meaningful quantitative 

analysis. 

 

8.1.3 Findings from the interim evaluation report 
Although improved subject knowledge is the main objective for the overarching LSEF programme of 

education projects, teachers participating in the LCLC project do not express their needs in terms of 

subject knowledge as many of them are native speakers and already have high levels of subject 

knowledge.  Access to this very high level of subject expertise/knowledge perhaps makes languages 

different from other school subjects. Teachers participating in the LCLC programme describe their 

needs as being more in the area of pedagogy and classroom practice, while participating pupils 

report that they are generally happy with the teaching they receive. The interim evaluation report 
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therefore suggested that the focus of the programme be adjusted to take account of the high 

percentage of native speaker teachers taking part in the events arranged through the LCLC and the 

specific needs they describe.   

The interim report also found that teachers participating in events organised by the LCLC were busy 

professionals who generally had insufficient time to commit to a sustained professional 

development programme or to engage on a regular basis with the LCLC project/menu of activities 

and events.  As classroom teachers, the daily demands on their time also meant they had little time 

to contribute to teacher networks or to take part in peer training within or beyond the school they 

were teaching in.  

These findings indicated that the true benefit of the LCLC project was not likely to be achieved 

through the LSEF’s stated outcomes for teachers, and that teachers’ commitment to the project 

would be very difficult to track because of the sporadic nature of their participation in the project. In 

spite of this, relevant quantitative and qualitative data gathered in the life of the project shows 

significant impact in relation to the expected teacher outcomes, as set out below.  

 

 

8.1.4 Evidence from teachers’ baseline surveys 
Respondents were asked the following question ‘How confident do you feel to teach each of the 

languages you are teaching?’ Teachers joining the project already had a very high level of confidence 

in their subject knowledge with nine of 19 responding they were ‘very confident’. Some examples of 

the responses received are as follows: 

 ‘EXTREMELY - AFTER 33 YEARS!!!!!’  

‘Spanish is fine as I'm a native speaker teaching this language for some time.’  

‘Japanese is fine as well but I am in touch with native speakers should any grammatical doubt 

arises...’ 

‘I am confident in teaching both French and Spanish. Above all French being a native speaker.’ 

‘Highly competent.’ 

 ‘I feel pretty confident in my subject knowledge.’ 

Other respondents expressed a greater level of confidence in one of the languages they teach but 

expressed less confidence in their second language, for example: 

 ‘Very confident in Spanish. Not very confident in Russian.’ 

‘I feel confident teaching French, German and Italian. I am aware that I need to improve my subject 

knowledge in German.’ 

A number felt able to teach a second language to a lower level but not to A level, for example: 

 ‘I am happy to teach KS3, 4 and ab initio post 16. However, I’d not feel as comfortable teaching A 

levels of IB Language B courses.’  

‘French - very confident to A Level; German - confident to GCSE.’ 
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With the exception of one respondent who commented ‘I feel increasingly that I am losing 

confidence in teaching at A2 level. Mainly due to dwindling vocabulary’, respondents confirmed that 

this was not a significant professional development need for them.   

The areas of professional development which participating teachers felt would most help them most 

were i) language teaching pedagogy and ii) understanding their pupils’ needs. 

Respondent teachers completing the baseline survey were also asked ‘What type of career 

development do you think would help you become a better teacher?’  Multiple answers were 

permitted and the results are set out in the chart below: 

 

CPD needs 
 

Number of responses 

Improving teaching techniques and approaches 14 

Improving my understanding of pupils’ needs and the barriers they face 12 

Improving my understanding of how to monitor and assess pupil 
progress 

9 

Improving knowledge of and access to teaching resources 8 

Improving my own fluency and knowledge of the languages I teach 7 

Improving my understanding of second/foreign language acquisition 7 

Improving my knowledge of the cultures and countries where the 
language(s) I teach are spoken 

7 

Other* 2 

 

* ‘Having more time’, ‘Improving my knowledge of differentiation’ 

 

8.1.5 Qualitative evidence from teachers’ post-event evaluation questionnaires  
 

Q. To what extent were the following CPD needs met by this event? (4= Extremely well, 1= Not at all) 

Average scores for each LCLC run event 

 Knowledge 
of cultures 
and 
countries 
where the 
language(s) 
taught are 
spoken 

Improving 
teaching 
techniques 
and 
approaches 

Improving
under-
standing 
of second 
/foreign 
language 
acquisition 

Improving 
knowledge 
of and 
access to 
teaching 
resources 

Improving 
under-
standing 
of how to 
monitor 
and assess 
pupil 
progress 

Improving 
under-
standing of 
pupils’ needs 
and the 
barriers they 
face 

Study day 
2014 

3.4 2.71 2.67 2.71 2.50 2.38 

Summer 
School 
2014 

4 3 n/a 3.67 3 2 
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Bridge AP 
Summer 
school 

3.33 3.67 3.50 3.83 3.17 3.33 

Seminar 
series 
2014 

3.05 

 
2.72 2.92 2.27 3.00 

 

2.85 2.72 2.92 2.27 3.00 

Bridge 
CPD 2015 

2.33 3.83 3.67 3.83 3.17 3.67 

Study day 
2015 

3 2.67 2.00 3.33 1.67 1.67 

Seminars 
June 2015 

3.2 2.75 2.5 2.5 2.33 2.33 

Summer 
School 
2015 

2 3 2.5 2 1 1.5 

Average 
 

3.04 3.06 2.79 3.1 2.39 2.49 

 

NB. It is important to bear in mind that not all events were designed to address all CPD needs. 

 

The LCLC programme of events was most successful in meeting teachers’ needs in the areas of 

cultural knowledge, teaching techniques and teaching resources, all of which received average 

scores greater than 3.  This is a very positive score, given the mismatch between teachers’ stated 

needs and the focus of the project.  

Detailed qualitative data from teachers’ post-event evaluation forms show that teachers had 

identified a wide range of ways in which they planned to use what they had learned in their 

teaching.  Responses to the question ‘‘How will you incorporate this learning into your teaching?’ 

included a wide range of themes including: 

o the teaching of literature 

o the culture of a range of countries speaking a particular language 

o making greater use of technology to enhance language teaching 

o specific techniques for supporting the learning of dyslexic pupils 

o resources and pedagogic techniques for teaching skills 

Specific responses from teachers who completed post-event evaluation questionnaires have been 

grouped around these themes as follows: 

 

o The teaching of literature 

‘For example, trying to use literature even if it’s not included in the examination board we work with.’ 

 ‘I might try to use texts more (literary) when discussing the 'culture' topic.’ 

‘I am considering exposing my pupils to poetry on a more regular basis.’ 

 

 

 

 



21 | P a g e  L C L C  F i n a l  E v a l u a t i o n  R e p o r t  
 

o The culture of a range of countries speaking a particular language 

‘I will use some of the ideas about Spanish culture from Latin American countries.  I’ll use the useful 

‘tips’ given in the listening skills workshop.’ 

 ‘Include Francophone literature in GCSE classes.’ 

 ‘Not directly - the seminar helped to remind me of the diversity of the Francophone world and of the 

importance of awakening pupils' interest in this area of the specification.’ 

‘The idea of Francophone literature & encouraging them to read further.’ 

 

 

o Making greater use of technology to enhance language teaching 

‘Using more multimedia.’  

‘It was very advanced for our students but we did discuss good websites amongst teachers.’ 

‘I will use most of the apps, websites and resources recommended.’ 

 

  

o Specific techniques for supporting the learning of dyslexic pupils 

‘This learning will boost my understanding how to identify learner with dyslexia.’ 

‘By altering resources to account for dyslexia.’ 

‘More colour coding & kinaesthetic activities.’ 

‘I understand how a dyslexic student face language learning and know the areas I would have to over 

teach.’ 

‘Consider how I present my work for dyslexic students.’ 

‘Use some ideas and techniques about accessible resources for my dyslexic language students; possibly 

using screencast software occasionally in maths.’ 

 

o Resources and pedagogic techniques for teaching skills 

‘Listening strategies. Use of French resources from language-specific session.’ 

‘More help with listening activities for students.  Using listening activities in more ways.  More 

colloquial language taught.’  

‘Using the resources to focus just on pronunciation.’ ‘Select some "radical" materials from the 

resources that I have been introduced to.’ 

‘The information I gained in this seminar will help me to use my skills in the classroom to develop 

learners into the language. I have learned that I can use explicit or implicit and choose the way I want 

to teach grammar. That's one of the technique I will use.’ 
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‘Each session demonstrated the main skills & techniques needed to deliver an outstanding lesson. The 

session on lesson plans commenced with a 'global concept' and ended with a very clear and detailed 

plan. I will be able to apply these techniques in my current teaching.’ 

‘By bearing in mind how L2 learners acquire language as opposed to L1 native tongue learners.’  

‘Consider all learning styles & ensure that something for each type of learner is incorporated into 

each lesson.’  

‘I intend to look at the resources we were told about & I hope to use them in my teaching practice. I 

found the teacher session on translation interesting & I thought the student session on Spanish 

history delivered by an Open University lecturer was very well pitched.’ 

‘Teachers' sessions gave good suggestions for use of translation in class. Spanish session gave a good 

overview of Spanish history to focus on past tenses.’ 

‘By taking the time to research new projects to create new, original material to use with all age 

groups.’  

‘Appealing to all senses in lessons helps forge memory links to words and incorporating grammar 

verbally as well as in writing.’ 

 

8.1.6 Qualitative evidence from teachers’ tracking data  
NB: The project does not have any useable tracking data as teachers who completed more than 

one survey completed a baseline survey and a post-event evaluation questionnaire immediately 

afterwards, with no intervening period. Few teachers completed more than one event evaluation.  

The profiles of participating languages teachers and their responses drawn from a variety of surveys 

completed in the course of the project plus interviews, provide useful evidence of teachers’ levels of 

linguistic competence, their professional skills, the areas in which they feel they need support and 

the challenges they face in their professional roles.  It is also interesting to note that 6 out of the 7 

teachers for whom detailed information is available, are native speakers of the languages they 

teach. A summary of some of these teacher profiles and their views is provided below.  

TAF01  

TAF01 is an experienced male teacher of French and German who joined the project in January 

2014. He has a French mother and considers himself highly competent in terms of subject 

knowledge.  He regards the main barrier to his career development as ‘workload’. His main concern 

on joining the project was understanding pupils’ needs and the barriers they face. He attended an 

LCLC seminar in 2014 and commented: ‘the seminar helped to remind me of the diversity of the 

Francophone world and of the importance of awakening pupils' interest in this area of the 

specification’. He also commented that he would have liked to have had input on ‘languages beyond 

A Level – an introduction to work at university level and opportunities for linguists in the world of 

employment’ as well as more explicit linking of the material presented to use in the classroom.  

TAG01 

TAG01 is an experienced male teacher of French and Spanish who joined the project in January 

2014.  He considers himself highly competent in the languages he teaches and is interested in 

improving in all areas of CPD. He regularly leads training in languages both within his own school and 
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with other schools. He attended the 2014 Study Day and commented: ‘Subject/language specific 

sessions were quite focused and useful. Teacher session also. Lectures were interesting but not 

relevant to most pupils. Loved Japanese’ though he added that he would like to see ’more relevant 

lectures from college fellows.’ 

TAJ02  

TAJ02 is an experienced female head of Languages with Spanish as her mother tongue.  The main 

barrier to her career development is ‘time’. She is interested in CPD across a wide spectrum of areas 

including ‘cultures of the languages I teach’. She is regularly involved in supporting and developing 

other languages teachers and is a Specialist Leader in Education (SLE). She attended a seminar in 

January 2014 and commented ‘I will take some of the theory I revised today and will apply them into 

my practice’. However, she would have liked sessions to cover ‘teaching & learning activities 

(boosting speaking) at all Key Stages’ and ‘more time to discuss teaching strategies’. 

TAM04  

TAM04 is a male, unqualified teacher with a Diploma in Education and Training and little teaching 

experience. He joined the LCLC project in June 2015 and provided an interview. He is a native 

speaker of French, not interested in improving subject knowledge, but is very interested in CPD 

which deals with pedagogy. He attended the 2015 Summer School and reported that the event 

broadened his horizons as he ‘otherwise feels confined in his own school’. He had high expectations 

of the event, expecting to gain more of an insight into teaching techniques, practical ideas and how 

to bring the language to life for pupils. He would have liked to have had more input on how 

languages are an asset for the future.  

TAN02 

TAN02 is a female, French/English bilingual who is highly confident, experienced and well qualified. 

She joined the LCLC project in June 2015 and defines the barriers to the achievement of her career 

goals as ‘getting enough time for CPD and make sure you keep learning as a teacher. Be inspired by 

other teachers to keep perfecting and developing teaching and learning’. She wanted to improve her 

teaching techniques and her understanding of second language acquisition as well as to gain a better 

understanding of her pupils’ needs and the barriers they face. As a result of attending the 2015 

Summer School she reported that she was ‘considering exposing my students to poetry on a more 

regular basis’. She said she intended to ‘be in touch with the colleagues I met and I will use the 

OpenLearn online resource when possible’. When interviewed, she confirmed that she had been 

inspired to incorporate poetry into her teaching by attending the Summer School and she felt that 

the opportunity to spend time with her pupils away from the classroom had been very beneficial and 

‘created a bond’. She expected to see the benefits of this in the forthcoming academic year. She said 

that understanding the transition pupils make when they move on to HE would help her in her 

teaching, just as her KS4 teaching had changed once she started teaching languages in the Sixth 

Form. She felt the teacher session on the Summer School had been ‘a bit basic’ and would have 

preferred a more practical session based on teachers sharing what they do.  

TAK03 (did not complete a baseline survey)  

TAK03 is a female native speaker teacher of Italian who is employed by the Italian consulate.  She 

had been involved in a number of events from the beginning of the project and also attended the 

2015 Summer School. She appreciated the opportunity for relaxed networking with other teachers, 

as contact with other teachers in her school was normally ‘focussed on problems’. She thought that 
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the short session about listening was good for GCSE, but not A level.  She has not changed anything 

in her teaching as a result of being involved in the LCLC project. From a teacher’s point of view she 

saw the benefit of the Summer School in learning how universities work in order to advise her 

pupils. She had seen the materials website at a developmental stage and thought it was ‘good’ but 

had suggested some reorganisation.   

TAK09 (did not complete a baseline survey) 

TAK09 is a young male teacher of French who started as an NQT in 2014/15.  He attended the 2015 

Summer School and various other events during the year but had completed neither the baseline 

survey nor any event feedback surveys. He enjoyed the summer school and making contacts with 

other teachers but felt the event had been of limited value. 

  

8.1.7 Qualitative evidence from the head teacher interview  
Seven out of the nine teachers in the Languages Department at the college had participated in the 

CPD opportunities offered by the LCLC project. They had enjoyed the CPD from the point of view of 

their own professional development but did not feel that it would have an impact back on their 

pupils.  They could not see how the strategies being presented to them were relevant to their own 

pupils.  Something more grounded in reality and more practical would have been better. 

Key findings in relation to teacher outcomes  

 Teachers rated the events they attended as 3+ on a 4 point scale in terms of the contribution 

made to their subject knowledge, teaching techniques and use of resources. 

 Teachers reported a wide range of ways in which the programme was going to have an 

impact on their teaching, including the increased use of literature and poetry, use of 

technology and techniques for use with dyslexic pupils. 

 Teachers valued the resources to which the programme introduced them. 

 Teachers participating in the programme already had a high level of confidence, but felt the 

programme had been particularly useful in providing opportunities for them to work outside 

the classroom with their pupils in a university context. 

 The key value for many native speaker teachers not educated in the UK system was in 

understanding pathways to language study in HE, enabling them to provide better careers 

advice to pupils.  

8.2   PUPILS 

8.2.1 Quantitative data available 
Baseline data was collected from 50 pupils at 10 different schools.  Pupils also completed 123 post-

event evaluations and 5 interviews. Only 7 schools provided both baseline and post-event 

evaluation/interview data from the same pupils to facilitate the tracking of the impact of the project. 

In some cases the post-event evaluation followed on immediately from the collection of the baseline 

data, meaning it may not be particularly informative. Only a small number of pupils attended more 

than one event though these do not match exactly with the ones for whom baseline data is 

available. 
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Contextual data on schools, 2013-2015 
Name of school  Gender % EAL % FSM % achieving 5 

x A*-C at 
GCSE 
including 
English and 
Maths 

% sitting a 
language at 
GCSE  

% of entrants 
achieving A*-
C in a 
language at 
GCSE 

  (2014 in brackets) (August 2015 data in 
brackets) 

National averages (state 
schools) 

 13.6% 16.3% 60% (58.9%) 48% 
(50.5%) 

71% (68.9%) 

Bridge AP Academy M n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Cardinal Vaughan 
Memorial School 

B (39.1%) (7.5%) 92%  
(93%) 

(85%) (93) 

Fulham Cross Girls' 
School 

G 56.8% 43.6% 70%  
(65%) 

88% (80%) 72%  
(80%) 

The Grey Coat Hospital 
School 

G (19.9%) (13.6) 86%  
(82%) 

(92%) (87%) 

Hammersmith Academy M 49.4% 38.3% n/a n/a n/a 

Holland Park School M 61.7% 27.5% 87%  
(84%) 

62% (69%) 96% 
 (93%) 

Lady Margaret School G 13.8% 12% 81% 
(75%) 

84% 
(82%) 

89% 
(76%) 

London Oratory School B5 31.9% 7% 87% 
(86%) 

97% 
(97%) 

90% 
(86%) 

Paddington Academy M 83.7% 50.1% 76% 
(83%) 

45% 
(45%) 

91% 
(94%) 

Pimlico Academy M 39.8% 44.1% 69% 
(63%) 

76% 
(81%) 

62% 
(52%) 

Sacred Heart High 
School 

G 20.7% 6.3% 91% 
(92%) 

69% 
(75%) 

95% 
(97%) 

St George's RC School M 48.5% 37.2% 66% 
(55%) 

65% 
(45%) 

73% 
(84%) 

St Marylebone School G 48.7% 35% 91% 
(78%) 

84% 
(69%) 

97% 
(94%) 

Westminster Academy M 87.4% 54.7% 69% 
(70%) 

48% 
(64%) 

85% 
(88%) 

William Morris Sixth 
Form HUB SCHOOOL 

M 62.3% n/a n/a n/a n/a 

 

8.2.2 Findings from the interim evaluation report 
The interim report showed that the overwhelming majority of pupils participating in the LCLC 

programme were already relatively or very well-disposed towards languages. Participating schools 

already had higher than average proportions of pupils with English as an Additional Language and 

also higher than average proportions of pupils achieving a good GCSE in a language subject. Evidence 

from the annual Language Trends survey6 shows that the barrier to greater take up at A Level is not 

necessarily negative attitudes to languages but issues relating to the grading and assessment of 

examinations.  Given the average profile of pupil participants on the LCLC project and patterns of 

participation which meant that very few pupils attended more than one event, it was felt that it 

                                                           
5 Mixed Sixth Form 
6 Kathryn Board and Teresa Tinsley, Language Trends 2014/15. The State of Language Learning in Primary and 
Secondary Schools in England (CfBT Education Trust/British Council, 2015). 
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would be difficult to show the kind of impact expected by the LSEF using the methodology originally 

planned. The evaluation framework was therefore adjusted to rely more heavily on qualitative 

evidence, although some quantitative evidence is available from examination results (see 8.2.8). 

 

8.2.3 Qualitative evidence from pupils’ baseline surveys  
Of the 50 pupils who completed a baseline survey, only two said they did not intend to go to 

university and one was unsure. However, the two who were not intending to go to university still 

thought that their languages would be useful in their careers. Both wanted to go to/live in Spanish-

speaking countries. The one who was undecided also thought that the language they were studying 

would be useful in their career, but did not elaborate.  

University intentions 

Degree Number of pupils 

Languages/combinations of languages 9 Degree 
courses 
involving 
languages:25 

Languages and Humanities subjects 5 

Language combined with a social science 

or professional course (e.g. Architecture, 

Business studies) 

10 

Language combined with STEM subject 1 

Arts subjects 3 Non language 
degrees:17 

Science subjects (inc. Medicine/Dentistry) 8 

Social science/law 6 

Undecided 6 Undecided: 6 

 

Around half of the pupils who intended to go to university already knew they wanted to study a 

language at university, six were undecided and the rest planned to do a non-language degree.  

The majority (35) though that languages would be useful in their future careers, some 11 thought 

that they possibly might be useful and four did not think they would be useful. Of this latter group 

one commented: ‘It would be difficult to balance time between studying Medicine and a language, 

since Medicine requires a lot of time and effort.’ 

Of those who thought a language would be useful, most gave work-related reasons – some 16 

wanted to work abroad ‘I am considering working abroad, perhaps a diplomatic career’ or ‘I want to 

work as an architect in South America’, and six thought it would be useful for employment generally, 

for example, ‘increasingly useful to know two or three languages’. A total of eight pupils gave 

reasons which were not work-related, for example, ‘it could benefit me in a lot of things, making new 

friends or for my social life’ and ‘I would have a more thorough understanding of how different parts 

of the world operate’.  

Baseline surveys (cf. below) completed by teachers confirmed that, although some felt that poor 

appreciation of the value of languages was a major obstacle, the majority of pupils were well-

disposed towards the study of languages.   
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Data from baseline surveys of teachers  
Baseline surveys completed by teachers joining the scheme asked respondents for their views on 

pupil attitudes towards languages in their school. Only three teachers reported that poor 

appreciation of the value of languages was a major obstacle, while three said that pupils in their 

school were generally very well motivated to learn a language. Of the rest, more than half said that 

pupils were generally positively-disposed towards language learning.  

Pupil attitudes towards languages Number 
responding 

Poor appreciation of the value of languages by pupils is a major obstacle 3 

Pupils are generally lukewarm rather than enthusiastic about language 
learning 

4 

Only a small number of pupils fail to appreciate the importance of language 
learning 

9 

Pupil attitudes are not a problem – in general they are very well motivated 
to learn a language 

3 

 

8.2.4 Qualitative evidence from pupils’ post-event evaluation questionnaires  
All pupils completing post-event evaluations were asked a series of questions including a number 

about the impact of the event in relation to their study of languages and on their future intentions 

with languages. The questions asked were as follows: 

o How has today’s event helped your preparation for future examinations in 

languages? 

o  Has the event helped you think more broadly about where languages might take 

you in the future? 

o Will you do anything differently as a result of attending the event today? 

 

A summary of the responses to each of these questions is provided below as well as a selection of 

direct comments from respondents. 

 

Q. How has today's event helped your preparation for future examinations in languages? 

Collective feedback from all the events was overwhelmingly positive in this respect. As many as 98 

pupils of the 123 who completed the post-event evaluation questionnaires reported that the event 

they attended had been helpful.  Only 10 felt it had not been helpful; of these, one pupil commented 

that they had already given up languages and another said ‘It has not really helped regarding 

exams/exam technique but has definitely helped with content’.  

Pupils who reported positively identified a wide range of benefits from grammar and vocabulary to 

self-organisation, exam techniques or simply confidence.  Comments from respondents included the 

following: 

‘Advice from students to not leave revision until last minute.’ 

‘It's taught me to realise it's important to learn about literature and geography of the nation rather 

than just the language aspect.’ 
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‘It's opened me to try more languages and new subjects.’  

‘Now I'm pretty sure I want to study a language in university.’ 

Attendance at the events also had a wide-ranging impact on many aspects of pupils’ learning and 

motivation with respondents commenting as follows: 

‘Today's event gave me more confidence to my future education. 

’Given me more motivation to prepare further in advance for language examinations.’ 

‘It has helped me understand how to analyse foreign texts.’ 

 

Q. Has the event helped you to think more broadly about where languages might take you in future? 

A total of 94 pupils said the event they had attended had been helpful in this respect – a high 

proportion given that some events were aimed purely at revision. Only 9 pupils felt that the event 

they attended had not changed their views with one commenting that they had already applied for 

university. Respondents provided a wide range of enthusiastic comments with real evidence that the 

LCLC project had had a positive impact on pupils’ knowledge and their attitudes towards the study of 

languages.  Some of the comments received are given below:  

‘I am now considering doing French and Italian at university instead of doing Law (taking Law 

conversion course afterwards).’ 

‘It has indeed inspired me in order to study harder and get into the top band.’ 

‘It is now clear that many people who take language degrees work in a broad range of jobs not just 

translation.’ 

‘Yes, I may decide to start one [language] from scratch.’ 

‘It has taught me how choosing a language can lead to many job opportunities and I am now 

considering taking a language at university.’ 

‘Yes, study more than one language at university.’ 

‘That I can mix subjects with languages.’ 

‘I was questioning doing French, but now I want to do it for sure.’ 

 

Q. Will you do anything differently as a result of attending the event? 

There were 79 positive answers to this question.  Three respondents replied ‘maybe’ and 22 replied 

‘no’. Although pupil responses were very diverse and not all related to language learning, two  

particular topics stand out with examples of specific comments provided below:   

o Revision skills and exam technique 

‘Yes, I'll prepare differently for exams.’ 

‘Yes - more effective planning and revision.’ 
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‘Read around texts and through the lines in poems. Write longer essays.’ 

‘I will plan essays more carefully, and try to think in French.’ 

‘Yes, practice more speaking. Revise grammar.’ 

 

o Broader appetite for learning  

‘I will probably do more work in all my subjects.’ 

‘Yes speak more in Persian.’ 

‘I will pursue my writing skills, read more Spanish literature.’ 

‘Listen to Spanish songs.’ 

‘I have been inspired to continue my German expressionism study. ‘ 

‘I will learn the Arabic alphabet before undergrad.’ 

‘Aim to get higher grades.’ 

 

8.2.5 Qualitative evidence from pupils’ tracking data  
 

NB: The project has very little useable tracking data as those pupils who completed a baseline 

survey (50), generally completed a post-event evaluation questionnaire immediately afterwards, 

with no intervening period. The majority of pupils only attended one of the events organised by 

the LCLC project, as an inevitable result of the schedule of events in relation to timetables for 

university entrance and exams. Schools also took the view that it was more important to offer 

opportunities to greater numbers of pupils than to send the same pupil on more than one 

occasion.  

The profiles of pupils and responses drawn from a variety of surveys completed in the course of the 

project plus interviews provide useful evidence of the kind of pupils who are studying languages at 

KS5 and who are interested enough in the subject to want to participate in the events organised by 

the LCLC project.  The profiles reveal their aspirations and long term ambitions as well as particular 

aspects of the LCLC events which they enjoyed and found useful.  It is interesting to note that the 

majority of pupils participating are already speakers of another language in addition to English. A 

selection of participating pupil profiles is provided below.  

SAG11  

This pupil is studying French AS level and has also done some Italian. Originally from Bulgaria, with 

English as his mother tongue, he said he would like to become more fluent in Bulgarian. He said he 

generally enjoyed his language lessons and felt he was making progress. He especially enjoyed group 

activities and class discussions, as well as using songs and film in language learning. His aim was to 

become fluent in French, which he thought would be useful for travel purposes but he was planning 

to study Art at university. His school predicted that he would gain a B in French at AS. 

After attending the Study Day 2014, he said that the most important things he had learned were 

‘information on other cultures I have not thought about before’, ‘appreciation for other 
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cultures/languages’ and ‘the spectrum of possibilities within the category: languages’. He said that 

he would ‘think more deeply’ as a result of attending the day and that it had given him ‘ideas for 

possible career paths and further reading’. 

SAK02 

This pupil is studying Spanish and Maths at A level and gave Tagalog as her first language alongside 

English. She said she thoroughly enjoyed her language lessons, particularly translating. She would 

like to learn Japanese ‘because it is really interesting and I love their culture. Also, Arabic because I 

have lots of friends who speak Arabic and it is also interesting and challenging’. She obtained a C 

grade in in Spanish AS, although she had been predicted to get a B. She was not sure what she would 

study at university but thought it would probably be science or Maths. She saw languages as 

beneficial for social life and making friends.  

After attending the Study Day 2014, she said that the most important things she had learnt were 

that ‘studying a language/languages offer lots of opportunities such as knowing different cultures 

and also wide range of career options’. ‘Learning their literature and discovering their cultures will 

help me more to understand/to learn different languages’ and ‘it helps me how to develop more my 

passion for languages which could help me to persevere’. She found the experience of the Study Day 

extremely motivating and commented that this was ‘because it showed me the different cultures, 

literature and histories of some of the countries which also explore their languages. These make me 

want to know about those things and so develop my interests’.  

SAK08 

This pupil was born in Iraq and speaks some Arabic at home, though not all the time. He obtained an 

A* in Arabic at GCSE and took his AS and A2 Arabic in one year. He was studying towards A levels in 

Physics, Maths and Further Maths and at the time of completing the baseline survey in 2014 stated 

that he would probably study science subjects at university. He said he ‘thoroughly enjoyed’ his 

language lessons, particularly reading. He commented that he would like to learn Albanian ’because I 

want to visit Albania’ and saw languages as important ‘so I can communicate with other people from 

different countries’.  

After attending the Study Day 2014, he commented that he had found it interesting to learn that you 

could ‘mix subjects with languages’ and that ‘you could do any language from scratch’.  He said that 

the day had helped him with his exam technique and taught him to ‘read the question and 

understand it, then answer it’.  

 He also attended the 2015 Summer School, and was interviewed by the project evaluators. He said 

that he had become increasingly interested in studying Arabic, perhaps with Spanish and was looking 

for the right course. He said he had now read two novels in Arabic which had ‘blown him away’ 

because he did not previously know anything about Arabic culture. He commented that ‘this summer 

school was great for me’. 

SAK09 

This pupil is a native speaker of Spanish, studying science subjects in combination with languages 

(French, German and English IGCSE). She said she generally enjoyed her language lessons but felt 

frustrated that the lessons are not allowing her to make as much progress as she would like. She 

commented that she did not find games helpful in learning a language, but thought it was useful to 

watch TV. She thought she would study something related to Physics, Maths or Astronomy at 

university but commented that ‘I just love English and French’.  
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After attending the Study Day 2014 she commented ‘now I'm pretty sure I want to study a language 

in university’. She had been impressed with learning about French culture, Japanese literature and 

the importance of languages, and said that she would read more in other languages in future.  

SAS04 

This pupil is taking Maths, Chemistry, Music and Spanish at AS and is planning to drop Chemistry at 

A2. She previously studied French and some Chinese. She would like to learn Italian, saying ‘I think it 

would relate well to music’. In her baseline survey she said she generally enjoyed her language 

lessons and felt she was making reasonable progress. She enjoyed speaking activities but had not 

been stimulated by some of the AS topics such as healthy eating and sport. She said she wanted to 

study Music and Spanish at university.  

The student was interviewed following her participation in the 2015 Summer School. She said she 

had been moving more towards history and literature and had been enthused by these elements in 

the programme, citing in particular a lecture on the Mexican revolution. She said it had ‘opened her 

eyes’ and she was now very much looking forward to the literature and film elements in the A2 

Spanish course. She was still looking for a university course which would offer the right combination 

of Music and languages but had been put off by visits to some universities.  

SAQ01 

This pupil is studying French, English Literature, Politics and History and speaks Albanian. She would 

like to learn Italian as she sees it as similar to both French and Albanian. In her baseline survey she 

commented that she generally enjoyed language lessons and thought she was making reasonable 

progress. She enjoyed debating and language exercises but did not like verb tests!  At the time of 

completing the baseline survey, she was thinking of studying Law/European Law and wanted to be 

an international lawyer.  

She attended the 2014 Summer School and found it extremely valuable for thinking about her future 

career. She said that she had learned a) how to manage her time; b) that the Language course at 

Oxford University was 4 years and included a year abroad and c) that studying languages at 

university was relatively flexible. She said the course had ‘given me more motivation to prepare 

further in advance for language examinations’ and commented that ‘ I am now considering doing 

French and Italian at university instead of doing Law (taking Law conversion course afterwards). ‘ 

SAQ03  

This pupil has family connections in France and Germany and although she has studied both 

languages, it is Spanish that she is studying as part of her Sixth Form studies, along with Politics, 

History and Textiles. In her baseline survey she commented that she thoroughly enjoyed language 

lessons and felt she was making very good progress. She was thinking of studying Anthropology at 

university and thought language skills would be useful for relationship-building in business. She 

attended the 2014 Summer School with the aim of finding out more about the study of languages at 

university.  

After the Summer School, she commented that she had learned about a) ‘the importance of 

literature on the course’; b) ‘how a language degree is really not limiting, you end up being able to 

study history, cultures and literature’ and c) ‘how university is much more about thinking outside the 

box, expanding my mind and less about exams’. She said ‘I now have a greater understanding of 

foreign literature. I now recognise how broad a language degree is’. As a result of the course she said 

she would try to develop her writing skills and read more Spanish literature.  
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SAR01 

This pupil is trilingual in English/Arabic/Spanish and is studying French, Spanish, Psychology, Business 

and Geography. She said she would like to learn German ‘because I have been to Germany and I 

really enjoyed my experience there so I'd like to learn the language’. In her baseline survey responses 

she stated that she generally enjoyed language lessons, and felt she was making very good progress. 

She liked songs but did not like using the grammar workbook.  At time of completing the baseline 

survey she wanted to study Psychology at university in combination with French/Spanish/Linguistics. 

She already had a clear idea of how languages would support her future career, commenting 

‘knowing how to speak various languages is becoming more and more important and I think it will 

allow me to work with a wider range of people and in different countries’. 

After attending the 2014 Summer School, she said that she had found out that ‘language courses are 

very literature-oriented’, that ‘if you study a language you can do anything as a career afterwards’ 

and that ‘there are other ways of studying a language at Oxford’  i.e. the Language Centre. She said 

that the Summer School had helped with her preparation for exams by making her realise that one 

had to ‘read around the text and about the author as well as the text’. She appreciated meeting the 

graduate students and felt that they were very helpful.  

SAR02 

 This bilingual pupil (English/Russian) is studying Spanish, Maths, Business, Further Maths, RE and 

Russian. At the time of completing the baseline survey, she already had high aspirations and an 

international mind-set, commenting ‘I would like to learn Italian because of its beauty and Mandarin 

because it is the language of a country which is improving and growing in their economic structure’ 

and that her ambition was ‘to open up an international business with various branches around the 

world’. She thoroughly enjoyed language lessons and thought she was making very good progress.  

After attending the 2014 Summer School, she said she had learnt that ‘language can lead you to any 

profession’ and that ‘you don't have to do the subject (i.e. law) to become of that profession (i.e. 

lawyer)’. She said that she had gained the impression that ‘language courses are very literature-

orientated’ and that the experience had ‘given me motivation to work even harder. Taught me to 

read more foreign literature. I now possibly want to do two languages instead of a language and a 

humanities subject, possibly leading me to change my career path’. She said that as a result of 

attending the Summer School, she would ‘read around texts and through the lines in poems’ and 

‘write longer essays’, adding that the whole experience ‘was very enjoyable and an eye-opener for 

me’.  

SAN005 

This pupil was interviewed following her participation in the 2015 Summer School. She had not 

completed the baseline survey. She is studying History, English Literature, French, Philosophy and 

Ethics for AS and will drop History at A2. She said she was good at essay-writing and had always 

enjoyed languages. She wanted to study Law as an academic career and enjoyed French which she 

sees as a ‘hobby which enhances your career’. However, she found that people often questioned this 

and said ‘what’s the point of studying French when there are so many good French lawyers’. She felt 

it was important because it made working abroad a more realistic opportunity. She would like to 

have learned Latin and said that her father was keen on Latin.  

She said that the events she had attended had really motivated her by giving her exposure to 

languages outside the classroom. She enjoyed meeting undergraduates, who she said provided a 
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model of what was achievable. This was important because, after realising that her Year 7 aspiration 

to be ‘as good in French as in English’ was unrealistic, she had been struggling to understand what 

level she might be able to reach. Before attending the Summer School she had ‘never read a French 

poem’, although she had been to France with her family.  

SAM001 

This pupil was interviewed after attending the 2015 Summer School. He is just completing Year 12 

and has sat AS exams in Economics, Business and Spanish. He was born in the Lebanon and speaks 

Arabic to his parents, although he has forgotten the little French he once knew. He aspires to study 

International Business and have a year abroad in a Spanish-speaking country. Conscious of his 

international background, he was confident that ‘languages are the future’ and said ‘I want Spanish 

to be part of me’. He had already experienced the benefit of languages for employment, having been 

chosen for a summer job as a sales assistant in Harrods because of his ability to speak three 

languages.  

He found the experience of the Summer School extremely valuable, particularly because he had 

missed out on an exchange with Spain due to the high cost of the trip. He particularly enjoyed being 

able to talk to undergraduates because ‘they understand it better than an adult’. He remarked 

particularly on the unaccustomed independence that had been expected of him while at the 

summer school: ‘you wake up on your own and it’s up to you to get up’.  

 

8.2.6 Qualitative evidence from interviews with teachers 
Although pupils who had attended LCLC organised events, particularly the two summer schools in 

2014 and 2015, reported very positively on the experience, a number of  participating teachers were 

more critical.  A selection of comments from teachers is provided below:  

TAK03  

An Italian native speaker employed by the Italian Consulate, this teacher said that her pupils had 

been excited and inspired by the event, they liked the location and the experience. However, she 

said that the less academic ones found some of the lectures boring – she cited a lecture on futurism 

– as they were ‘not linked to life’. She felt that the programme ‘expected students to be more mature 

than they are’ and that it had not resulted in greater numbers of pupils wanting to study languages.  

She commented that ‘the ones that are here are good at languages and are happy to do literature 

because of the place’. She felt that the overriding benefit for herself, as a native speaker who had 

not been educated in the UK education system was improving her understanding UK higher 

education so that she could support and advise her pupils more effectively.  

TAK09  

This NQT teacher was highly critical of the programme of events organised by LCLC as a whole, 

saying that the launch lecture was ‘the worst thing they could have organised’. He said it had put 

some pupils off studying languages and confirmed ‘ivory tower’ stereotypes. He felt that this was 

because of the profile of pupils at his school who ‘don’t have parents with degrees’ and very few of 

whom would achieve straight A’s. He suggested that it ought to be a different university running the 

programme, perhaps a London one with ‘exciting courses’. He would have appreciated more 

information about the range of university courses available to pupils, to enable him to advise them 

better.  He felt therefore that few pupils had benefited from the LCLC project and that it had not 

contributed to greater numbers studying languages.  
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TAN02 

This French/English bilingual teacher had been with her pupils to both the Easter course and the 

Summer School. She said that the experience had had a very positive impact on them, giving them 

confidence, help in preparing for university interviews and helping them to keep an open mind 

about the future. She commented ‘they don’t think they can apply to Oxford, but this has opened 

their eyes to the possibilities’. She thought that having pupils and teachers together was a good 

model in that it allowed pupils to be independent whilst at the same time receiving support from 

their teachers when necessary. She would have liked more information on degree courses 

combining languages with other subjects.  

TAM04  

 This French national had brought 4 pupils from his school, which has a high level of disadvantage. 

He welcomed the opportunity, as otherwise it would not be something they would be able to afford. 

However, he said that the standard was too high for his pupils and that they were ‘scared off’ 

because they did not know how to discuss a literary text. He felt that it might have been presented 

better in order to provide a bridge for pupils, and that the event needed better facilitation to get the 

pupils to mix more. He said that his pupils had found it very challenging, commenting, ‘they always 

assume they can’t do it’, although they were happy in the end with the experience they had had.  

TAS01  

This head of department brought a mix of pupils to the Summer School.  They were predominantly 

the most talented learners but she commented that even the weaker ones had found it a ‘great 

experience’. After a lecture on Voltaire, some of her pupils had gone out to buy a copy of ‘Candide’: 

‘it is wonderful to see them flourish’ she said. She was very pleased with the way they had 

approached the tasks they had been given and explored the links with other subjects that they were 

studying such as Philosophy. She said they had ‘taken to literature and flown with it’. One now plans 

apply to Pembroke College and others are planning to apply to other Oxbridge colleges. She had 

praise for the undergraduates who ‘did a fantastic job in giving them confidence to speak’. ‘The more 

enrichment we can offer them the better’. 

 

8.2.7 Qualitative evidence from an interview with the head teacher  
From the interview conducted with the head teacher there is qualitative evidence of the impact of 

the LCLC project on pupils.  The specific questions asked as well as the head teacher’s responses are 

included for the sake of clarity. 

Asked about the level of impact he thought that the LCLC project had had on pupils in his own school 

as well as in other schools involved in the project, he commented that it was very difficult to 

quantify the impact on pupils or to prove that something was directly the result of the LCLC project.  

However, his perception was that the project had been successful in raising an awareness of 

languages.  The profile of languages in his college was definitely higher than it had been before the 

LCLC project and languages were talked about much more frequently so he felt it had probably had 

an impact on pupils. 
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Q. Would you say that student attitudes to studying languages have changed as a result of the LCLC 

project? In what way? 

There had been a knock-on effect on other pupils in the college beyond those in the Languages 

Department.  The project had raised the profile of languages throughout the college.  Languages 

were certainly not marginalised as they were in many schools.  Many pupils came to the college with 

a negative experience of languages from their secondary schools so this achievement was not to be 

underestimated. 

Q. Have you seen a quantifiable increase in the numbers of students opting to continue with the 

study of a language into KS5 over the last two years?  Can you attribute this to the LCLC project? 

It was very difficult to answer this question as pupils only started at the college in Year 12. He felt 

that one failing of the project was a class issue.  Pupils wanted to use languages to give them a step 

up in life and saw languages as giving them an advantage in whatever career they were 

contemplating, whether in business, working abroad etc.  The experience of the project, however, 

was that languages were perceived as “nice to have” and rather esoteric/academic.  What students 

needed was confirmation of the immediacy and vitality of languages for career advancement.  He 

felt that if anything the project had slightly reinforced stereotypes.  The guest lecturers at the events 

for pupils had sometimes contributed to this by being rather removed from reality and unable to 

engage with the pupils in the way that they needed. 

 

8.2.8 Quantitative evidence from pupil examination results 
Five participating schools provided comparisons of predicted versus actual examination results from 

students who had participated in the project. From a total of 56 students, 19 students obtained 

higher grades than had been predicted in their AS or A2 language exams, and 8 obtained lower 

grades. Whether higher or lower, the difference was by one grade in each case except one, where 

the student obtained a mark two grades higher than predicted. On the basis of this evidence from a 

small number of students, the project has contributed a balance of 12 grades at AS or A2. The 

impact by school was as follows: 

School Number of 
students tracked 

Number 
obtaining higher 
than predicted 
grade 

Number 
obtaining lower 
than predicted 
grade 

Balance 

AE 8 (x 2) 8 2 +6 

AF 30 5 2 +3 

AM 3 1 1 0 

AN 5 1 1 0 

AQ 10 4 1 +3 

 

Key findings on pupil outcomes 

 The scheduling of the project and patterns of participation by pupils and teachers meant it 

was not possible to track its impact on participation in language courses at GCSE and A level 

within the schools which took part.  
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 Although it was difficult to track the project’s impact on GCSE or A level results, and there is 

some evidence that students in participating schools did obtain higher than anticipated 

grades in AS and A2 language examinations.  

 However, pupils attending identified a wide range of ways in which the events they attended 

had helped them in preparing for forthcoming examinations in languages, including both 

specific techniques and general stimulation of deeper learning. 

 The vast majority of participating pupils are already well disposed to languages or are from 

multilingual backgrounds. 

 The programme has had a notable impact on students’ intellectual and career ambitions and 

on their motivation and confidence, taking them beyond their ‘comfort zones’.   

 

8.3  SCHOOLS  
One of the outcomes of the LSEF programme was that it should have an impact on the wider school 

system by encouraging schools and teachers to make greater use of networks and to foster a peer-

led approach to improving teachers’ subject knowledge and teaching practice.  Given the difficulty of 

collecting systematic quantitative data due to the administrative workload on all school based staff, 

it has only been possible to analyse the qualitative data provided from a range of surveys, 

questionnaires, interviews held in order to extract relevant evidence of the LCLC project’s positive 

impact on the wider school system. No evidence of impact on the wider system was identified in the 

post-event evaluation questionnaires. 

 

8.3.1 Evidence from baseline surveys completed by teachers  
Only one teacher said they were not involved in any networks. A total of 17 reported using the Times 

Educational Supplement’s (TES) resources, some 8 were involved with the Association for Language 

Learning, while 3 used email fora and 1 was involved in local teachmeets.  

Some 14 already acted as mentors for new teachers either regularly (7) or occasionally (7); some 17 

said they advised other teachers on an informal basis either regularly (8) or occasionally (9); a total 

of 11 contributed to online fora or social networks regularly (1) or occasionally (10); some 6 led 

training for other language teachers within the school regularly (4) or occasionally (2) and 4 also led 

training for language teachers in other schools regularly (3) or occasionally (1). Just 3 teachers said 

they regularly contributed to network meetings/teachmeets in support of language teachers, one 

did so occasionally. One was a Specialist Leader of Education (SLE).  

 

8.3.2 Qualitative evidence from interviews with teachers  
Of the teachers interviewed, one was a native speaker teacher employed by the Italian consulate.  

She has no role in training sessions provided by her school and the Italian consulate was her ‘only 

network’ However, she reported that the forum was ‘boring’ and commented ‘I don’t have time’.  

Another teacher was an NQT and as such already received a lot of CPD organised by his school. He 

said he had enjoyed meeting other teachers and said he would keep in touch with them. Another 

young teacher also said he had enjoyed meeting other teachers and planned to keep in touch with at 

least one of them. 

Of the more experienced teachers, one hoped to create links in her borough and maintain the 

contacts established. Like many of the teachers she said that having time to meet others and share 
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ideas was what was most important and that the LCLC had an important role to play in facilitating 

networks. Another experienced teacher echoed this, saying, ‘They need to visit teachers in schools 

and observe their lessons’. ‘This kind of event needs to complement in-school CPD’. 

 

8.3.3 Qualitative evidence from the head teacher interview 
Q. How easy has it been to engage other schools in the project? 

The head teacher said it had not been easy to engage other schools in the project despite the fact 

that he had personally taken a leading role in the project, sending emails to other head teachers, 

talking about the project at head teacher meetings etc.  The difficulty was due to the heavy 

workloads of school based staff.  There was no time and many competing demands and priorities – 

school staff struggled to get everything done.  Each new initiative that came along was added onto 

to an already full schedule rather than replacing something or filling a gap.  

Q. What impact do you think it has had on other schools taking part? 

The hub school in the project had benefitted more than the other schools because the project was 

based there. This meant that both the logistics and the communication was easier – pupils didn’t 

have to go far to be involved in the project.  For the other schools it was too easy to be “out of sight 

and out of mind”. 

Q. Has the project had any impact more widely, beyond the immediate group of schools taking part? 

(e.g. has it led to discussions about languages in HT networks, press coverage…?) 

The head teacher did not think that it had had an impact more widely although it did perhaps at the 

beginning when the project had its official launch.  It was perhaps inevitable that the project got 

rather swallowed up by the next initiative to come along – this was certainly the case with press 

coverage and to some extent with head teacher networks.  However, there was definitely some 

evidence that the project had had a wider impact with parents as it had had the effect of raising 

parent awareness of the value of languages and of the career possibilities with languages. 

Key findings on wider school outcomes 

 Teachers valued the opportunity the programme provided to meet colleagues and report 

that they will keep in touch 

 They would welcome an ongoing role for the LCLC in facilitating professional networking. 

 

8.4 Impact Timelines 
As the cohort of participants in the LCLC was ultimately much more transient than envisaged at the 

outset of the project, it is not possible to talk meaningfully about impact timelines: most participants 

tended to “drop in and drop out” of Centre activity, although the overwhelmingly positive post-

event feedback gathered throughout the project (in addition to the smaller and more limited 

amount of quantitative data analysed here) suggests that impact was immediate, albeit limited. 

Moreover, the participant interviews analyses above demonstrate that for the small number who 

did attend multiple events, sustained engagement resulted in a deeper impact, particularly on 

pupils. The findings from the project’s first two years indicate that there is excellent potential for 

future, long-term impact, particularly as the project becomes more deeply embedded into local 

schools. 
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9. Reflections on Overall Project Impact 
 

The LCLC’s Theory of Change proved to be accurate in some areas, across teacher, pupil, and wider 

school system outcomes. In the area of teacher development, the outcomes of increased 

pedagogical knowledge for teachers; creation of resources; and cross-fertilization of ideas and best 

practice have been borne out by the project’s results, although it is not within the scope of this 

report to quantitatively assess the impact this has had on lesson delivery; results in this respect are 

only indicative. 

Positive results with respect to the pupil outcomes laid out in the Theory of Change have certainly 

been observed, more firmly than those pertaining to teachers. Pupil confidence, ambition, and 

enjoyment of languages has been increased by participation in the programme, and a cursory 

analysis of examination data tentatively suggests a positive impact on attainment, although it is not 

possible to definitively attribute this to the programme. Assumptions about the impact on the wider 

school system have also turned out to be broadly correct, though in a more limited way than 

originally envisaged, given the smaller-than-anticipated number of participating schools and 

teachers. Nevertheless, other positive outcomes in the wider school system which were not 

envisaged at the start of the programme have emerged, as is demonstrated below. These 

unanticipated outcomes have proved to be some of the most promising of the whole project. 

This project has contributed in some way to the all four of the overall aims of the LSEF, but in 

particular to aims II (supporting self-sustaining school-to-school activity and creating new resources 

for teachers) and IV (creating cultural change and raising expectations in the London school system). 

The LCLC has facilitated networks between teachers, and has provided a model for future, intensive 

engagement not only amongst teachers but also between schools and universities. Existing in a local 

area, and being embedded in a hub school, ensures that the LCLC is able to remain school-driven, 

and responsive to the needs of teachers; indeed this need for responsiveness is one of the key 

recommendations of this report. The process is an ongoing one, especially with respect to the 

creation of new online resources, which are expected to play an increasing role in the LCLC’s future. 

Considering the LSEF’s core aims, arguably the most potent impact of the LCLC has been regarding 

cultural change: the findings of this report demonstrate that, particularly for pupils with whom the 

Language Centre has directly engaged (for example, through study days or summer schools), 

attitudes and aspirations towards languages and university study in general have been increased. 

This is, in fact, consistent with the broader theory of change of Pembroke College’s access and 

outreach activity, of which the LCLC has formed a substantial part. This posits that intensive 

academic engagement with young people (both directly and via their teachers) can effect real 

aspirational change. An ongoing part of the LCLC’s mission will be to continue to strengthen these 

links between schools and higher education institutions, following the positive results that the LCLC 

has begun to demonstrate towards the end of its funding period. 

The findings of this report do somewhat support the hypotheses upon which the LSEF was built, 

although it is important to qualify this. It is suggested by the evidence of the LCLC that some of the 

assumptions upon which the LSEF was based are not as relevant for secondary MFL teachers (a very 

large number of whom are native speakers of the language they teach) as for other subjects, or 

indeed for MFL at primary level, at which level teachers are less likely to have the requisite subject 

knowledge. Certainly, a distinction can be drawn here between subject knowledge and 

teaching/pedagogical knowledge: participating teachers demonstrated a large appetite for the 

latter, but substantially less for the former, suggesting that for language teachers, subject knowledge 
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is a less important CPD need than access to teaching resources, networking, and (most importantly 

for teachers who were educated outside of the UK) a detailed working knowledge of the HE 

landscape in this country.  

It is important to discuss in this section the significant impact that the project has had in a range of 

other areas not envisaged at the outset of the project. Outside of the impact demonstrated through 

the LCLC’s “core” activities, as set out in Section 8, other emergent, and perhaps more “peripheral”, 

activities have become fundamental to the LCLC going forward. Much of this has emerged 

organically through effective networking between the LCLC project team and other organisations, 

both fellow LSEF projects and other third-party institutions. 

Examples include a partnership with Oxford Brookes University enabled the LCLC to run a Language 

and Business event for pupils, introducing an Applied Languages element into the provision, which 

had not previously been part of the planned output. Another example would be a series of 

undergraduate-led language enrichment sessions for Year 9 pupils at one school in the Tri-Borough, 

trialled in February 2015, which has provided a model for possible future engagement with pupils 

lower down the school system, allowing the LCLC to expand its reach from sixth form pupils to GCSE 

and lower. Crucially, this trial enabled the LCLC to reach a particular school it would otherwise have 

struggled to engage, as it does not currently have a sixth form. The pupil feedback gathered from 

these sessions, though crude, was positive, and indicated that a majority of the Year 9 pupils would 

welcome further extra-curricular enrichment in languages. 

The reach of the LCLC was also enhanced through a highly productive partnership with another LSEF 

project, Network for Languages London at the University of Westminster. A cohort of Year 6 pupils 

and teachers from schools participating in the Professional Language Networks programme, 

attended the January 2015 Study Day at Pembroke College, for a series of language taster sessions 

with undergraduates. This is a partnership which the LCLC and University of Westminster are actively 

building on, with the hope of forming a joined-up network of primary and secondary schools in the 

Tri-Borough, as a trial for a broader level of engagement. 

The second LSEF project with which the LCLC collaborated actively was a project run by the TBAP 

(Tri-Borough Alternative Provision) Trust. Two summer schools (two days in 2014 and one day in 

2015) were run, led by Open University specialists, for teachers and support staff participating in this 

programme, providing CPD specific to a non-mainstream environment. As the teachers and staff 

attending these session were, generally, teachers of other subjects being trained in languages, CPD 

was also provided in some more fundamental practices related to MFL teaching and pedagogy. The 

attendees of these sessions were exceptionally engaged and receptive, and resulted in some of the 

most dynamic CPD provided throughout the entire project. Feedback for these sessions was very 

positive, and indicates that a large impact was had on the subject knowledge and teaching 

confidence of those in attendance. 

All of these partnerships have demonstrated the need for a joined-up approach to languages, linking 

together all levels of MFL education. Crucially, this was strongly reinforced by the Colloquium hosted 

by the LCLC in July 2015, which has published a well-received report (included as an appendix to this 

report). The actions taken forward from this Colloquium have already had a significant impact, and it 

is planned that this will continue, as Pembroke College and the LCLC provide a vehicle by which the 

issues raised can be taken forward at the highest level. There now exists a ready body of people 

willing to engage, from across all relevant sectors and levels of education. Managed effectively, this 

could in fact constitute the most enduring legacy of the LCLC.  
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10. Value for Money 

 

10.1 Apportionment of Costs 
 

Broad type of activity  Estimated % project activity £ Estimated cost, including in 
kind 

Producing/Disseminating  
Materials/Resources 

9% £16,234 

Teacher CPD; Events/Networks 
for Teachers  

9% £15,832.50 

Teacher 1:1 support  N/A N/A 

Events/Networks for Pupils 10% £17,471.50 

Colloquium 3% £5,000 

Management & Administration 59% £101,407 

Evaluation 8% £14,000 

Miscellaneous (including 
subsidising teaching) 

2% £3,170 

TOTAL 100% £173,115 

 

10.2 Commentary on Value for Money 
 

The figures above are based on the provisional figures used in Section 5, and are subject to change 

as the final overall expenditure is calculated, based on expenditure incurred during the formal 

overspend period of September-December 2015, and consolidation of spending figures from 

Summer 2015 activity. 

It has been decided to include expenditure on Management & Admin in one single category for ease 

of recording, which results in what appears to be a high proportion of total expenditure within this 

category. However, this is somewhat misleading, as within this is included not only the cost of a full-

time coordinator over two years, but also the cost of staff time spent on planning and executing 

events, on school and teacher recruitment, on building networks and partnerships, and on data 

collection and dissemination. If time spent on these activities were apportioned to other categories, 

management and administration as a percentage of expenditure would be significantly lower. 

Crucially, this expenditure has also enabled the LCLC to become embedded into the partner 

institutions, and to establish itself as an initiative with long-term buy in from these institutions. The 

bulk of the management and administration category covers the cost of the coordinator and the 

time devoted by project leads and other admin support at the lead institutions, without which none 

of the LCLC’s activity could have taken place. 

An assessment of the overall value for money of the project cannot take place without discussion of 

the LCLC’s initial outcomes, nor without reference to some of the unforeseen positive outcomes 

which developed over the two years. Some of the LCLC’s initial outcomes were achieved, and others 

were not: as is typical of projects such as this, outcomes changed over the course of the programme, 

in response to the needs of participants, and also in response to some of the difficulties faced with 

recruitment and event timing, particularly early on in the project. This led to some reallocation of 

budget, with a greater than envisaged focus on pupils, and with an overall underspend forecast by 

the end of the project. The positive impact on pupils directly engaged with the programme, and the 
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large number of pupils attending various LCLC events, allows for a favourable cost-per-pupil ratio. 

Conversely, as teacher outputs were significantly lower than originally forecast, a cost-per-teacher 

calculation would be less favourable, even when taking into account the lower total expenditure. 

Nevertheless, the evidence collected in this report indicates that the benefits to those who did 

participate were for the most part highly positive, and has put the LCLC in an excellent position to go 

forward, adapting to some of these findings. In allowing the organisation to get off the ground, and 

enabling it to network effectively with potential long-term partners, the LSEF funding has proved of 

immense value in allowing an organisation which would not otherwise exist to become embedded in 

a large area of Inner London, and in the partner institutions involved. Without the LSEF, none of this 

future potential would have been able to be realised. 

The project team also firmly believes that there are several ways in which the programme has 

achieved an enormous amount of less tangible value for money. In the same way that a period of 

greater than two years is necessary to see major change arising from such an intervention, these 

benefits will reap further dividends as the project continues. The small proportion of budget spent 

on hosting the July 2015 Colloquium, for instance, has turned out to be of immense value in creating 

a serious impetus for the advancement of MFL education policy in the UK, and in bringing together a 

body of people to take these issues forward, working within the infrastructure of the LCLC. This has 

the potential to become perhaps the most enduring legacy of the project. Similarly, funds spent on 

events run in conjunction with collaborating institutions, have proved valuable in two ways: first, it 

has enabled the LCLC to reach a wider number (and spectrum) of participant teachers and pupils; 

and secondly, it has led to enduring partnerships which are already being built upon for the future. 

 

11. Reflection on Project Delivery 

 

11.1 Key Enablers and Barriers to Achievement  
 

One of the key enablers of the LCLC’s successes has been the placement of a dedicated coordinator, 

based in a hub school, whose role has been to manage the day-to-day activities of the LCLC. 

Throughout the two years of the project, the coordinator was responsible for maintaining links 

between all parties involved: schools, universities, teachers, pupils, academics, and other 

organisations. The coordinator also managed all LCLC events, supported online activity, and was 

responsible for publicity, communication and recruitment. Without this centrally-placed role, 

guaranteeing a presence “on the ground” in a school, it would have been impossible for the LCLC to 

have operated effectively. 

A second key enabler of the LCLC’s achievements has been the cooperation of the partner 

institutions, who have viewed the project as a key institutional priority, dedicating significant staff 

time and resources to what has become a cornerstone of outreach policy in the two lead HEIs. 

Further to this, the expertise of the project leads at Pembroke College and The Open University has 

guaranteed a consistent level and quality of provision; whilst the flexibility of the project team and 

deliverers has allowed the LCLC to readily adapt to the evolving needs and pressures of stakeholders 

in the project. The willingness of other collaborators in the project, including other LSEF projects, to 

work with the LCLC has allowed provision to be extended into new areas and new groups of pupils 

and teachers, through partnerships with organisations and institutions such as Network for 

Languages London at the University of Westminster, with Tri-Borough Alternative Provision, and 
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with Oxford Brookes University. These partnerships have resulted in new types of activity which 

were not envisaged at the start of the project, and have proved incredibly fruitful. 

There have been several schools – and teachers and pupils within these schools – who have 

remained consistently involved across the entirety of the project. However, as is outlined in several 

areas of this report, probably the largest single barrier to achievement has been the extreme 

pressures on teachers’ time, which have led to inconsistent levels of participation on the part of 

schools, and a much more transient cohort of participants than was envisaged at the outset of the 

project. This came in spite of sustained efforts on the part of the delivery team to enhance school 

and teacher recruitment, meaning that certain events had to be reconfigured, although the project 

team determined wherever possible to go ahead with events as planned, even where teacher 

numbers were smaller. The lower levels of teacher participation had a knock-on effect on 

expenditure, resulting in an overall budget underspend. Levels of pupil engagement, however, were 

significantly higher, as a result of which pupil-focused activity took on a proportionally greater share 

of time and resources. In consequence, the timings of teacher CPD events were also altered, as focus 

shifted from discrete, stand-along twilight seminars to sessions integrated with pupil events, to 

encourage greater levels of participation.  

 

11.2 Management and Delivery Process 
 

The management and delivery of the project was effective overall, particularly with the permanent 

position of a coordinator within the hub school allowing full attention to be given to the project, and 

providing consistency unaffected by pressures on teachers’ time, and that of other stakeholders 

such as the leads at each of the partner HEIs. Frequent contact with key administrative contacts 

within partner institutions ensured that the planning and execution of LCLC events (which were held 

in a variety of different venues, often involving large numbers of tutors or mentors from several 

institutions) was highly effective. The placement of the coordinator “on the ground” in the hub 

school ensured that the programme was ultimately school-led, with constant involvement of school 

leaders and language teachers in shaping the project. 

The commitment to the project on the part of the partner institutions ensured that the project leads 

were able to devote significant time to the project, and each were in constant contact with the 

coordinator throughout the duration of the project. The existence of a steering group, at which all 

key stakeholders in the project were represented (including hub school, universities, and external 

evaluators) guaranteed that there was a consensual approach to logistical and strategic planning, 

thereby making delivery a smoother process. Link schools, too, were consulted throughout the 

project, to ensure that the views of as many stakeholders as possible were taken into consideration.  

Over the course of the project, as priorities and emphases evolved, the leads at both Pembroke 

College and The Open University took on an increased role (which is reflected in the budget, with 

increased levels of expenditure coming to be allocated to management and administration at these 

institutions). For instance, Pembroke College took a much more active role in school recruitment and 

engagement than was initially envisaged, whilst the growing shift towards online provision 

necessitated a greater devotion of time and resources on the part of The Open University, one of 

whose primary responsibilities on the project was the development and maintenance of online 

resources as a means of sustained engagement with teachers and pupils. 
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11.3 Future Sustainability and Forward Planning 
 

Having become embedded into the outreach strategies of both partner HEIs, following two 

successful years supported by the LSEF, the LCLC is now in a position to maintain a permanent 

presence in the Tri-Borough. This is fully supported by Pembroke College and The Open University, 

both of which view the project as an important priority. At a wider institutional level, Pembroke 

College is currently working closely with the collegiate University of Oxford in the development of a 

network of subject-knowledge hubs, of which the LCLC is a prominent example, in conjunction with 

other participating Oxford colleges. This is taking shape alongside the regionalisation agenda in 

national HE policy and the university’s own federal structures for delivering access and outreach. The 

sustainability of the LCLC will be ensured as the network it sits within becomes embedded into the 

Office for Fair Access (OFFA) outputs of the University of Oxford. Furthermore, The Open University 

regards the hub approach as a strategic way of connecting with teachers and hard to reach pupils, 

and is thus committed to its sustained involvement in the LCLC. 

The medium-term sustainability of the LCLC has, furthermore, been secured with the move in 

October 2015 to a new hub school, Westminster Academy, which has committed to funding the role 

of the coordinator. This agreement on the part of the school, whose staff and students had 

benefitted from the project over the two years of the project, is also reflective of a deeper 

commitment to continued engagement with the LCLC. Senior management and language teachers at 

this institution are actively engaged in shaping future direction and activity. This is vital, since if the 

LCLC is to continue as a sustainable institution, then the support of schools as well as the partner 

HEIs is indispensable. 

The formation of successful and ongoing collaborations with other LSEF projects, and other third-

party HEIs and organisations, has been an invaluable (and unforeseen) outcome of the LCLC’s first 

two years, and one which will play a central role in its future activities. The LCLC is already planning 

further activity with organisations such as Network for Languages London at the University of 

Westminster, in areas where there is real potential for mutual support, particularly around the area 

of primary-secondary transition. 

The LCLC is in the process of considerably enhancing its online presence, building on new resources 

which were being developed towards the end of the LSEF funding period. Provided that ongoing 

funds are secured, the LCLC website (which will be managed primarily by The Open University) will 

facilitate access to a wider range of teachers and pupils within the LCLC’s catchment area – at a 

lower cost than face-to-face events. Not only this, but it will also allow its resources to be shared 

with a much wider cohort. As free, open-access resources form a core element of The Open 

University’s entire raison d’être, so too will this become an increasing component of the own LCLC’s 

operation. 

Finally, the LCLC’s management is actively engaged in seeking funding (including from the LSEF 

Legacy Fund) to ensure the LCLC’s long-term sustainability, and to ensure that the networks created 

and the levels of provision (including online) can continue. 
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12. Final Report Conclusion 
 

12.1 Key findings in assessing the impact of the project 
 

Teachers 

Despite the mismatch with their stated CPD needs at the start of the project, teachers gave a high 

rating to the events they attended in terms of the contribution to their subject knowledge, teaching 

techniques and use of resources. They reported a wide range of ways in which the project was going 

to have an impact on their teaching, including the increased use of literature and poetry, use of 

technology and techniques for use with dyslexic pupils. They also valued the resources to which the 

project had introduced them.  However, from the outset the potential of the LCLC project has been 

hampered by the heavy workload on teachers and managers.  It has not been possible for teachers 

or pupils to engage with the project in the way that was originally envisaged. This has meant that 

neither the inputs nor the outputs of the project have been exactly as planned.  

Teachers participating in the programme were almost exclusively native speakers of the languages 

they were teaching and already had a high level of confidence in their subject knowledge. However, 

the project has been particularly useful in providing opportunities for them to work outside the 

classroom with their pupils in a university context. The key value for many native speaker teachers 

not educated in the UK system was in understanding pathways to language study in HE, enabling 

them to provide better careers advice to pupils.  

 

Pupils 

The scheduling of the project and patterns of participation by pupils and teachers meant it was not 

possible to track its impact on participation in language courses at GCSE and A level within the 

schools which took part. Although it was difficult to track it impact on GCSE or A level results, there 

is some evidence that pupils attending schools participating in the project obtained higher than 

predicted grades in their AS and/or A2 language examinations. Pupils who participated were already 

keen linguists and many were already bilingual, although not necessarily in the languages they were 

learning at school. The project did not reach significant numbers of pupils who would otherwise 

have been unlikely to be interested in languages. However, the project has been successful in raising 

an awareness of languages in participating schools (particularly in the hub school). Events have given 

many pupils a real taste of what studying languages at university is like and has opened their eyes to 

the breadth of study possibilities with languages, including history, literature, culture and politics. As 

pupils attending the 2015 summer school return to their schools in the new academic year and share 

their experience with others, there may well be also a knock-on impact on other pupils.  

Pupils attending identified a wide range of ways in which the events they attended had helped them 

in preparing for forthcoming examinations in languages, including both specific techniques and 

general stimulation of deeper learning.  

Feedback from pupils on events organised by the LCLC is very positive: the programme has had a 

notable impact on pupils’ intellectual and career ambitions and on their motivation and confidence. 

LCLC events opened the eyes of many participants to the culture/literature of countries beyond 

those they would have naturally considered e.g. the Mexican revolution or North African literature in 
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French. This inspired both participating teachers and their pupils and the project gave pupils a 

genuine taste of life at university. 

The approach by Pembroke College was designed to stretch pupils by taking them beyond their 

‘comfort zones’.  However, some teachers felt that this approach was not suitable for their pupils 

and that in order to reach a wider range of pupils, there should have been more ‘bridging’. Some felt 

that introducing participants to the ‘Oxford way’ rather than meeting half way, only served to 

reinforce stereotypes and impacted negatively on some participants. 

This highlights a discrepancy between approaches in HE and secondary schools, and the need for 

more joint working. In future, the inclusion of a range of different models of language degrees 

offered by a variety of universities would certainly enhance the experience for a broader cross-

section of pupils.  

 

Schools  

Teachers valued the opportunity the programme provided to meet colleagues and report that they 

will keep in touch. They would welcome an ongoing role for the LCLC in facilitating professional 

networking. 

Feedback from participating teachers and managers shows that the project was just beginning to see 

an impact from its programme of events and interventions. Feedback provided by participants would 

help make the LCLC more effective in future if acted upon. However, two years is not really long 

enough to achieve the kind of impact sought, particularly in the crowded world of education. 

 The Colloquium hosted by the LCLC towards the end of the funding period has already begun to see 

significant impact, and has the potential to effect serious and long-lasting change in the school 

system: indeed, this potential to alter the landscape of MFL education in the UK could ultimately 

become the LCLC’s most enduring legacy, alongside its in-depth interventions at a more local level. 

 

12.2  Key lessons learned in assessing the effectiveness of project delivery 

  
The project was school led and the head teacher of the hub school fully engaged in encouraging 

others to join the project and in disseminating the work of the project. 

Involving undergraduates to act as ‘guides’ to pupil participants worked extremely well, providing 

both positive role models and advice on studying at university/revising for exams. 

Having both teachers and pupils together at events was effective since it helped create a closer bond 

between teachers and their pupils and also supported the pupils when they needed it. 

The original assumption of the LSEF programme that needs were in the area of teacher subject 

knowledge, was not borne out in the case of language teachers who participated in this project.   

Teachers said that they wanted practical CPD which they could apply immediately in their own 

classrooms.  The experience of the project shows that native speaker language teachers require 

more guidance on study opportunities at university with languages as they themselves have often 

not studied in the UK and cannot advise their pupils effectively. 
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12.3  Key points to inform future delivery  
 

Funding should be provided for a longer period than 2 years if any sustainable, long term impact is 

sought.  The LCLC project now has the kind of experience and feedback to begin to build an effective 

programme but this will not happen without additional funding – the school system which is already 

over-stretched. 

Projects such as this should be developed from the outset around a shared understanding (with 

consultation of potential participants/beneficiaries) rather than built on a pre-determined set of 

needs.  The feedback now obtained would enable the project to become effective for participating 

schools. 

Future projects would benefit from more appropriate, more light-touch, but rigorous, 

evaluation/data collecting mechanisms. 

It is important to identify what schools really want in order to get them to engage – they are too 

busy and new ‘optional’ initiatives are not important enough if they come from outside and are 

based on external agendas. 

The majority of language teachers at KS5 are native speakers and need support in understanding the 

UK HE system in order to provide effective support/advice to their pupils.  Some kind of support in 

this area might make a real difference to the numbers of pupils opting to study languages as a single 

or combined Honours degree at university. 

 

 

Evaluation report prepared by Teresa Tinsley and Kathryn Board for CfBT Education Trust, with 

additional sections completed by the project delivery team  

October 2013 – September 2015 

Amended November 2015 
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 LSEF Evaluation Framework – Pembroke College Oxford 
 

1 
 

 

 Outcomes Indicators Baseline data collection Impact data collection 

Teacher outcomes 
 
Sub Groups 
As part of establishing the 
baseline, the characteristics of 
the eligible cohort will be 
analysed across the following 
sub groups:  

 Gender 

 Qualification, including 
degree subject 

 Languages competence, 
including L1 

 Teaching experience 

 Position held 
 

 
 

These will be expressed as a 
% of the whole group. 
 
Churn 
Records will also be kept of: 

 Unique teacher identifier 

 Engagement date  

 Disengagement date and 
reason  

 Increased subject 
knowledge and greater 
awareness of subject 
specific teaching 
methods 
 

 Teachers’ evaluation of what they 
have gained from events and 
activities attended 

 Self-reporting by teachers at end of 
Year 2 

 Student perceptions of teaching 
received before, during and after 
programme 

 School manager perceptions 
before, during and after 
programme 

 Pre-intervention questionnaires for 
teachers to include:  

-Languages currently taught and at 
which levels 
-Previous CPD 
-Career expectations 
-Perceptions of training needs 
-Barriers/issues 

 

 Pre-intervention questionnaires for 
students 

 Pre-intervention questionnaires for 
school managers 

 Teacher evaluation questionnaires 
after every event attended 

 Teacher questionnaires at end of 
Year 2 

 Student questionnaires at end of 
Year 2 

 School manager questionnaires at 
end of Year 2 

 

 Increased teacher 
confidence  

 Delivery of higher 
quality teaching 
including subject-
focused and teaching 
methods 

 

    

 Use of better subject-
specific resources 

 Development of better subject 
specific resources 
 
 
 

 Uptake of new resources 
 
 

 Audit of existing subject specific 
resources being used 

 
 

 Launch date of new resources 

 
 

 Reported use of new subject 
specific resources in lessons. 

 



 LSEF Evaluation Framework – Pembroke College Oxford 
 

2 
 

 Outcomes Indicators Baseline data collection Impact data collection 

Pupil outcomes 
(intermediate outcomes) 
 
Sub Groups 
The characteristics of the 
eligible cohort will be analysed 
across the following sub 
groups:  

 Age/Year group 

 LAC continuously for 6 
months+ 

 FSM  

 EAL 

 Gender 

 Ethnicity 

 Statement of SEN or 
supported at School 
Action Plus 

 
 
Churn 
Records will be kept of: 

 Unique pupil identifier 

 Engagement date  

 Disengagement date and 
reason 

 
Pupil outcomes continued… 
 

 Increased educational 
attainment and 
progress 

 

 Increased attainment at GCSE and 
A level 

 
 

 Reduced gap between attainment 
of different sub-
groups/disadvantaged groups of 
pupils 

 Attainment at GCSE in a language 
as % of school cohort over 
preceding 3 years, by subgroup 

 Predicted attainment at GCSE in a 
language as % of school cohort for 
forthcoming 3 years 

 Attainment in A level languages as 
a % of the school cohort over 
preceding 3 years, by subgroup 

 Predicted attainment in A level 
languages as % of school cohort 
for forthcoming 3 years 
 

 Comparison of all the above with 
national exam data and results of 
annual Language Trends1 surveys 
for previous 3 years. 

 

 GCSE languages results, 2014 and 
2015 cohorts 

 A level languages results, 2014 
and 2015 cohorts 

 
 
 

 Comparison of the above with 
national exam data and results of 
Language Trends surveys (see 
footnote) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Annual national surveys of language teaching in English schools carried out by CfBT Education Trust/British Council. The most recent survey is at 
http://www.cfbt.com/en-GB/Research/Research-library/2013/r-language-learning-in-primary-and-secondary-schools-in-england-2013 

http://www.cfbt.com/en-GB/Research/Research-library/2013/r-language-learning-in-primary-and-secondary-schools-in-england-2013


 LSEF Evaluation Framework – Pembroke College Oxford 
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 Outcomes Indicators Baseline data collection Impact data collection 

 Increased take up 
of language 
subjects at GCSE 
and A level 

 Increased numbers of pupils taking 
language subjects at GSCE, at A 
Level and at H/FE  

 Increased proportions progressing 
from AS to A2 in language subjects 

 
 
 
 

 Entries for GCSE languages as a 
% of school cohort over preceding 
3 years, by subgroup 

 Predicted entries for GCSE 
languages for forthcoming 3 years 
as % of cohort 

 Entries for A level languages as a 
% of school cohort over preceding 
3 years, by subgroup 

 Predicted entries for A level 
languages as % of school cohort 
for forthcoming 3 years 

 Numbers of pupils applying/starting 
university courses in languages 
over preceding 3 years 
 

 
 

 Take up for GCSE languages, by 
subgroup 

 Take up for AS and A2 languages, 
by subgroup 

 Entries for GCSE languages, 2015, 
by subgroup 

 Entries for A level languages, 
2015, by subgroup 

 Numbers of pupils applying/starting 
university courses in languages in 
2014 and 2015 

 Comparison with national statistics 
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4 
 

 Outcomes Indicators Baseline data collection Impact data collection 

 Heightened long term 
ambition 
 

 

 Increased number of pupils 
intending to progress to university 

 Increased number of pupils 
intending to study a language at 
university 

 Increased number of pupils see 
their future career in an 
international context 

 Increased number of pupils value 
their home languages for career 
purposes 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 Pre-intervention survey of 
aspirations and plans regarding 
H/FE and subject choices 

 Pre-intervention survey of pupils’ 
home languages and attitudes to 
them 

 Teacher perceptions of student 
attitudes and aspirations regarding 
languages 

 School manager perceptions of 
student attitudes and aspirations 
regarding languages 
 

 Surveys of pupils at end of Year 2 

 Teacher surveys at end of Year 2 

 School manager surveys at end of 
Year 2 
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 Outcomes Indicators Baseline data collection Impact data collection 

School system outcomes 
(long term outcomes) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Teachers/ schools 
involved in 
intervention making 
greater use of 
networks, other 
schools and 
colleagues to improve 
subject knowledge and 
teaching practice 

 

 Increased attendance at network 
meetings, conferences etc. 

 

 Increased number of teachers who 
are able to extend network i.e. 
through ‘cascading’ training/ 
support 
 

 Increased participation in ‘online’ 
subject  networks 

 

 Increased numbers of schools 
opting in to participate in networks 
i.e. attending regular meetings, 
sessions or events 

 
 

 Numbers and profile of teachers 
attending numbers of network 
meetings, conferences, taking 
advanced courses etc. over 12 
months previous to the intervention 

 

 Number of staff trained/ able to 
support & extend networks pre 
intervention 

 

 Range and scope of online fora  
used pre intervention 

 

 Number of schools actively 
involved in working together pre 
intervention 

 
 

 Numbers and profile of teachers 
attending numbers of network 
meetings, conferences etc. over Y1 
and Y2 of the intervention 
 

 

 Number of staff trained/ able to 
support & extend networks after Y1 
and Y2 of intervention 
 
 

 Level of support for online 
networks/hits etc.  

 

 Number of schools actively 
involved in working together after 
Y1 and Y2 of intervention 
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London Centre for Languages and Cultures - Evaluation plan 
 

This work plan is designed as a working document for the project team setting out how the Evaluation Framework (see LSEF template) is to be implemented. It is organised 

chronologically 

 

Date of data 
collection 

What Content Notes Project Manager 
action 

Evaluation team 
action 

Deadline for 
submission 

Est. Days for 
Evaluation 
team 
 

Baseline data – early February 2014  

November 2013 
 
(second wave 
September 2014) 
 
 

Pre-participation 
questionnaires for 
school managers – 
1 per school to be 
completed by lead 
teacher for the 
project and signed 
off by the 
Headteacher.  
 
 

Baseline perceptions of 
teaching quality and 
professional development 
needs 
 
Baseline school level data 
required for pupil outcomes 
 
Baseline perceptions of pupil 
aspirations and attitudes.  
 
 
 

 
 
 

Apply 
questionnaires 
 
Collate 
responses 
 
Submit baseline 
report  

Evaluation plan 
 
Design 
questionnaires 
 
Set up online 
surveys (Survey 
Monkey) 
 
Produce 
baseline report 
to include 
comparisons 
with national 
data 

Baseline data 
for submission 
early Feb 2014 

2 
 
 
2 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
4 

November 2013 or 
before attending 
first event 

Pre-participation 
questionnaires for 
teachers 
 
 

Baseline data on individual 
teachers 
 
Baseline perceptions of pupil 
aspirations and attitudes 

NB baseline data will 
need to be continually 
updated as more 
teachers join 

Set up tracking 
system for 
teacher 
engagement 
 
Apply 
questionnaires 
 
Collate 
responses 

Design 
questionnaires 
 
Set up online 
surveys (Survey 
Monkey) 
 
 

 2 
 
 
 
1 
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November 2013 or 
before attending 
first event (A level 
study day, 
December) 

Pre-participation 
questionnaires for 
students 
 
 
 
 

Baseline data on aspirations 
and plans  

Different questionnaires 
required for different 
year groups. Need to be 
tailored accordingly. NB 
only data from A level 
students will be available 
for baseline report. 

Set up tracking 
system for 
student 
engagement 

Design 
questionnaires 
 
Set up online 
surveys (Survey 
Monkey) 
 
 

 2 
 
 
 
1 

Ongoing data collection  

When a new 
school joins the 
scheme 

Pre-participation 
questionnaire for 
school managers, 
as above 

Baseline data as above  Collect and 
collate. Make 
available to 
evaluation team 

    

When a new 
teacher joins the 
scheme 

Pre-participation 
questionnaire for 
teachers 

Baseline data as above  Collect and 
collate. Make 
available to 
evaluation team 

    

When a new 
student joins the 
scheme 

Pre-participation 
questionnaire for 
students 

Baseline data as above  Collect and 
collate. Make 
available to 
evaluation team 

    

After every event 
attended 

Teachers Evaluation questionnaires Data to be compiled into 
a single spreadsheet 
(Teachers) 

Apply 
questionnaires 
Collate 
responses and 
make available 
to evaluation 
team 

Design 
questionnaires 

 1 

After every event 
attended 

Pupils Evaluation questionnaires As above Apply 
questionnaires  
Collate 
responses and 
make available 
to evaluation 
team 
 
 

Design 
questionnaires 

 1 
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    Collate 
management 
data on numbers 
attending etc. 

   

Interim report – due by 30 July 2014  

June/July 2014   NB there is no point in 
collecting data from 
pupils on aspirations and 
plans at this point as 
these will depend on 
outcome of GCSE and A 
level exams. 

Provide data on 
participation and 
attendance to 
evaluation team. 

Review of 
baseline report 
on basis of new 
joiners.  
 
Report on 
participation 
and attendance 
based on 
management 
figures 
 
Report on 
impact and take 
up so far (based 
on post event 
evaluation 
reports) 

31 July 2014 8 

FINAL REPORT – due 30 September 2015 

September 2014 Schools 
questionnaires 

Review and update baseline 
data 
Schools to report on take up 
for GCSE, AS and A2 courses 
starting September 2014 
 
Reflect on changes 
Report on GCSE and A level 
results 2014 
 
 
 
 

Data to be added to 
schools spreadsheet (for 
tracking) 
 

Apply 
questionnaires. 
Collate results 
and make 
available to 
evaluation team 

Design 
questionnaires 
and make 
available online 

30 July 2015 1 
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June 2015 Teacher 
questionnaires 

  
Following up baseline 
questions 

 Apply 
questionnaires. 
Collate data 
alongside 
baseline findings 
and make 
available to 
evaluation team 

Design 
questionnaires 
and make 
available online 

 1 

June 2015 Student 
questionnaires 

  
Following up baseline 
questions 

 Apply 
questionnaires. 
Collate data 
alongside 
baseline findings 
and make 
available to 
evaluation team  

Design 
questionnaires 
and make 
available online 

 1 

June 2015 School 
questionnaires 

  
Following up baseline 
questions 

 Apply 
questionnaires. 
Collate data 
alongside 
baseline findings 
and make 
available to 
evaluation team 

  1 

July 2015    Make 
management 
data available to 
evaluation team 

Write draft final 
report making 
comparisons 
with national 
data, and submit 
to Steering 
Group.  

 7 

August/September 
2015 

GCSE and A level 
results 2015 

Gather data via schools  Collect data 
from schools 

Complete final 
report. 

 2 

TOTAL       38 
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Revised evaluation framework for Year 2 

 

Background 

As we anticipated, the evaluation framework which was developed according to LSEF guidelines has 

proved difficult to implement. The collection of baseline data as specified in the original guidelines 

would have impacted negatively on take up and the project has chosen to prioritise encouraging 

participation over data collection. The baseline data which it was possible to collect are insufficient 

to be able to measure the impact of the project as originally planned.  

Patterns of take up for the project have not been as anticipated, which means that the tracking of 

cohorts using quantitative measures will not provide hard data on the impact of the project. In order 

to capture the true impact of the project we need to i) introduce methodologies which capture 

qualitative data and ii) focus on a smaller group of schools/teachers/pupils for which data are 

available.  

 

Action Required for 2014/15 (Y2) 

Original proposal Data sought Current status Proposed Action 

Pre-intervention 
questionnaires for 
school managers 

Baseline 
qualitative data 
on Teachers and 
Students 

None collected Telephone or face to face 
interviews with a sample of 
school managers. Criteria for 
selection, and timing, to be 
discussed 

School manager 
questionnaires at 
end of Year 2 

Qualitative 
impact data on 
Teachers and 
Students 

Unlikely to be 
forthcoming 

As above 

Baseline data from 
schools  

Quantitative 
data on pupil 
outcomes 

Available only from 3 
participating schools. 
Other data gathered 
from DfE performance 
tables.  

Collect baseline data also 
from Hub school. Decide 
whether to continue to 
attempt to collect baseline 
data from new schools 
joining scheme.  

Baseline data from 
teachers  

Quantitative 
and qualitative 
data on 
Teachers. 
Qualitative data 
on Students 

Available for 16 
teachers  

Decide whether to continue 
to attempt to collect data 
from new teachers joining 
scheme 

Baseline data from 
students 

Quantitative 
and qualitative 
data on 
Students 

Available for 43 
students 

Decide whether to continue 
to attempt to collect data 
from new students joining 
scheme 

Audit of teaching 
resources 

Baseline 
qualitative data 

Some data collected via 
teacher questionnaires 

Further information to be 
collected/recorded by 
project team through 



discussion during events 

Feedback on web-
based resources  
provided 

Qualitative 
impact data 

None yet To be collected/recorded by 
project team through 
discussion during events 

Teacher evaluation 
questionnaires after 
events attended  

Qualitative and 
quantitative 
impact data on 
Teachers 

Being collected Continue 

Student evaluation 
questionnaires after 
events attended  

Qualitative and 
quantitative 
impact data on 
Students 

Being collected Continue 

Updated baseline 
data from schools – 
August 2014 exam 
results and take up 
of languages in new 
school year 

Qualitative and 
quantitative 
impact data on 
Student 
outcomes 

Pro-forma being 
devised 

There is no point in sending 
this to schools which have 
not provided baseline data. 
Focus on hub school and the 
3 link schools which 
completed baseline surveys. 
Collect data on the other 
schools from performance 
tables  

Impact 
questionnaire – 
teachers (June 2015)  

Qualitative and 
quantitative 
impact data on 
teachers 

 Need to decide whether this 
goes to all teachers or just 
those who have completed 
the baseline questionnaire. 
Could be 
supplemented/substituted 
by interviews 

Impact 
questionnaire – 
students (June 2015)  

Qualitative and 
quantitative 
impact data on 
students 

 Need to decide whether this 
goes to all students who 
have taken part (bearing in 
mind it will be difficult to pin 
them down in June 2015), 
just those who completed 
the baseline survey (NB 
those in Year 13 at the 
beginning of the project will 
no longer be around), or 
whether to drop 
questionnaires altogether. 
Identify small group of 
students for interviews in 
June 2015.   

 



The London Centre for Languages and Cultures 

 

Baseline survey for participating teachers 

 

We are delighted to welcome you to the Pembroke College Oxford/London Schools Excellence Fund 

(LSEF) project to develop the teaching of languages in London schools. The LSEF requires us to collect 

data throughout the project to demonstrate that our project has achieved impact and that the 

funding provided has been effective. It is very important, therefore, that all teachers participating in 

the project answer the joining questionnaire below which should take ten minutes to complete. All 

your responses will be treated in the strictest confidence and anonymous.  

 

Thank you very much and we hope you find the project stimulating and useful. 

 

Unique Teacher Reference No:  

 

Date Joining the Project:  

 

 

 

 

PERSONAL  

 

1. Gender  

 Male 

 Female 

 

2. Please specify your qualifications  

- Degree subject:  

 

- Teaching qualification:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3. Which of the following best describes your professional experience? (place a tick in one box) 

 

 Qualified 
Teacher 

Unqualified 
Teacher 

NQT/beginning   

1 – 3 years 
teaching 
experience 

  

3 or more 
years teaching 
experience 

  

 

4. Languages. Please complete the following grid for the languages you know (levels refer to 

the Common European Framework of Reference) by placing a tick in the relevant boxes: 

 

 L1 Highly 
competent (C1 
or C2) 

Reasonably 
competent (B1 
or B2) 

Basic knowledge 
(A1 or A2) 

English     

Arabic     

French     

German     

Italian     

Japanese     

Mandarin     

Russian     

Spanish     

Urdu     

Other (please 
specify) 

    

 

Additional comments:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



TEACHING 

 

5. What post do you currently hold in the school where you are teaching? (tick one) 

 Senior Manager with language teaching responsibilities 

 Head of Languages 

 Head of French/Spanish/German/other language 

 Languages teacher 

 Foreign Language Assistant 

 Teaching Assistant 

 Other (please specify) 

 

6. Which languages do you currently teach and to which level? (place a tick in each relevant 

box) 

 

 KS3 KS4/GCSE Post 16/A level 

Arabic    

French    

German    

Italian    

Japanese    

Mandarin    

Russian    

Spanish    

Urdu    

Other (please 
specify) 

   

 

 

7. Please comment on how confident you feel to teach each of these languages 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8. Please comment on any barriers or issues you face in relation to your professional 

development and achievement of your career goals  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

9. Please provide details of the main resources you use for the languages you currently teach 

 

Type of resource Yes/No Details 

Text book 
 
 
 
 

  

Supplementary published 
material 
 
 
 

  

Resources made by myself 
 
 
 
 

  

Resources made by other 
teacher 
 
 
 

  

Authentic resources 
 
 
 
 

  

Language learning software 
 
 
 
 

  

Other 
 
 
 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



10. How would you rate the availability of resources in each of the languages you teach? (place 

a tick in each relevant box) 

 

 Very good Reasonable Poor 

Arabic    

French    

German    

Italian    

Japanese    

Mandarin    

Russian    

Spanish    

Urdu    

Other (please 
specify) 

   

 

Please comment further on any gaps in resources  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CPD 

 

11. What type of career development do you think would most help you to become a better 

languages teacher? (tick all that apply) 

 

 Improving my own fluency and knowledge of the languages I teach 

 Improving my knowledge of the cultures and countries where the language(s) I teach are 

spoken 

 Improving teaching techniques and approaches 

 Improving my understanding of second/foreign language acquisition 

 Improving knowledge of and access to teaching resources 

 Improving my understanding of how to monitor and assess pupil progress 

 Improving my understanding of pupils’ needs and the barriers they face 

 Other (please specify) 

 

 

 

 

 

If you have selected A or B above, please specify the languages/cultures in which you have training 

needs 

  

 

 

 



12. Please indicate any CPD in which you have participated in the past twelve months (place a 

tick in all relevant boxes) 
 Specifically for languages 

teachers 
Generic for all teachers 

Training or conferences 
provided by external bodies 
 

  

Training provided by exam 
boards 

  

In-school courses run by 
external providers 

  

In-school courses run 
internally 

  

Involvement in research 
projects 

  

In-school professional 
development practices (e.g. 
peer observation) 

  

Peer to peer professional 
development involving 
teachers in other schools 

  

Other   

None   

 

 

13. Please indicate any professional networks (actual or virtual) in which you currently 

participate 

 E-mail forums (e.g. Linguanet) 

 TES Resources  

 Association for Language Learning 

 Regional networks 

 Local TeachMeets 

 Facebook groups 

 MFL Twitterati or similar 

 Other (please specify) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



14. To what extent do you develop and support other language teachers? (please place a tick in 

the relevant column for each row) 

 

 Regularly Occasionally Never 

I act as mentor to new/beginning teachers    

I advise other teachers informally on issues 
such as resources 

   

I contribute to on line forums or social 
networks for language teachers 

   

I lead training for other language teachers 
within the school 

   

I lead training for other language teachers 
within my school and in other schools 

   

I contribute to network 
meetings/teachmeets of language teachers 

   

Other (please specify)    

 

 

 

PUPILS 

 

15. To what extent are your students’ attitudes towards language learning a barrier to take up 

and achievement? (tick one) 

 

 Poor appreciation of the value of languages by pupils is a major obstacle 

 Pupils are generally lukewarm rather than enthusiastic about language learning 

 Only a small number of students fail to appreciate the importance of language learning 

 Student attitudes are not a problem – in general they are very well motivated to learn a 

language 

 

 

16. How would you describe your students’ aspirations in relation to the languages they are 

learning? (tick one) 

 Most students have a very clear sense that language skills will be important to 

them in future  

 Most students are aware that having a language is an advantage 

 Most students are at an early stage in starting to recognise the value of 

languages 

 Students do not believe that languages will be useful to them in future.  

 

 

 

 

  



The London Centre for Languages and Cultures 

 

Baseline survey for participating pupils 

 

We are delighted to welcome you to the Pembroke College Oxford/London Schools Excellence Fund 

(LSEF) project to develop the teaching of languages in London schools. The LSEF requires us to collect 

data throughout the project to demonstrate that our project has achieved impact and that the 

funding provided has been effective. It is very important, therefore, that all students participating in 

the project answer the joining questionnaire below which should take no more than ten minutes to 

complete. All your responses will be treated in the strictest confidence and are anonymous.  

Thank you very much and we hope you find the project stimulating and useful. 

 

Unique Pupil Reference No: 
(If you do not know this, please ask your 

 teacher or email mgarraghan@wmsf.ac.uk)  

 

Date Joining the Project:  

 

1. Please complete the following grid for the languages you speak and are learning (tick all 

that apply) 

 

 Your first 
language or 
one in which 
you are 
bilingual 

Other 
language you 
know outside 
of school 
without being 
completely 
fluent  

Language 
learned 
at school 
above 
GCSE 
level 

Language 
learned at 
school up to 
GCSE level 

Language 
learned at 
school below 
GCSE level 

English      

Arabic      

French      

German      

Italian      

Japanese      

Mandarin      

Persian      

Portuguese      

Spanish      

Other (please 
specify) 

     

 

 

 

 

mailto:mgarraghan@wmsf.ac.uk


 

 

 

2. Is there any new language you would like to learn and why? 

 

 

 

 

 

3. How much do you enjoy your language lessons at school? (tick one) 

 I thoroughly enjoy all language lessons  

 I generally enjoy my language lessons 

 Language lessons are generally rather dull 

 I do not enjoy language lessons at all 

 

 

4. How effective do you think your language lessons at school are? (tick one) 

 The teaching is helping me to make very good progress 

 I generally feel I am making as much progress as is possible 

 I feel the lessons ought to enable me to make more progress 

 I don’t feel I am making any progress at all 

 

5. Please say which activities you enjoy most in your language lessons, and why. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6. Please say which activities you enjoy least in your language lessons, and why.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7. Which types of resources do you enjoy using most for language learning?   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Question for students currently in Year 10 and 11 

8. Do you plan take a language at AS/A level? 

 Yes 

 No 

 Not sure 

Please say what factors you have taken/you are taking into account in reaching this decision 

 

 

 

 

Questions for students currently in Year 12 and 13 

9. Which A level subjects are you studying for? 

 

  

 

 

Questions for all students 

10. Do you plan to go to University? (tick one) 

 Yes 

 No 

 Possibly 

 

If yes or possibly, what do you plan to study at University? 

 

  

 

11. Do you envisage a role for your languages in your chosen course of study/future career? 

(tick one) 

 Yes 

 No 

 Possibly 

 

If yes or possibly, please say how you think languages might benefit you in your future 

career. If no, please say why not. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



12. What do you hope to get from participating in this project? 

  

 

 

  

 



The London Centre for Languages and Cultures – Baseline Data Collection 

Data relating to provision for languages in schools 

We are delighted to welcome you to the Pembroke College Oxford/London Schools Excellence Fund 

(LSEF) project to develop the teaching of languages in London schools. The LSEF requires us to collect 

data throughout the project to demonstrate that our project has achieved impact and that the 

funding provided has been effective. It is very important, therefore, that all schools participating in 

the project answer the joining questionnaire below. All your responses will be treated in the strictest 

confidence and are anonymous.  

1. Unique School Reference Number 

  

2. Date Joining the Project  

 

3. Which languages are taught in your school in each Key Stage and as an extra-curricular 

option? (Please place an ‘x’ in all boxes that apply.) 

 

 KS3 KS4 Post 16 Extra-curricular 

Arabic     

Chinese     

French     

German     

Italian     

Japanese     

Persian     

Portuguese     

Spanish     

Other (please 
specify) 
 
 
 

    

 

Please provide further commentary if necessary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. For each year group, please indicate whether the study of a language is compulsory or 

optional. (Please place an ‘x’ in all boxes that apply.) 

 

 Compulsory for 
all pupils 

Compulsory for 
some pupils 

Optional for all 
pupils 

Optional for 
some pupils 

Year 7     

Year 8     

Year 9     

 

 

 



Year 10     

Year 11     

Year 12     

Year 13     

 

 

5. For each of the 3 years preceding this project, please provide data on the number of pupils 

enrolled in your school 

 

 2012/13 2011/12 2010/11 

Number of pupils in Year 11    

Total number sitting languages GCSE    

Number of pupils in Year 12    

Total number taking languages AS    

Number of pupils in Year 13    

Total number taking languages A2    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The following questions are repeated for each language at GCSE; please complete the tables 

for those languages/qualifications you offer. 

 

6. For each of the 3 years preceding this project, please provide the data on participation and 

achievement in : 

 

GCSE Arabic  

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-C 

Number 
achieving 
A*-G 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

GCSE Chinese  

 Total Number Number Number Number 



number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

achieving 
A*  

achieving 
A*-C 

achieving 
A*-G 

ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

GCSE French  

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-C 

Number 
achieving 
A*-G 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

GCSE German  

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-C 

Number 
achieving 
A*-G 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

GCSE Italian  

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-C 

Number 
achieving 
A*-G 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

GCSE Japanese  

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-C 

Number 
achieving 
A*-G 

Number 
ungraded 



2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

GCSE Persian  

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-C 

Number 
achieving 
A*-G 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

GCSE Portuguese  

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-C 

Number 
achieving 
A*-G 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

GCSE Spanish  

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-C 

Number 
achieving 
A*-G 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

 

The following questions are repeated for each language at A2; please complete the tables for those 

languages/qualifications you offer. 

7. For each of the 3 years preceding this project, please provide data on participation and 

achievement in:  

 

A2 Arabic 

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-B 

Number 
achieving 
A*-E 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      



2010/11      

 

 

 

 

 

 

A2 Chinese 

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-B 

Number 
achieving 
A*-E 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

A2 French 

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-B 

Number 
achieving 
A*-E 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

A2 German 

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-B 

Number 
achieving 
A*-E 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

A2 Italian 

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-B 

Number 
achieving 
A*-E 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

A2 Japanese 

 Total Number Number Number Number 



number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

achieving 
A*  

achieving 
A*-B 

achieving 
A*-E 

ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

A2 Persian 

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-B 

Number 
achieving 
A*-E 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

A2 Portuguese 

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-B 

Number 
achieving 
A*-E 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

A2 Spanish 

 Total 
number 
of pupils 
sitting 
exam 

Number 
achieving 
A*  

Number 
achieving 
A*-B 

Number 
achieving 
A*-E 

Number 
ungraded 

2012/13      

2011/12      

2010/11      

 

8. For each of the forthcoming 3 years, what numbers of pupils do you predict will opt to take a 

language subject. 

 

 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 

Number of pupils predicted to sit a 
GCSE in languages 

   

Number of pupils predicted to take a 
language a AS 

   

Number of pupils predicted to take a 
language at A2 

   

 



9. For each of the forthcoming 3 years, what numbers of pupils do you predict will gain 

particular grades in language subjects at GCSE and A2. 

 

 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 

Number of pupils predicted to 
achieve A or A* at GCSE in languages 

   

Number of pupils predicted to 
achieve A*-C in languages 

   

Number of pupils predicted to 
achieve A*-B in a language at A2 

   

 

10. Over the past 3 years what percentage of those embarking on an A level course in a 

language have continued to complete A2? 

 

 2013/14 2012/13 2011/12 

Arabic    

Chinese    

French    

German    

Italian    

Japanese    

Persian    

Portuguese    

Spanish    

Other (please 
specify) 
 
 
 

   

11. For each of the 3 years preceding this project, please indicate how many pupils at your 

school have applied for or started university courses involving languages 

 

 Number of pupils 
applying for university 
courses involving 
languages 

Number of pupils 
starting university 
courses involving 
languages  

2013/14   

2012/13   

2011/12   

 

12. Please comment further on the propensity of students at your school to apply to university 

courses involving languages. 

   



Baseline survey for head teachers/senior managers. 
(online only, none completed) 
 

Pembroke College Oxford/London Schools Excellence Fund (LSEF) project to develop the 

teaching of languages in London schools  

 

Baseline survey for completion by Head teacher or other senior manager in participating 

schools 

 

We are delighted to welcome you to the Pembroke College Oxford/London Schools 

Excellence Fund (LSEF) project to develop the teaching of languages in London schools.  The 

LSEF requires us to collect data throughout the project to demonstrate that our project has 

achieved impact and that the funding provided has been effective.  It is very important, 

therefore, that all schools participating in the project answer the joining questionnaire 

below.  All your responses will be treated in the strictest confidence and are anonymous. 

 

 

1. Please briefly describe your school and its constituency [text box] 

 

2. Has your school recently (in the last 3 years) made any changes to the status of 

languages in the curriculum, for example by making a language compulsory for some or 

all pupils, introducing new languages or ceasing to teach languages previously offered? 

(tick one) 

 

Yes 

No 

If yes, please give brief details and explain why these changes were made [text box] 
 

3. Does your school have any plans to introduce new languages or to change the provision 

of languages in the next 3 years? (tick one) 

 No, we expect provision to remain the same as at present 

 Yes, we expect to make changes (Please specify below) 

 Don’t know 

If you have answered yes, please say what changes you expect to introduce [text 

box] 

 

4. Please comment on the status and importance of languages within your school [text 

box] 

 

5. To what extent are your students’ attitudes towards language learning a barrier to take 

up and achievement? (tick one) 

 

 Poor appreciation of the value of languages by pupils is a major obstacle 

 Pupils are generally lukewarm rather than enthusiastic about language learning 

 Only a small number of students fail to appreciate the importance of language 

learning 



 Student attitudes are not a problem – in general they are very well motivated to 

learn a language 

 

6. How would you describe your students’ aspirations in relation to the languages they are 

learning? (tick one) 

 Most students have a very clear sense that language skills will be important to 

them in future  

 Most students are aware that having a language is an advantage 

 Most students are at an early stage in starting to recognise the value of 

languages 

 Students do not believe that languages will be useful to them in future.  

 

 

 

7. Using Ofsted criteria, how would you rate the quality of language provision within your 

school?  

 

 Outstanding Good  Satisfactory Inadequate 

Achievement of 
pupils in 
languages 

    

Quality of 
teaching in 
languages 

    

Behaviour and 
attitudes of 
pupils towards 
languages 

    

Leadership and 
management in 
languages 

    

 

Free comments [text box] 

 

 

8. How many of the languages teachers in your school have taken part in school supported 

subject specific CPD in the past twelve months? (tick one) 

 

 All language teachers 

 Most languages teachers 

 Some languages teachers 

 None 

 

9. How many of the languages teachers in your school are engaged in developing and 

supporting other teachers of languages, in your school or in other schools? 

 Most  

 A significant proportion but less than half 

 One or two 



 None  

 

10. Please name any other schools with whom you actively collaborate on i) languages 

and/or ii) other subjects [text box]  

 

 

 

 

11. What do you hope your school will gain from participating in this project? [text box] 

 

 

 

  



EVENT COMPLETION SURVEY (TEMPLATE) 

 

TEACHERS 

 

Your Unique Reference Number:  --------------------------------------------------- 

 

Date of Event: ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Language Chosen: ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

1.  To what extent were the following CPD needs met by this event? (Please give each element 

a score out of 4 ( 4 means “Extremely Well” and 1 means “Not at All”) 

 

CPD Need Rating 

 Improving my knowledge of 
the cultures and countries 
where the language(s) I 
teach/intend to teach are 
spoken 

1    2    3    4 

 Improving teaching 
techniques and approaches 

1    2     3     4 

 Improving my understanding 
of second/foreign language 
acquisition 

1    2      3     4 

 Improving knowledge of and 
access to teaching resources 

1    2    3    4 

 Improving my understanding 
of how to monitor and 
assess pupil progress 

1    2    3    4 

 Improving my understanding 
of pupils’ needs and the 
barriers they face 

1    2    3    4 

 Other (please specify) 
 
 
 

1    2    3    4 

 

 

 

 

Appendix E



2.  How will you incorporate this learning into your teaching? 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

3.  Is there anything you would particularly like to see included in future events organised as 

part of this project? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

4.  Please give a score out of 4 (4 means “Excellent” and 1 means “Poor”) for the following 

aspects of the event you participated in today. 

 

The content of the session and the level at which it was 
pitched 

1       2       3       4 

The format of the session and how well it was structured 
 

1       2       3       4 

How well the session was delivered and the pace at which 
material was covered 

1       2       3       4 

 

 

5.  Please provide any other comments you might have in the box provided below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

THANKYOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.  YOUR FEEDBACK IS VERY 

HELPFUL TO US. 

 

  



EVENT COMPLETION SURVEY (TEMPLATE) 

 

STUDENTS 

 

Your Unique Reference Number:  --------------------------------------------------- 

 

Date of Event: ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Language Chosen: ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

1.  Please list the 3 most important things you learned from today’s event? 

 

a) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
c) 
 
 
 
 

 

2.  How has today’s event helped your preparation for future examinations in languages? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



3. Will you do anything different or differently as a result of what you have learned today? 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

4.  Is there anything you would particularly like to see included in future events organised as  

part of this project? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

5.  Please give a score out of 4 (4 means “Excellent” and 1 means “Poor”) for the following 

aspects of the event you participated in today. 

 

The content of the session and the level at which it was 
pitched 

1       2       3       4 

The format of the session and how well it was structured 
 

1       2       3       4 

How well the session was delivered and the pace at which 
material was covered 

1       2       3       4 

 

 

6.  Please provide any other comments you might have in the box provided below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

THANKYOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.  YOUR FEEDBACK IS VERY 

HELPFUL TO US. 


