Key Stage 2 Modern Foreign Languages Framework: Consultation summary
Overview

We received 86 responses to the public consultation. Comments submitted in this way will inform the redrafting of the Framework document and will supplement the findings of the national trial of the Framework objectives, which involves around 40 schools in 13 local authority areas across the country. 

	Responses by type
	Number of responses

	Primary teacher
	29

	Secondary teacher
	16

	Primary Head teacher
	13

	Otherwise involved in education
	9

	Teacher trainer / educator
	7

	Other
	6

	Local Authority official
	4

	School Governor
	1

	Secondary Head Teacher
	1


On the whole, responses broadly welcomed the publication of the Framework, and were supportive of the attempt to provide a structure for the development of primary language learning programmes at Key Stage 2. 

In particular, there was broad support for the oracy, knowledge about language and language learning strategy strands included in the Framework, as well as the inclusion of sample activities and lesson plans. 

Two areas in particular caused some controversy:

· A high number of respondents (including 22 from one local authority) felt that the Literacy strand was inappropriate and that children of this age should not be exposed to reading and writing activities. Roughly equal numbers of responses felt that the Literacy strand was an important element within the document.

· The majority of respondents felt that the one-hour-per-week minimum time allocation was unrealistic for their school or the schools with which they were involved. However, there was a general recognition amongst respondents with experience of primary languages that an hour would be necessary for pupils to gain a meaningful level of competence in the language over the four-year period.
The Department’s initial response to these concerns is outlined in the summary of responses to questions 3 and 7 below.
Summary
1 Are the principles on which the Framework is based (sections 2.6-2.12 
of the consultation document) clear?

The overwhelming majority of respondents felt that the principles on which the Framework is based were very clear or largely clear.  A number of respondents accepted the principles but were concerned about making them a reality; they suggested that the introduction to the document might be improved by the inclusion of more detailed advice on how to fit languages into the curriculum.

2 Are the staffing suggestions outlined in 2.8 realistic for your school or the school(s) with which you are currently involved?

71% of responses were not confident that the staffing models outlined in the Framework would be workable under current circumstances. Most respondents felt that teachers (particularly class teachers) would require a substantial amount of training to raise their confidence and give them the necessary skills to deliver a language to their pupils. (A comprehensive national and regional training programme is planned, although details were not available at the time of the consultation).
A number of respondents were optimistic that they could implement the staffing suggestions over time, but were cautious about the short-term, arguing that heads and staff would need to be supported during the interim period. Support from secondary schools – advice as well as teaching time – was felt to be crucial. 

Schools with some experience of primary MFL teaching – particularly those already working with local native speakers and teaching assistants etc – were more likely to think the suggestions were realistic.
3
Is the timing recommendation of one hour per week (2.11) realistic 
for the school or schools with which you are currently involved?

None of the respondents stated that they were already offering this amount of language teaching in their school(s); the average figure was around 30 minutes per week. Few respondents disputed that 60 minutes a week would be necessary, but 79% felt that it would be difficult to achieve this under current circumstances. Quite a number observed that some creative thinking would be necessary to achieve the target, and requested more guidance from the Department on ways of integrating languages into an ‘already overcrowded curriculum’.
4
Do you have any additional comments about the principles on 
which the Framework is based?

In general, the majority of respondents felt that the principles were sound.

Several sets of comments suggesting minor changes of language / terminology have been passed on the writing team for consideration. A number of respondents questioned what they regarded as an implication that schools would only fulfil the entitlement if they offered the same language to pupils across KS2; we will therefore be incorporating guidance on choosing a language and structuring a programme of learning across more than one language into the final document.
Several respondents took the opportunity in this section of the questionnaire to reiterate earlier comments about the importance of government funding and national training to support the introduction of primary languages.

5
Are the Learning Objectives clear?

The vast majority (83%) felt that the Learning Objectives were well laid out and easy to understand; a number of respondents voiced concern about the level of detail and suggested that some kind of mediation or introduction to the document would be helpful for non-specialist-linguists.

A significant number of respondents questioned whether the clarity of the Learning Objectives was as important as whether or not they were appropriate. In particular, a number of responses (almost entirely from Kent, where the local authority’s approach to PMFL is focused on developing pupils’ oral competence) felt that the literacy strand was inappropriate or unrealistic for primary pupils. This issue is discussed in more detail under Question 7, below.

6
Are the sample activities which accompany the Objectives easily 
understood by teachers and appropriate for learners in each year 
group?
Only 5% of respondents found the sample activities inappropriate and only 2% found them difficult to understand. However, there was something of a divide evident in responses – with several respondents commenting on how much ‘fun’ they were, and others suggesting that they would take the ‘fun’ out of existing primary languages programmes. This suggests that the document is being interpreted in different ways by people with different experiences of primary language teaching; the Framework development team will therefore need to explore ways of encouraging a more consistent reading of the document, something that might perhaps be achieved through video exemplification of activities, for example. 
A number of respondents felt that the sample activities were too unwieldy / numerous and that the detail might obscure the broader structure for a primary languages programme which the Framework offers. The need to mediate the document to non-specialists – as well as time for them to get to grips with it – was emphasised.

7
Do you agree that the three core strands (oracy, literacy and 
intercultural understanding) are appropriate and clearly set out? 
In general, respondents were happy with the oracy and intercultural understanding strands, although there was some confusion as to whether they should be taught in separate lessons, or integrated in some way. 

There was significant opposition to the literacy strand of the Framework. The majority of respondents taking this view appear to be currently working to an oracy-based model and therefore remain unconvinced of the value of literacy in their classrooms. Smaller numbers seemed to have been confused by the alignment of the literacy strand with elements of the National Literacy Strategy, arguing that children could not be expected to demonstrate comparable literacy levels in a foreign language as in their mother tongue after 4 years of study. This suggests that the Framework, including any guidance, will need to be much clearer about the function of the literacy strand, and exemplify what the literacy element of an MFL lesson at KS2 might look like. We hope that this approach will reassure those who fear an impossible task, and go some way to convincing the more sceptical / ambivalent of the value of incorporating literacy into the primary MFL classroom.
Several respondents requested guidelines on how to integrate the strands within individual lessons, and ways of doing this will be considered by the writing team.

8 Do you think that the way in which the Knowledge about Language and the Language Learning Strategies strands have been presented is clear and helpful?

78% of respondents found these strands broadly helpful, although KAL presented more problems than language learning strategies. The close alignment of KAL with the terminology used in the Literacy Strategy led many to question whether the strand’s objectives were achievable. The conclusions about exemplification strategies outlined under question 7 apply equally in this case.
9 Can you see a model of progression running through the five strands?

60% of respondents were happy with the model of progression as set out in the Framework; a number of others could see progression but questioned whether it was valid (largely the same respondents who did not support the inclusion of the literacy strand). There was more concern about the progression model for Y5 and Y6 than for Y3 and Y4.
Several respondents suggested that the progression model needed to make the non-linear nature of second language acquisition more explicit throughout the document.

A number of respondents helpfully made suggestions for amendments to the text of specific objectives in each of the strands, and these will be passed on to the writing team for consideration.

10
Does any aspect of the Framework require additional 
exemplification for primary teachers without experience of 
teaching modern languages?

84% of respondents felt that there was a definite need to exemplify most of the document – particularly for non-specialists; even where the respondent felt that they had a good understanding of the Framework, they were generally concerned that the document might prove daunting to a primary teacher with no previous experience of MFL teaching.
Respondents emphasised the importance of training – suggesting that exemplification would only be properly effective if it was supported by tailored INSET.

11 
Is Appendix II – Planning a Programme of Work appropriate and 
helpful?

60% of respondents found this element of the document helpful, although there was no clear consensus as to the format; some felt the detail was overwhelming, others requested still more information. This is clearly a presentational issue that we will need to consider carefully in the process of producing a final draft – there is a need to produce a document which will be flexible enough to appeal to teachers in a variety of different circumstances and with different levels of experience.

12 
What kinds of mediation and support will teachers and curriculum 
managers need to enable them to use the Framework effectively?

The following were suggested by a number of respondents:

· Financial support from government / LEA

· Training – linguistic skills; primary MFL methodology, advice on cross-curricular planning
· Funded time for schools to get to grips with the principles behind the Framework, and to plan

· Local networks to support staff / share responses

· Exemplication – video examples, case studies etc.

· Support from specialist schools
All of the above are being considered by the MFL team as we work to develop plans for a national training programme; we expect to be able to announce further details of what this will entail in the coming months.
13 
Do you have any additional comments about the Framework?

Respondents here generally took the opportunity to reiterate their general view of the Framework, articulated in their answers to the previous questions. Most responses mentioned the need for funding to enable teachers to achieve what many saw as an ambitious undertaking.

The MFL Team at the DfES would like to take the opportunity to thank all of those who responded to the Framework consultation. All comments will be passed on to the writing team for consideration. The final version of the Framework will be available to schools from September 2005.
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