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Summary 

One hundred subject leaders and 60 class teachers participated in the evaluation of the 

Modern Foreign Languages (MFL) programme offered by the Centre for Professional 

Education of the University of Warwick.  Participants were mostly women aged 20 to 59 

years old, and had approximately ten years of experience being a teacher. Both groups were 

hoping to increase their knowledge about the new MFL curriculum that would then help them 

implement it in their schools. Before the start of the course, subject leaders and teachers 

were least competent planning for progression on MFL provision across the key stage. 

Subject leaders had additionally indicated low levels of confidence leading on MFL grammar 

provision. Following the training, overall levels of competence increased for both groups with 

the largest gains in competence reported among subject leaders across all areas of MFL 

provision. Participants reported high levels of satisfaction with the course, especially in 

relation to its content and tutors. The most valued aspects of the course were its interactive 

nature that allowed for sharing of resources and knowledge and its emphasis on practice. 

Participants’ experience of the technology platform was largely positive, though some 

participants would require more technical assistance before the start of the course to help 

them get connected. 
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1.0 Introduction  

Participants in the Modern Foreign Languages (MFL) programme included teachers and 

subject leaders. The format and content of training differed according to participants’ role in 

their schools, with most subject leaders having one first face-to-face introductory session, 

followed by four online sessions, while teachers received four online sessions without a face-

to-face meeting. Subject leaders who did not attend the introductory face-to-face session 

followed a training schedule similar to that of teachers. The evaluation was designed to 

reflect the different formats of their training schedule. Evaluation data focused on four main 

areas: (a) expectations from the course; (b) levels of competence in MFL; (c) experience of 

the technology platform, and (d) course satisfaction. Evaluation data were obtained using 

online self-report questionnaires. The only exception to this were evaluation data from 

subject leaders obtained at the face-to-face introductory session. All MFL course participants 

were invited to participate in the evaluation, which had been approved by the Humanities 

and Social Sciences Research Ethics Committee of the University of Warwick. Table 1 

below outlines the design of the evaluation. Findings are presented for each main area of 

evaluation, following a brief description of the participants’ profiles.  
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Table 1. Collection of evaluation data in relation to session scheduling 

 Class 

Teachers 

N=60 

Subject 

Leaders 

N=100 Timing in session  

Course Expectations Wave 1 Wave 1 F-t-F introductory meeting (SL) or at the start of first online 

session (SL and T) 

Evaluation of online technology Wave 2 Wave 2 End of third online session 

Course satisfaction Wave 3 Wave 3 End of fourth online session 

Competence in MFL provision Waves 1 & 3 Waves 1 & 3  
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1.1 Participants’ characteristics 

At Wave 1, 100 subject leaders and 60 class teachers participated in the evaluation. They 

represent 76% of registered subject leaders (N=132) and 29% of registered class teachers 

(N=210). Clearly, participation levels of subject leaders were higher. This may be partly due 

to the different mode of data collection at Wave 1. Of the participating subject leaders, 68% 

provided data at the face to face introductory session, while 32% completed Wave 1 using 

the online questionnaire. 

The majority of participants were female. Seven per cent of teachers were men, and 

15% of subject leaders were men. Fifty-seven per cent of subject leaders were aged 20 to 

39 years-old, while the remaining 43% were aged between 40 and 59 years old. Teachers’ 

ages were similarly distributed: 67% were up to age 39 years, and 33% were aged 40 to 59 

years old. The vast majority of participants spoke English as their first language, while 3% 

and 5% of subject leaders and teachers, respectively, were bilingual with English as one of 

the two languages. A further 7% subject leaders and 17% teachers indicated that English 

was not their first language.  

  In terms of teaching experience, subject leaders reported working as a teacher for an 

average for 10 years (range 0 to 36) and teachers reported working as a teacher for an 

average of 9 years approximately (range 0 to 35 years). Teachers and subject leaders had 

taught MFL for an average of 5 years (range 0 to 30 and 0 to 35 for teachers and subject 

leaders, respectively). Subject leaders had been leading on MFL provision in their school for 

less than three years on average, though there was wide variation (range 0 to 33 years). 

Levels of previous training were relatively low: only 25% of teachers and 41% of subject 

leaders had previous training in teaching MFL. 

Levels of MFL teaching in participants’ schools were high: 96% of subject leaders 

and 97% of teachers reported that a modern foreign language is currently taught in their 

school. It should be noted that participant data may reflect overlap between schools, if 
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participants are drawn from the same school. This information was not included in the 

evaluation which was based on the collection of anonymous data. Where participants 

reported that MFL are currently being taught in their school, these were French (reported by 

64% of all participants), Spanish (42%), German (8%) and Mandarin (4%). French and 

Spanish appear as the most frequent MFLs offered in participants’ schools.   

Among teachers, 13% did not actually teach any MFL in the current academic year, 

whereas the majority taught either French (40%) or Spanish (37%). Very few teachers taught 

more than one language: 7% taught French and German; 1.7%  French and Italian; and 

1.7% French and Spanish. 

2.1 Participants’ expectations from the course 

At wave 1, participants identified what they hoped to achieve by participating in the MFL 

course offered by the University of Warwick. Table 2 provides a detailed presentation of 

participants’ responses to each expectation.  The majority of participants were hoping to gain 

knowledge about the new curriculum around MFL teaching (93% and 84% of teachers and 

subject leaders, respectively). Teachers were also hoping to increase their knowledge on 

ways of teaching MFL (88%), while both teachers and subject leaders were hoping to gain 

confidence in implementing the new curriculum (75% and 68%, respectively). Recent 

changes in the MFL curriculum were one of the main reasons participants opted to 

participate in the course. 
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Table 2. Participants’ expectations from the MFL course  

Hoping to gain… 

Class 

Teachers 

Subject 

leaders 

Knowledge about the new curriculum 93% 84% 

Knowledge about ways to teach modern foreign 

languages 

88% 67% 

Confidence to implement the new curriculum 75% 68% 

Knowledge about co-ordinating language teaching in 

their school 

30% 64% 

A network of support 53% 60% 

Knowledge to develop further what is currently being 

offered in their school 

50% 59% 

Confidence to make school level changes in language 

teaching provision 

37% 54% 

 

 The majority of participants were satisfied that the course met their expectations. 

At the end of the programme (Wave 3), 82% of subject leaders and 78% of teachers 

indicated that the course met their expectations (See Table 6 for detailed breakdown), while 

only 4% of subject leaders and 9% of teachers suggested the course did not match their 

expectations.  

 At Wave 1, just 31% of subject leaders and 18% of teachers indicated they were 

very familiar with the new curriculum. At Wave 3, this had increased to 76% and 44% of 

subject leaders and teachers, respectively.  
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2.2 Perceived competence in MFL provision 

Participants’ self- perceived competence at MFL was evaluated at two time points, at the 

start of the programme and at the end of the final session. Participants were asked to rate a 

series of statements on a 5-point scale.  

 At the start of the MFL training, competence levels were fairly evenly distributed 

(Table 3), suggesting that participants had broadly similar levels of high and low confidence. 

Two main points are noteworthy. The area where both groups indicate they felt least 

competent was planning for progression across the key stage: low levels of confidence (a 

score of 1 or 2) were indicated by 52% of teachers and 39% of subject leaders. In addition, 

subject leaders were more likely to feel less confident leading in grammar (43%) compared 

to being very confident in this area (30%). This was not the case for teachers. Across the 

other areas of provision, listening and speaking, reading and writing, competence levels 

were fairly evenly distributed (i.e., between 30% - 40% suggested low confidence vs the 

same proportion suggesting high confidence), across subject leaders and teachers. The only 

exception was listening and speaking were 13% more subject leaders reported higher levels 

of confidence compared to lower levels of confidence.  
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Table 3 Participants’ levels of confidence teaching or leading in MFL before they started the programme 
 

 

 

 

How confident are you… 

1 - Not 

very 

2 3 4 5 - Very 

S
u

b
je

c
t 

le
a
d

e
rs

 

leading MFL in your school? 14.4% 13.3% 36.7% 23.3% 12.2% 

planning for progression across the Key Stage? 18.7% 19.8% 38.5% 17.6% 5.5% 

leading on listening and speaking? 14.3% 14.3% 29.7% 30.8% 11.0% 

leading on reading? 11.0% 19.8% 29.7% 23.1% 16.5% 

leading on writing? 12.1% 24.2% 30.8% 18.7% 14.3% 

leading on grammar? 17.6% 25.3% 27.5% 15.4% 14.3% 

T
e
a

c
h
e

rs
 

teaching MFL in your school? 16.7% 13.3% 33.3% 18.3% 18.3% 

planning for progression across the Key Stage? 26.7% 25.0% 31.7% 11.7% 5.0% 

teaching listening and speaking? 8.3% 20.0% 33.3% 16.7% 21.7% 

teaching reading? 15.0% 23.3% 21.7% 16.7% 23.3% 

teaching writing? 16.7% 21.7% 25.0% 13.3% 23.3% 

teaching grammar? 28.3% 18.3% 13.3% 11.7% 28.3% 
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Following the end of the course, confidence levels appear to have increased overall (Tables 

4 and 5). Looking at Table 4, subject leaders were now more likely to indicate higher levels 

of confidence (44% a rating of 4 or 5) than lower levels of confidence (just 8% now gave a 

rating of 1 or 2). A similar reversal is observed among teachers: only 22% of teachers have 

low confidence in planning for progressions across the key stage (compared to 52% at Wave 

1) whereas 44% have high levels of confidence. In addition, subject leaders were more 

confident leading on MFL grammar provision (44%) whereas only 16% suggested they had 

low competence in this area.  

Table 5 highlights the change in overall levels of high competence (a rating of 4 and 5) 

between the two time points. It is clear that confidence has increased among participants on 

all domains, with the exception of teaching grammar among teachers. The previously 

reported 40% high levels of confidence in this domain have remained at similar levels (35% 

now. It should be noted, however, that a direct comparison of pre-post change was not 

possible, as participants could not be matched across waves.   

A further area evaluated at Waves 1 and 3 was participants’ satisfaction with existing 

procedures for pupil assessment in MFL. Participants indicated their satisfaction on a 5-point 

scale (1: not at all happy, 5: very happy). At Wave 1, 9% of subject leaders and 7% of 

teachers suggested they were happy or very happy with the assessment procedures at 

Wave 1. This changed substantially at the end of the course, where 20% of subject leaders 

and 30% of teachers reported being happy or very happy with the assessment procedures. 

While the evaluation data cannot indicate whether a change in assessment procedures took 

place in participants’ schools during the course, there is a notable improvement in reported 

satisfaction levels.  
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Table 4 Participants’ levels of confidence teaching or leading in MFL following the course  
 

 

 

 

How confident are you… 

1 - Not 

very 

2 3 4 5 - Very 

S
u

b
je

c
t 

le
a
d

e
rs

 

leading MFL in your school? 4.0% 4.0% 24.0% 44.0% 24.0% 

planning for progression across the Key Stage? 4.0% 4.0% 48.0% 32.0% 12.0% 

leading on listening and speaking? 8.0% 0.0% 16.0% 48.0% 28.0% 

leading on reading? 4.0% 4.0% 32.0% 36.0% 24.0% 

leading on writing? 4.0% 4.0% 28.0% 40.0% 24.0% 

leading on grammar? 8.0% 8.0% 20.0% 40.0% 24.0% 

T
e
a

c
h
e

rs
 

teaching MFL in your school? 8.7% 8.7% 26.1% 30.4% 26.1% 

planning for progression across the Key Stage? 13.0% 8.7% 34.8% 26.1% 17.4% 

teaching listening and speaking? 4.3% 4.3% 43.5% 21.7% 26.1% 

teaching reading? 4.3% 17.4% 34.8% 21.7% 21.7% 

teaching writing? 4.3% 13.0% 39.1% 21.7% 21.7% 

teaching grammar? 13.0% 4.3% 47.8% 17.4% 17.4% 
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Table  5.  Change in participants’ reported competence levels following the course 

 

 

 

 

How confident are you… 

High 

confidence 

(score 4 or 

5) at Wave 

1 

High 

confidence 

(score 4 or 

5) at Wave 

3 

S
u

b
je

c
t 

le
a
d

e
rs

 

leading MFL in your school? 36% 68% 

planning for progression across the Key Stage? 23% 44% 

leading on listening and speaking? 42% 76% 

leading on reading? 40% 60% 

leading on writing? 33% 64% 

leading on grammar? 30% 64% 

T
e
a

c
h
e

rs
 

teaching MFL in your school? 37% 57% 

planning for progression across the Key Stage? 17% 44% 

teaching listening and speaking? 38% 53% 

teaching reading? 40% 44% 

teaching writing? 37% 44% 

teaching grammar? 40% 35% 
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2.3 Participants’ evaluation of the online technology platform Blackboard Collaborate 

Participants were asked to indicate their experience of using the online platform after they 

had completed three out of the four online sessions. Participants needed to download the 

launcher initially and could log in to the sessions following a link emailed by the course 

administrator. Online sessions typically started with a PowerPoint presentation, and 

participants could see both slides and presenters on their computer screens. The 

presentation was followed by a question and answer session. A total of 65 participants took 

part in this part of the evaluation (35 subject leaders and 30 teachers). As this part of the 

evaluation does not relate to participants’ different roles, data will be presented across the 

whole group.  

Overall, 97% of participants found Blackboard Collaborate easy to use: 92% suggested it 

was easy to download the launcher (N=5 participants did not find it easy), and 99% of 

participants found it easy to use the link to access the online session. In terms of the overall 

session length, 86% suggested the 1-hour duration was just right, 9% suggested it was too 

long, and 5% suggested it was too short. With regard to timing of the online sessions (all 

scheduled at 4pm), 89% of participants indicated the time was good. Just 11% suggested 

the timing was not convenient. All 8 suggestions for change indicated a later start time: most 

suggestions were for 4:30pm, one suggestion was for later in the evening, and one 

suggestion proposed a choice of times to be made available. Reasons offered for later start 

time related to short time lag between children’s departure and the start of the session.  

More qualitative data were also collected from participants who opted to answer the open-

ended questions. The majority of qualitative comments were positive (70%). Participants 

commented positively on the online platform: 
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Participants also took the opportunity to comment on the whole course or the presenters: 

 

 

 

 

  

Where comments were not positive, they related exclusively to technical difficulties. Two 

participants indicated technical problems accessing the platform from Apple computers, 

suggesting issues of compatibility need to be ironed out before the course. Most technical 

difficulties related to broadband or other technical infrastructure in the school (most people 

accessed the sessions whilst located in their workplace).   

2.3.1 PowerPoint Presentation 

All participants indicated that the slides helped them to understand the content of the 

session. Approximately 98% of participants suggested they could read the slides all or most 

of the time. Audio clarity was also good, though 15% of participants indicated they could 

hear the presenters clearly most of the time as opposed to always. Slides were presented at 

the right pace for 97% of participants, while only 3 people indicated the pace was too fast. 

“Surprisingly easy and enjoyable to use”. 

“A brilliant resource. I never had any problems with it at all 

and fantastic to have a speaker, powerpoint and resources from peers”. 

“This was a useful means of working with colleagues from the 

comfort of your own home”. 

“Fantastic course full of useful ideas and links to resources, Presenters 

are very knowledgeable and keen to help”. 

“Great course, thank you very much”. 

“Thoroughly enjoyed it…” 

“Very helpful, knowledgeable, approachable presenters”. 



15 
 
 

Equally, 97% of participants thought that seeing the presenters next to the slides aided 

comprehension. 

2.3.2 Question and Answer session 

Participants’ experience of this part of the session indicated that it was an important 

component of the session and it was well managed. When participants were asked if they 

had enough opportunities to ask their question(s), no one indicated that they had a question 

but there was no time to ask it. Thirty-one per cent of participants did not have any questions 

to ask, while 69% had questions they themselves put forward or other participants. 

Overwhelmingly positive was participants’ rating of the quality of the answers: no one 

indicate that answers were not detailed enough, and 100% of participants found answers 

very or mostly helpful. 

Last, 97% of participants suggested the Q&A session enhanced understanding of the 

session’s content because more detail was added during this part (75%) or because of 

clarifications (22%). Just 3% indicated the Q&A session was repetitive in relation to the 

presentation. 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 



16 
 
 

2.4 Course satisfaction  

Participant data on course satisfaction were collected at the end of the final session. Data 

were provided by 48 participants in total, suggesting only about 30% of the initial group 

(N=160) was still engaged at data collection at Wave 3. Of those, there were 25 subject 

leaders (25% of original subject leaders evaluation sample), and 23 class teachers (38% of 

original class teacher sample).   

2.4.1 Overall satisfaction 

Participants rated a series of items on a 5-point scale with ratings of 1 and 2 indicating low 

satisfaction, and ratings of 4 and 5 indicating high satisfaction. Overall, levels of satisfaction 

were equally high among subject leaders and teachers. Results will be presented separately 

(see also Table 6 for a detailed breakdown of ratings):  

 With regard to course content, 96% of subject leaders and 87% of teachers 

indicated high satisfaction.  

 With regard to course tutors, 92% of subject leaders and 91% of teachers 

indicated high satisfaction 

 With regard to course format, 88% of subject leaders and 83% of teachers 

indicated high satisfaction. 

 With regard to administrative support, 84% of subject leaders and 83% of 

teachers indicated high satisfaction. 

 84% of subject leaders and 85% of teachers found the course relevant to their 

work. 

 82% of subject leaders and 78% of teachers agreed that the course matched 

well their expectations.  

Overall, 94% of participants would recommend the course to a colleague: 92% of subject 

leaders and 96% of teachers.  
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2.4.2 Valued course characteristics 

Participants were asked to rate four characteristics of the course in terms of their importance 

for participants’ choice of course: 

 76% of subject leaders and 87% of teachers said it was very important that the 

course was free 

 24% of subject leaders and 39% of teachers said it was very important that the 

course was offered by the University of Warwick. For 28% and 17% of subject 

leaders and teachers, respectively, this was not important at all. 

 52% of subject leaders and 57% of teachers said that it was very important that the 

course was online. 

 76% of subject leaders and 74% of teachers said that it was very important that the 

course was delivered by local MFL teachers.  

In addition, participants were asked to indicate one aspect of the course that they valued 

most. Content analysis of the 46 responses indicated that two were the most frequently 

reported valued characteristics of the course: its interactive nature (39%) and its orientation 

on practice (35%). 

With regard to the interactive nature of the course, participants valued the opportunity for 

discussion with tutors and colleagues, the set up that facilitated interaction, and most often 

the ‘sharing’ of resources, tips, advice between course providers and students, but also 

among students themselves: 
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The other highly valued characteristic was the course’s emphasis on practice through the 

provision of practical advice and tips, use of examples to demonstrate, and providing 

resources that are immediately usable in the classroom: 

 

 

 

 

 

2.4.3 Suggestions for improvement 

Participants were provided with an opportunity to identify opportunities for improvement with 

regard to the course content and the format. These attracted low levels of response: 23% of 

participants commented on content and 17% on format. Summarising across these data, 

participants suggested: 

 More on Spanish 

 More resources, more examples, more teaching materials 

 More concrete resources; more hands on experience 

 Longer sessions; later sessions 

 Less repetition across sessions 

“Sharing ideas and opportunities to discuss”. 

“The chance to share resources with others”. 

“Being able to share resources and what it looks like in the classroom”. 

“Links to resources and teachers sharing these ideas”. 

“Interactive chatroom”. 

 

“The writing course-the website storybird”. 

“The assessment grid” 

“Progression explained from year 3-6”. 

“Lots of practical help and ideas”. 

“Termly breakdowns for year groups”. 
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2.4.3 Impact  

When asked if the MFL training will make a difference in their day to day work, 90% of 

participants were positive. Just 5 people (both subject leaders and teachers) indicated that 

there would be no impact on their work.  When describing how the course will impact on 

participants’ work, approximately 70% of the 34 descriptions of impact related to resources: 

that is participants indicated that they now have more or new resources to drawn on when 

teaching or leading in MFL. Some of the impact descriptions related to more concrete 

changes (e.g., “Use the progression matrix to help with long term planning’, “trying out some 

new songs and games”), but most were broader descriptors (e.g., “Use a wider range of 

lesson and activity ideas”, “awareness of available teaching resources/techniques”).  

Four participants made explicit mention to changes in assessment procedures, an area most 

teachers and subject leaders had indicated they were not happy with at the start of the 

course (see section 2.2). A small number of participants indicated that they now had a better 

understanding of the new MFL curriculum (e.g., “I understand the new requirements 

better...”, “Adapt my language teaching to meet the new curriculum requirements”.). 

In summary, most participants felt that they had acquired new knowledge and resources that 

they could use to change or integrate in their existing work. However at this stage, most 

participants were not able to identify specific changes to their practice.   

3.0 Conclusions  

The overall evaluation of the MFL programme indicated that participants had a very positive 

experience of the course; they felt that they had acquired new knowledge and a wealth of 

resources to integrate into their current practice. Reported levels of competence increased 

with the most notable increases among subject leaders, and in relation to planning pupils’ 

MFL progression across the key stage. The course’s emphasis on interaction (also facilitated 

by the format of the course) and on practice were valued by the participants highly as it 

allowed for sharing of good practice, resources, and material that participants could readily 
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integrate in their work. With regard to the format of the course, 97% of participants found 

Blackboard Collaborate easy to use; the 4pm start was convenient to 89% of participants 

and 86% felt the one hour duration was just right. A very small minority experienced 

technical difficulties related to software-hardware compatibility and IT infrastructure at the 

place of access.  The new MFL curriculum appeared an important factor in participants’ 

motivation to engage with the course. Important factors for selecting this particular course 

seemed to be its delivery by local MFL teachers and its free price. Very high levels of overall 

satisfaction were reported in relation to the course’s content (92%) and course tutors (92%) 

with 94% suggesting they would recommend it to a colleague. Overall very positive ratings 

throughout the evaluation suggest that there are no particular areas where revisions would 

be required, if the course were to be repeated, in either format or content. 
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Table 6. Participants’ overall course satisfaction ratings 

 1 - Not very 2 3 4 5 - Very 

 

S
u

b
je

c
t 

L
e
a

d
e

r 

Overall how satisfied are you with the course content? 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 40.0% 56.0% 

Overall how satisfied are you with the course tutors? 0.0% 0.0% 8.0% 12.0% 80.0% 

Overall how satisfied are you with the course format (including the online platform)? 0.0% 4.0% 8.0% 32.0% 56.0% 

Overall how satisfied are you with the administrative support and communication? 0.0% 0.0% 16.0% 28.0% 56.0% 

Overall how relevant would you say the course was to your work? 0.0% 4.0% 12.0% 16.0% 68.0% 

Overall how well did the course meet your expectations? 0.0% 4.0% 4.0% 32.0% 60.0% 

C
la

s
s
 T

e
a

c
h
e

r 

Overall how satisfied are you with the course content? 4.3% 0.0% 8.7% 34.8% 52.2% 

Overall how satisfied are you with the course tutors? 0.0% 4.3% 4.3% 26.1% 65.2% 

Overall how satisfied are you with the course format (including the online platform)? 4.3% 4.3% 8.7% 34.8% 47.8% 

Overall how satisfied are you with the Administrative Support and Communication? 4.3% 0.0% 13.0% 26.1% 56.5% 

Overall how relevant would you say the course was to your work? 8.7% 4.3% 0.0% 26.1% 60.9% 

Overall how well did the course meet your expectations? 8.7% 0.0% 13.0% 34.8% 43.5% 

 
 

 


