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Executive Summary     
 

The European Survey on Language Competences (ESLC), the first survey of its kind, 
was established to provide participating countries with comparative data on foreign language 
competence and insights into good practice in language learning. Moreover, the ESLC is also 
intended to provide information about language learning, teaching methods and curricula and to 
enable the establishment of a European language competence indicator that assesses mastery of 
basic skills in at least two foreign languages from a very young age. 
 

This Executive Summary presents a brief overview of the most important findings of the 
study that was carried out by the SurveyLang Consortium (a group of eight expert organisations 
in the fields of language assessment, questionnaire design, sampling, translation processes and 
psychometrics) in spring 2011. The fifteen adjudicated entities which participated in this survey 
included the Flemish-, French- and German speaking Belgian communities, Bulgaria, Croatia, 
Estonia, France, Greece, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden. The 
ESLC collected information about the foreign language proficiency of pupils from these entities 
in the last year of lower secondary education (ISCED2) or the second year of upper secondary 
education (ISCED3).  

 
Each educational system tested the two languages most widely taught in that entity from 

five tested languages (English, French, German, Italian and Spanish). The total sample comprised 
almost 53,000 pupils and each sampled pupil was tested in solely one language. The Maltese 
sample consisted of 1175 male and 1200 female pupils selected at random from various schools 
to ensure a good geographical representation, where 51.5% were tested in English (first target 
language) and 48.5% were tested in Italian (second target language). The language tests covered 
three language skills - Listening, Reading and Writing and each student was assessed in two of 
these three skills.  
 

The results of the survey are reported in terms of the CEFR levels (Common European 
Framework of Reference for Languages - teaching, learning and assessment). The CEFR has 
been widely adopted in Europe and beyond as a framework for language education, and also for 
developing a shared understanding of levels of language competence. It defines five levels of 
functional competence from pre-A1 (the lowest level) to B2. The ESLC focused on levels A1 to 
B2. The term ‘beginner’ is adopted to designate a pre-A1 level; the term ‘basic user’ designates 
the A1 and A2 levels and ‘independent user’ designates the B1 and B2 levels. Questionnaires 
were administered to pupils, teachers and school principals. In addition, system-wide information 
was collected through the National Research Coordinators. 
 

The overall performance of Maltese students in language skills is considerably better than 
the ESLC average (all adjudicated entities combined), particularly in the first foreign language.  
The proportions of Maltese students achieving the level of independent users in the first language 
reading, listening and writing (79%, 86% and 83%) are significantly larger than corresponding 
proportions for ESLC averages (41%, 45% and 40%). On the other hand, the proportion of 
Maltese students attaining the beginner level in first language reading, listening and writing (4%, 
3% and 1%) are significantly smaller than corresponding proportions for ESLC averages (14%, 
17% and 11%). 
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Reading Listening Writing  
CEFR Level for 

1st language 
 

Malta 
ESLC 

average 
 

Malta 
ESLC 

average 
 

Malta 
ESLC 

average 
B2 63% 27% 72% 30% 48% 13% 
B1 16% 14% 14% 15% 35% 27% 
A2 7% 12% 9% 13% 10% 24% 
A1 10% 33% 2% 25% 6% 25% 

Pre-A1 4% 14% 3% 17% 1% 11% 
 

The performance of Maltese students in competences for second language is marginally 
better than the ESLC averages. The proportions of Maltese students achieving the level of 
independent users in second language reading, listening and writing (34%, 46% and 26%) are 
marginally larger than corresponding proportions for ESLC averages (27%, 27% and 22%). On 
the other hand, the proportions of Maltese students attaining beginner level in second language 
reading, listening and writing (16%, 18% and 29%) are comparable to corresponding proportions 
for ESLC averages (19%, 20% and 21%). 
 

Reading Listening Writing  
CEFR Level for 

2nd language 
 

Malta 
ESLC 

average 
 

Malta 
ESLC 

average 
 

Malta 
ESLC 

average 
B2 24% 15% 29% 14% 6% 5% 
B1 10% 12% 17% 13% 20% 17% 
A2 15% 13% 11% 16% 19% 21% 
A1 35% 41% 25% 37% 26% 36% 

Pre-A1 16% 19% 18% 20% 29% 21% 
 

To compare performance in foreign language skills, adjudicated entities were ranked on 
the principle that higher ranking indicates a larger proportion of pupils attaining the independent 
user levels (B1 and B2), and a smaller proportion achieving the levels of basic user (A1) or 
beginner (pre-A1). Malta was ranked second in first language competencies following Sweden 
and was ranked fourth in second language competencies following the Netherlands and Flemish 
and German speaking Belgian communities. 

 
CEFR Level for first language  

Adjudicated Entity B2 B1 A2 A1 Pre-A1 
Sweden 57% 25% 11% 6% 1% 
Malta 60% 22% 9% 7% 2% 
Netherlands 36% 30% 18% 14% 2% 
Estonia 41% 20% 12% 20% 7% 
Slovenia 29% 25% 18% 22% 6% 
Croatia 23% 24% 19% 23% 11% 
Greece 26% 22% 16% 23% 13% 
Belgium (German speaking) 19% 21% 22% 29% 9% 
Bulgaria 19% 16% 16% 29% 20% 
Belgium (French speaking) 10% 19% 24% 36% 11% 
Portugal 15% 16% 16% 33% 20% 
Spain 13% 14% 16% 35% 22% 
Poland 10% 15% 17% 34% 24% 
Belgium (Flemish speaking) 7% 15% 21% 41% 16% 
France 5% 9% 15% 40% 31% 
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CEFR Level for second language  
Adjudicated Entity B2 B1 A2 A1 Pre-A1 

Belgium (Flemish speaking) 51% 29% 12% 7% 1%
Belgium (German speaking) 24% 34% 25% 15% 2%
Netherlands 20% 28% 27% 23% 2%
Malta 20% 15% 15% 29% 21%
Spain 11% 17% 22% 39% 11%
Belgium (French speaking) 11% 16% 23% 39% 11%
Estonia 10% 15% 21% 40% 14%
Slovenia 12% 14% 19% 44% 14%
Bulgaria 9% 12% 15% 39% 25%
Croatia 5% 8% 16% 47% 24%
France 3% 8% 17% 51% 21%
Portugal 3% 8% 14% 49% 26%
Greece 5% 7% 11% 36% 41%
Poland 2% 4% 9% 42% 43%
Sweden 1% 3% 10% 50% 36%

 
In the majority of adjudicated entities the first foreign language is compulsory, but not 

the second one. In addition, in most educational systems, the first foreign language is English 
and the exposure to this language through internet and other traditional and new media is higher. 
A key finding of the ESLC is that these factors contribute to relatively better results in English; 
even in educational systems where English is the second foreign language, the performance in 
English tends to be higher than in the other language tested. Further evidence of the particular 
status of English comes from the pupils' questionnaire responses, their reported perception of its 
usefulness, and their degree of exposure to it and use of it through traditional and new media. 

 
Maltese female students, on average, achieve higher CEFR levels compared to their male 

counterparts in both first and second target languages.  Moreover, students attending Church and 
Independent schools perform better in reading, listening and writing skills than pupils attending 
State schools. Attainment in language skills was found to be positively and significantly related 
with ESCS (social, economic and cultural status).  In both languages students who have higher 
ESCS scores tend to attain better CEFR levels in language skills. 
 

Regression analysis revealed negative effects on attainment in language skills of Maltese 
students for ‘Onset of foreign language learning’ and ‘Perception of difficulty of target language 
learning’. This means that an earlier onset and lower perceived difficulty are related to higher 
foreign language proficiency. These negative effects were also apparent in other adjudicated 
entities.  On the other hand, the Maltese data set displays mixed effects for ‘ICT use at home for 
foreign language learning’ and ‘Perceived emphasis on similarities between known languages’.  
For several adjudicated entities the effects of these two contextual factors were negative when 
they were expected to contribute positively to foreign language proficiency. 
 

Regression analysis also reveals positive effects on attainment in language skills of 
Maltese pupils for ‘Number of ancient and foreign languages learned’, ‘Parental target language 
knowledge’ and ‘Target language exposure and use through traditional and new media’. This 
implies that more ancient and foreign languages learned the higher foreign language proficiency. 
Moreover, proficiency in the tested language improves when pupils’ perception of their parents’ 
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knowledge of that language, and their exposure to and use of the tested language through 
traditional and new media is enhanced.   
 

Regression analysis also reveals that pupils who find learning of languages useful tend to 
achieve higher levels of foreign language proficiency; whereas students who find learning of 
languages difficult tend to attain lower levels of proficiency. Moreover, a greater use of the 
foreign language in lessons by both teachers and pupils shows a positive relation with language 
proficiency. Differences in language specialization and hosting staff from other language 
communities show no clear relationship with foreign language proficiency.  
 

The different indices related to initial and continued teacher education display weak 
relations to language proficiency. For many indices this lack of relationship can be attributed to a 
lack of differences within educational systems (low variance of the indices within adjudicated 
entities). For others however, such as the use of and received training in the CEFR, considerable 
policy differences have been found, and yet these differences do not account for differences in 
language proficiency.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 



            European Survey on Language Competences  

 1

 
  

   
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

1.1 Introduction 
 

The aim of the European Survey on Language Competences (ESLC), which is the first 
survey of its kind, is to collect information about the language learning, teaching methods and 
curricula of students in the last year of lower secondary education (ISCED 2) or the second year 
of upper secondary education (ISCED 3) and simultaneously assess language competences 
among students. The decision to test one or both target languages in some adjudicated entities at 
ISCED 3 was taken when the target language is not taught at ISCED 2 in an adjudicated entity, 
or has been taught for too short a period for students to have completed one academic year’s 
study prior to testing.  
 

The decision to launch the survey arose from the lack of data on actual language skills of 
people in the European Union and the need for a reliable system to measure the progress 
achieved. The collaborative effort was initiated by the Commission with the aim that:  

 
 The results collected will enable the establishment of a European Indicator of Language 

Competence and will provide reliable information on language learning and on the language 
competences of young people. 

 Provide strategic information to policy makers, teachers and learners in surveyed countries 
through the collection of contextual information in the background questionnaires. 

 
Each adjudicated entity tested students in two languages, selected from the five most 

widely taught European languages, which include English, French, German, Italian and Spanish. 
Maltese students were tested in English for the first test language and Italian for the second, 
where each sampled student was tested in one language only. Students’ proficiency was assessed 
in two of the three skills of Listening, Reading and Writing. Context questionnaires were 
administered to the students tested, their teachers of foreign languages and their Head of School 
to facilitate a more productive comparison of language policies and language teaching methods. 
 

Malta is among 16 participating adjudicated entities and SurveyLang partners to measure 
the language proficiency of approximately 53000 students across Europe to assist the European 
Commission in establishing a European Indicator of Language Competence to monitor progress 
for the goals established in the Barcelona European Council (2002): 

1 
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 Action to improve the mastery of basic skills, in particular by teaching at least two foreign 

languages from a very early age. 
 Establish a linguistic competence indicator. 

 
The ESLC survey sets out to assess students’ ability to use language in purposeful 

communication to enable comparison across participating adjudicated entities. The data collected 
by the ESLC will allow participating adjudicated entities to be aware of their students’ relative 
strengths and weaknesses across the language skills and to share good practice with other 
participating adjudicated entities. Moreover, the ESLC data not only adds significantly to the 
knowledge base at national and European levels but also proves a valuable resource for 
researchers, policy makers, educators, parents and students and will enable them to review 
progress towards achieving the 2002 Barcelona European Council goals of learning two foreign 
languages from an early age.  
 

 

1.2 Implementation of ESLC 
 

The design and implementation of the ESLC Survey on Language Competences was the 
responsibility of an international consortium, SurveyLang, led by Cambridge ESOL. The 
European Commission, their experts and the Advisory Board of the European Indicator of 
Language Competence were fundamental to provide invaluable, constructive feedback 
throughout the project that contributed to key decisions on technical issues.  Moreover, the 
contribution of National Research coordinators (NRCs) had a fundamental role in the 
implementation of ESLC. The SurveyLang Program Board, consisting of one member of each 
project partner, met regularly throughout the project to review the project’s progress and have 
taken key decisions on work processes and technical issues.  
 

Around 53,000 students enrolled in schools in 16 participating adjudicated entities were 
assessed in the ESLC Main Study during 2011. The Maltese sample comprised 2275 Form 5 
(Grade 8) students of which 1075 were males and 1200 were females. The sample guarantees a 
maximum margin of error less than 1.5% at the 95% degree of confidence. Almost 99% of the 
selected students were doing a Secondary Education study programme and the rest were either 
doing a Post-Secondary General or Vocational programme. The students were selected randomly 
from various schools ensuring a good geographical representation. The testing grade for both 
English (first test language) and Italian (second test language) were set at ISCED 2 because both 
subjects are taught in the last year of lower secondary education 
 

The tests covered three language skills: Listening, Reading and Writing in the two test 
languages and each student was assessed in two out of these three skills in one test language and 
also completed a contextual questionnaire. Language teachers and heads of school at sampled 
schools also completed a contextual questionnaire. The ESLC was available in both paper and 
computer-based formats. In Malta, the Teacher and Head of School Questionnaires were 
administered through an internet based system; however, the testing mode for students and 
completion of questionnaires was paper-based. Students had either 30 minutes or 45 minutes to 
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complete each test. All Listening and Reading tests were set at 30 minutes. The low and 
intermediate level Writing tests were set at 30 minutes, while the high level Writing test and 
Student Questionnaires were set at 45 minutes.  These are the outcomes delivered by ESLC 

 
 A profile of the language proficiency of sampled students. Contextual indicators providing a 

broad range of information on the context of foreign language teaching policies and foreign 
language learning at student, teacher and school level. 

 Information on the relationship between language proficiency and the contextual indicators. 
 A resource and knowledge base for policy analysis and research  
 
 

1.3 Population descriptors 
 

The adjudicated entities participating in the ESLC survey differ mainly by their target 
language. Eligible students are those attending educational institutions located within the 
adjudicated entity and studying the specific language to be tested for a defined minimum period 
of one academic year prior to the testing year. In Malta, the target population for each target 
language (English and Italian) consists of students enrolled in the final year of ISCED 2. 

 
The adjudicated entities included Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, England, Estonia, France, 

Greece, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden.  The Flemish-, 
French- and German-speaking communities in Belgium were tested separately because the 
testing grade differed for the different populations. Table 1 displays the target languages and 
their corresponding ISCED levels per adjudicated entity and the first grade of compulsory 
ISCED 1 (International grade) in which the students were placed at the time of the test and the 
students’ typical age at the time of the test. 

 
Table 1.1: Survey Design 

First target language Second target language  
Adjudicated entity Language ISCED Age Int. Grade Language ISCED Age Int. Grade
Belgium (Flemish) French 2 13 8 English 3 15 10 
Belgium (French) English 3 15 10 German 3 15 10 
Belgium (German) French 2 13 8 English 3 15 10 

Bulgaria English 3 16 10 German 3 16 10 
England French 3 15 11 German 3 15 11 
Spain English 2 15 10 French 2 15 10 

Estonia English 2 15 9 German 2 15 9 
France English 2 14 9 Spanish 2 14 9 
Greece English 2 14 9 French 2 14 9 
Croatia English 2 14 8 German 2 14 8 
Malta English 2 15 11 Italian 2 15 11 

The Netherlands English 2 14-15 9-10 German 2 14-15 9-10 
Poland English 2 15 9 German 2 15 9 

Portugal English 2 14 9 French 2 14 9 
Slovenia English 2 14 9 German 2 14 9 
Sweden English 2 15 9 Spanish 2 15 9 

In Bulgaria, Estonia and Belgium French-speaking community, students were not tested 
in the first and second most widely taught foreign languages as these were not among the five 
languages included in the ESLC. English and German were the first and third language tested for 
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Bulgarians and Estonians; and the second and third language tested for the Belgian French-
speaking community. In the majority of adjudicated entities, including Malta, students were 
tested at the end of ISCED 2.  The only exceptions were Bulgaria, England and Belgian French-
speaking community (first target language), and Bulgaria, England and the three Belgian 
communities (second target language).  
 

In general, the typical age of the students tested was 14 or 15, but in Bulgaria the typical 
age was 16 and in the Belgian Flemish- and German-speaking communities the typical age of the 
first target language population was 13. The international grade in which Maltese students were 
enrolled at the time of the test was grade 11; whereas the majority of students of other 
adjudicated entities were either grade 9 or grade 10. In the Netherlands, the grade in which the 
students were enrolled depended on the school type they were in; for both school types the 
testing grade was the last grade of ISCED 2. In the Belgian Flemish- and German-speaking 
communities the testing grade differed for the different populations; grade 8 for the first target 
language and grade 10 for the second target language. In Croatia, students were tested in grade 8 
in both target languages. 
 
Table 1.2: Onset of compulsory education and durations of ISCED levels 1 and 2 

Adjudicated Entity Onset of compulsory Educ. Duration of ISCED 1 Duration of ISCED2 
Belgium (Flemish) 6 6 2 
Belgium (French) 6 6 2 
Belgium (German) 6 6 2 

Bulgaria 6 4 4 
England 5 6 3 
Spain 6 6 4 

Estonia 7 6 3 
France 6 5 4 
Greece 5 6 3 
Croatia 6 4 4 
Malta 5 6 5 

Netherland 5 6 3 
Poland 6 6 3 

Portugal 6 6 3 
Slovenia 6 6 3 
Sweden 7 6 3 

 
Table 1.2 displays the starting age of compulsory education and the durations of ISCED 

levels 1 and 2 per adjudicated entity as reported in the national questionnaire. In four adjudicated 
entities, including Malta, England, Greece, and the Netherlands compulsory education starts at 
the age of 5; in Estonia and Sweden compulsory education starts at the age of 7 and in the 
remaining adjudicated entities compulsory education starts at the age of 6.  In the majority of 
adjudicated entities the duration of ISCED 2 is shorter than the duration of ISCED 1; the modal 
duration of ISCED 1 is six years and the modal duration of ISCED 2 is three years. Exceptions 
are Bulgaria and Croatia, where the duration of both ISCED levels is four years. Malta has the 
longest total duration of ISCED levels 1 and 2 together (11 years), followed by Spain (10 years) 
and the Netherlands (either 9 or 10 years, depending on the school type).  
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Table 1.3: Foreign Language Learning is a Compulsory Subject or a Core Curriculum / 

Entitlement Option in the curriculum 

ISCED 1 ISCED 2 (General) ISCED 3 (General) 
ISCED 3 

(Vocational) 
 

Adjudicated Entity 
CS CCO CS CCO CS CCO CS CCO 

Belgium (Flemish) 2 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 
Belgium (French) 2 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 
Belgium (German) 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 

Bulgaria 2 0 2 1 2 1 2 1 
England 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 
Spain 2 0 2 2 2 2 1 1 

Estonia 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 
France 2 0 2 0 2 1 2 0 
Greece 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 
Croatia 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 
Malta 2 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 

Netherland 2 0 2 2 2 2 1 1 
Poland 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 

Portugal 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 
Slovenia 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 
Sweden 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 

 
Notes: 
CS: compulsory subject; CCO: core curriculum option 
0 = For none;  1 = Only for students in certain types of study;  2 = For all (or almost all) students. 
 

Table 1.3 shows whether foreign language learning is a compulsory subject (CS) or core 
curriculum / entitlement option (CCO) in the curriculum as specified by the central authorities. It 
also indicates whether a language is learned by all the students or only by students following a 
particular type of study. In Malta, similar to other adjudicated entities, foreign language learning 
is a compulsory subject for all students at ISCED 1. Similarly, in all adjudicated entities (with 
the exception of the Flemish-speaking community of Belgium), foreign language learning is 
compulsory for all students at ISCED 2. At ISCED 3 general education, foreign language 
learning is compulsory for all students in all the adjudicated entities with the exception of Malta 
and England. In Malta foreign language learning is offered as a core curriculum option for 
students in certain types of study while in England foreign language learning is offered as a core 
curriculum option for all students at ISCED 3 general. At ISCED 3 vocational the learning of 
foreign languages is a compulsory subject for all students in eleven of the adjudicated entities 
(including Malta). At this level foreign language learning in Malta is offered as a core curriculum 
option to students in certain types of study.  
 

In Malta, English is compulsory at ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3 (vocational).  English is also 
compulsory in ISCED 1 in Slovenia; ISCED levels 1 and 2 in Greece; ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3 
(general) in the Netherlands; ISCED 3 (general and vocational) in the Belgian German-speaking 
community and ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3 (general and vocational) in Sweden. French is 
compulsory in ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3 (general and vocational) in the Belgian German-speaking 
community and German is compulsory in ISCED 1 in Slovenia. In Bulgaria, England, Spain, 
Estonia, France, Croatia, Poland, Portugal and the Belgian Flemish- and French-speaking 
communities no specific languages are mandatory for all (or almost all) students in ISCED levels 
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1 or 2. In the six other participating adjudicated entities, including Malta, the first target language 
is mandatory in at least ISCED levels 1 or 2. Slovenia is the only participating adjudicated entity 
where the second target language is mandatory for all (or almost all) students in ISCED 1. In the 
Belgian German-speaking community the second target language (English) is mandatory for all 
(or almost all) students in ISCED 3. 

 
 Table 1.4 shows recommendations for the minimum annual teaching time in hours for 

compulsory foreign languages. Recommended teaching times vary considerably, ranging from 
20 to 120 hours per year for ISCED 1 and from 61 to 189 hours per year for (general) ISCED 2.  
Undoubtedly, Malta’s recommended minimum teaching times are by far the largest for both 
ISCED levels 1 and 2. England, the Netherlands, Sweden and the Belgian Flemish- and German-
speaking communities do not give recommendations for the minimum annual teaching time for 
foreign languages as a compulsory subject.  
 
Table 1.4: Recommended minimum annual teaching time for obligatory foreign languages 

Minimum annual teaching time (hours) for compulsory foreign languages  
Adjudicated Entity ISCED1 ISCED2 (General) 
Belgium (Flemish) No recommendation No recommendation 
Belgium (French) 20 61 
Belgium (German) No recommendation No recommendation 

Bulgaria 43 74 
England No recommendation No recommendation 
Spain 64 105 

Estonia 66 158 
France 54 166 
Greece 70 106 
Croatia 53 79 
Malta 120 189 

Netherland No recommendation No recommendation 
Poland 56 113 

Portugal 51 144 
Slovenia 39 136 
Sweden No recommendation No recommendation 

 
 
 

1.4 CEFR level descriptors 
 

The Common European Framework of Reference for languages (CEFR) identifies five 
proficiency levels for Reading, Listening and Writing which range from Pre-A1 up to B2. Table 
1.5 provides descriptions for each CEFR level. No descriptions are provided in the CEFR for the 
Pre-A1 level as this is synonym of a ‘beginner’ who has not achieved the level of competence 
described by the A1 level. On the other hand, level A1 is recognised as a positive learning 
achievement.  

 
Conceptually the CEFR framework provides a common medium for talking about 

language learning and teaching. The first purpose of the CEFR framework is to list the many 
ways in which contexts of learning differ, in terms of purpose, students and teaching 
methodology. Secondly, it provides a set of reference proficiency levels. Despite the differences 
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between contexts of language learning it is possible and useful to compare them in terms of 
level. The levels are a neutral point to which any specific context of learning can be referred. 
They are illustrated by a number of descriptive scales, only a subset of which may be relevant for 
describing any particular context of learning. The variety of scales thus caters partially to the 
need to describe different contexts in different terms. These levels can be seen to reflect an 
existing reality inherent in large populations of language learners. These learners progress 
through a series of stages in their learning career, each stage supported by appropriate courses, 
course books and tests, which spring up as needed around each language.  

 
Table 1.5: CEFR level descriptions for Reading, Listening and Writing 

CEFR Reading Listening Writing 

B2 Can read with a large degree of 
independence, adapting style 
and speed of reading to different 
texts and purposes, and using 
appropriate reference sources 
selectively. Has a broad active 
reading vocabulary, but may 
experience some difficulty with 
low frequency idioms.  

Can follow extended speech and 
complex lines of argument 
provided the topic is reasonably 
familiar, and the direction of the 
talk is sign-posted by explicit 
markers.  

Can write clear, detailed texts on 
a variety of subjects related to 
his/her field of interest, 
synthesizing and evaluating 
information and arguments from 
a number of sources. Can 
express news and views 
effectively in writing, and relate 
to those of others.  

B1 Can read straightforward factual 
texts on subjects related to 
his/her field and interest with a 
satisfactory level of 
comprehension.  

Can understand the main points 
of clear standard speech on 
familiar matters regularly 
encountered in work, school, 
leisure etc., including short 
narratives.  

Can write straightforward 
connected texts on a range of 
familiar subjects within his field 
of interest, by linking a series of 
shorter discrete elements into a 
linear sequence. Can write 
personal letters and notes 
asking for or conveying simple, 
getting across the point he/she 
feels to be important.  

A2 Can understand short, simple 
texts containing the highest 
frequency vocabulary, including 
a proportion of shared 
international vocabulary items.  

Can understand phrases and 
expressions related to areas of 
most immediate priority (e.g. 
very basic personal and family 
information, shopping, local 
geography, employment) 
provided speech is clearly and 
slowly articulated.  

Can write a series of simple 
phrases and sentences linked 
with simple connectors like ‘and’, 
‘but’ and ‘because’. Can write 
short, simple formulaic notes 
relating to matters in areas of 
immediate need.  

A1 Can understand very short, 
simple texts a single phrase at a 
time, picking up familiar names, 
words and basic phrases and 
rereading as required.  

Can follow speech which is very 
slow and carefully articulated, 
with long pauses for him/her to 
assimilate meaning.  

Can write simple isolated 
phrases and sentences. Can ask 
for or pass on personal details in 
written form.  

Pre A1 No CEFR description  No CEFR description  No CEFR description  

 
There is also a conventional element to the levels, where each educational context and 

each widely-learned language, may have developed well-embedded understandings of levels, and 
accreditation systems with well-embedded standards. Therefore one would expect that particular 
contexts or languages may refer the CEFR level descriptors to different realities, and interpret 
them differently. A common understanding of levels is clearly a goal worth pursuing, for 
purposes within education and beyond it. There are no ways of enforcing such an understanding, 
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and this would be undesirable, even if possible. More likely is a gradual convergence of use 
across countries and languages, informed by authoritative points of reference.  

 
 

1.5 Constructing tests for ESLC linked to the CEFR 
 

The first requirement to link tests in five languages to the CEFR was to make them 
comparable with each other and relate them validly to the CEFR.  These language tests for ESLC 
were set out to reflect the CEFR’s action-oriented, functional model of language use, while 
ensuring relevance for 15-year-olds in a school setting. The socio-cognitive model adopted is 
based on the CEFR’s model of language use and learning, and identifies two dimensions – the 
social dimension of language in use, and the cognitive dimension of language as a developing set 
of competences, skills and knowledge. These were used to define testable abilities at each 
proficiency level. In order that the resulting test construct should be implemented comparably 
across languages, these abilities were mapped to specific task types, drawing chiefly on task 
types used successfully by the consortium’s language partners in their exams.  
 

Consistency of approach and of level across languages was further pursued in the item 
writing and development process. The language partners followed explicit formal procedures 
including cross-language vetting of tasks to achieve a shared understanding of the construct and 
how the tasks should measure it. The final set of tasks was narrowed down in three stages: 
trialling, pretesting and the field trial, such that only one-third of the developed material was 
used in the Main Study. Besides constructing tests for each language and skill and relate them 
validly to the CEFR, another purpose of these design and implementation procedures is to 
calibrate the difficulty of the tasks and make them broadly comparable across languages.  

 
Setting standards for the ESLC in CEFR terms was an intricate task. It required human 

judgment informed by evidence, and given the need to defend the comparability of standards 
across five languages, a process of reconciliation of evidence. Standard setting took place at a 
conference in September 2011 with over seventy participants. Five panels of judges worked 
separately per language, the size of the panels varying from 21 for English to 8 for Italian. 
Participants included NRCs or their nominees, SurveyLang language partners and experts invited 
by them, and representatives of the European Commission, including a member of the expert 
committee for the project. The procedures adopted at the conference largely reflect approaches 
described in the Manual for relating examinations to the Common European Framework, 
(Council of Europe 2008).  

 
Reading and Listening required a task-based approach, informed by evidence on the 

difficulty of tasks estimated from Main Study data. For Writing, judgments focused on examples 
of performance, again taken from the Main Study. Standard setting was preceded by a separate 
multilingual alignment study for Writing, conducted by email, which used in the final analysis 
the judgments of eighty participants, many of whom also took part in the standard setting 
conference. Following the standard setting conference a careful process of reconciliation was 
conducted by SurveyLang experts, to ensure maximum convergence across languages, where it 
was reasonable to seek convergence. The multilingual alignment study for Writing provided 
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useful evidence here, as did the language test tasks themselves, and the whole test construction 
and validation process, which aimed at ensuring their broad comparability across languages.  

 
 

1.6 Design of test and marking 
 

The Main Study used eight Writing tasks: two at each of the four levels A1-B2. Students 
were tested at one of three overlapping test levels: A1-A2, A2-B1 or B1-B2. Students taking the 
lowest level test responded to three tasks: two A1 tasks and one A2 task, or vice-versa. Students 
at the middle test level responded to two tasks, at A2 and B1, while students at the high level 
responded to two tasks, at B1 and B2. Performance in Writing was assessed on two criteria, 
language and communication. Communication assesses the extent in which tasks were fulfilled 
successfully, in terms of communicating the content or information required.  Specific aspects of 
communication include number of content points addressed, clarity and appropriate style when 
presenting content points. Language addresses the adequacy of vocabulary, linguistic 
organisation and accuracy when carrying out written tasks. Specific aspects of language include 
cohesion, accuracy, vocabulary and coherence.  
 

Levels of performance for Reading and Listening cannot be illustrated as directly as in 
the case of Writing, where examiners can evaluate students’ concrete productions. Defining 
levels requires judgment as to what score on a task demonstrates achievement of a CEFR level, 
given the difficulty of the task. For a given skill and language a number of tasks were provided 
where the progression in task difficulty ranged from very easy to very hard. Each task examines 
a range of abilities from borderline mastery to full mastery of the task, as conventionally 
implemented.  

 
 Borderline mastery represents an expected score of 50% on the task (getting two correct on a 

4-item task).   
 Full mastery represents an expected score of 80% on the task (getting at least three correct on 

a 4-item task). The expected score is hypothetical, to the extent that, given the targeted 
testing approach, advanced students were not given A1 tasks and low level students were not 
given B2 tasks. The graphics in fact make clear how important the targeted testing approach 
is given the range of ability in the population.  

 
 

1.7 Report Structure 
 

This report is concerned with the results of the European Survey Language Competences 
(ESLC) and includes the following chapters. Chapter 1 describes the implementation of ESLC 
and provides information about aspects of the tested population: the students, the organizational 
structure of the education systems and of language teaching. This chapter also describes the 
method to constructing language tests for writing, reading and listening competences and linking 
these abilities to CEFR levels.  

 



SurveyLang 

 10

Chapter 2 describes attainment in reading, listening and writing skills for the first and 
second foreign languages using the 5-level CEFR classification. Attainment in reading, listening 
and writing skills are compared between adjudicated entities for both languages. This chapter 
also provides a detailed analysis of reading, listening and writing competences of Maltese pupils 
categorized by gender and school type. It is well known that social, economic and cultural status 
(ESCS) is positively related to attainment in language skills. This issue is investigated in this 
chapter by first describing the distribution of ESCS of Maltese students and compares it to other 
adjudicated entities. ESCS of Maltese students is compared between students attending different 
school types and between different CEFR level classifications. The relationship between reading, 
listening and writing attainment and ESCS is also analyzed in this chapter for both languages. 
The results of students’ self-ratings on 12 CEFR-related can-do statements are also presented in 
this chapter to elicit students’ own perceptions of their competence in the tested skills of 
Reading, Listening and Writing.  

Chapter 3 describes 12 policy issues concerning or related to the organisation of foreign 
language teaching. These policy issues include Early language learning, Diversity and order of 
foreign language offered, Informal language learning opportunities, School's foreign language 
specialization, ICT to enhance foreign language learning and teaching, Intercultural exchanges, 
Staff from other language communities, Foreign language teaching approach, Teachers’ access 
to high quality initial and continuous training, Period of work or study in another country for 
teachers, Use of existing European language assessment tools and Practical experience. An index 
is generated for each policy by combining responses on a number of items from the Student, 
Teacher and Head of School Questionnaires. These estimated indices are then used to compare 
various issues related to foreign language teaching between adjudicated entities in the ESLC for 
the first and second target languages separately. 
 

Chapter 4 presents the results of the regression analyses that explore the relation between 
the test scores for reading, listening and writing skills and the generated indices measuring 
different aspect of foreign language teaching. Regression analysis is carried out to measure the 
effect (regression coefficient) of these 12 contextual factors on test scores for writing, reading 
and listening skills. Each of the 12 policy issues outlined in Chapter 3 is briefly introduced 
before the effects are presented and described for adjudicated entities, languages and skills 
separately. For the skills of listening and reading there is one score per student; for writing the 
students received scores for two aspects; communication and language. 
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2.1 Introduction 
 

The CEFR has been widely adopted in Europe and other countries as a framework for 
language education, and also for developing a shared understanding of levels of language skills.  
Chapter 1 identifies five proficiency levels for Reading, Listening and Writing which range from Pre-A1 
up to B2. Malta was among 16 adjudicated entities that participated in the ESLC survey that 
comprised over fifty thousand participants. The Maltese sample comprising 2275 15-year-old 
pupils (international grade 11) included 1075 male and 1200 female students. The students were 
selected randomly from various schools ensuring good geographical representation. The sample 
guaranteed a maximum margin of error less than 1.5% at the 95% degree of confidence.  

 
Section 2.2 describes attainment in reading, listening and writing skills for the first and 

second foreign languages using the 5-level CEFR classification. Attainment in reading, listening 
and writing skills are compared between adjudicated entities for both languages. This section 
also provides a comprehensive analysis in reading, listening and writing competences of Maltese 
students categorized by gender and school type. Section 2.3 describes the distribution of social, 
economic and cultural status (ESCS) of Maltese students and compares it to other adjudicated 
entities. The relationship between reading, listening and writing attainment and ESCS is also 
analyzed in this section for both languages. Section 2.4 discusses the results of students’ self-
ratings on 12 CEFR-related can-do statements to elicit students’ own perceptions of their 
competence in Speaking relative to the tested skills of Reading, Listening and Writing.  

 
 

2.2 Language test results 
 

Table 2.1 provides denotations for each of the five CEFR levels. The terms ‘basic user’ 
and ‘independent user’ are adopted to designate the broad A and B levels. In some adjudicated 
entities a second language is not introduced until ISCED3. It was also a requirement of the 
Terms of Reference that sampled students should have completed at least one year’s study of the 
language. Adjudicated entities whose first language was not tested at ISCED2 include the 
Belgian French-speaking community, Bulgaria and England. Adjudicated entities whose second 
language was not tested at ISCED2 include all the three Belgian regions, and Bulgaria. English is 
the first language in all adjudicated entities except the Belgian Flemish- and German-speaking 
communities.  For these two entities the first language is French.  

2 
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Table 2.1: Overview of ESLC and CEFR levels 
ESLC Level CEFR Level Definition 

Advanced 
independent user B2 

An independent language user who can express herself 
clearly and effectively 

 
Independent 

User 
Independent user B1 

An independent language user who can deal with 
straightforward, familiar matters 

Advance basic user A2 
A basic user who can use simple language to 
communicate on everyday topics 

 
Basic  
User 

Basic user A1 
A basic user who can use very simple language, with 
support 

Beginner Pre – A1 
A learner who has not achieved the level of competence 
described by A1 

 
The charts in this and following sections show results in terms of percentage of students 

achieving each CEFR level from Pre-A1 up to B2. It is important to recognise A1 as a positive 
learning achievement – it is not a synonym of “beginner”. The Pre-A1 category denotes students 
who have not achieved A1. Adjudicated entities are shown ranked to simplify comparisons. The 
ordering principle defines higher performance as having relatively more students at levels B1 
and B2, and relatively fewer at Pre-A1 and A1. 

 

 
Figure 2.1: Percentage of students achieving each CEFR level in first and second language 
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Figure 2.1 shows the percentage of pupils achieving each CEFR level in first and second 
foreign language where the global average is computed across all educational systems. The 
ECLS results show an overall low level of competences in both first and second foreign languages 
tested; however, attainment in first language was better than second language. The level of independent 
user (B1+B2) is achieved by only 42% of tested students in the first foreign language and by only 25% in 
the second foreign language. Moreover, 14% of pupils for the first and 20% for the second foreign 
language did not even achieve the level of a basic user. 

 

 
Figure 2.2: Percentage of students for each CEFR level in first and second language per skill 

 
Figure 2.2 shows the percentage of pupils achieving each CEFR level in first and second 

foreign language per language skill where the global average is computed across all educational 
systems. It is evident that for all tested skills results are better for the first foreign language. For 
reading, listening and writing averaged across educational systems there are respectively 41%, 
45% and 40% of students who achieved a B1 - B2 CEFR level for the first foreign language 
compared to 27%, 27% and 22% for the second one. This difference is attributed mainly to the 
fact that the onset for the first foreign language is earlier than the onset for the second language.  
In the majority of adjudicated entities, including Malta, the first foreign language is learned 
before the second language. In addition, in most educational systems, the first foreign language 
is English and the exposure to this language through internet and other traditional and new media 
is higher. A key finding of the ESLC is that these factors contribute to relatively better results in 
English than other languages.  
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Reading levels for the first foreign language vary widely across adjudicated entities.  The 
proportion of students demonstrating a B1–B2 competence (independent user) ranges from 81% 
(Sweden) to 13% (France).  The proportion of Maltese students achieving a B1-B2 CEFR level for 
first foreign language reading (79%) exceeds the ESCL average by almost 40%.  The highest-
performing adjudicated entities, following Sweden and Malta, include the Netherlands, Estonia 
(both 60%), Slovenia (47%), Greece (45%) and Croatia (40%).  The proportions of students 
achieving a B1-B2 CEFR level were less than 40% for the remaining adjudicated entities. Figure 2.3 
displays the percentage of students achieving each CEFR level in first foreign language reading 
skills for each adjudicated entity. 

 
Figure 2.4 and Table 2.2 compare attainment in English reading skills between Maltese 

male and female pupils attending different school types.  There are larger proportions of students 
attending Church (81%) and Independent (76%) schools who are achieving a B2 CEFR level in 
English reading compared to students attending State schools (39%).  Less than 4% of Maltese 
students achieved a Pre-A1 CEFR level – around 6% for State schools, 0% for  Church schools 
and less than 1% for Independent schools.  On average, female students attained better results in 
English reading in all school types.  The proportion of female students attending State schools 
attaining a B1-B2 CEFR level in English reading (76%) was significantly larger than the 
proportion of male pupils attending the same school type (58%).  The proportions of female and 
male pupils attaining a B1-B2 CEFR level in English reading were respectively 96% and 95% 
for Church schools and 94% and 93%  for Independent schools. 

 

 
Figure 2.3: Attainment in Reading (First Language) categorised by adjudicated entity 
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Figure 2.4: Attainment in English Reading for Malta categorised by school type and gender 
 

Males Females  
CEFR Level State Church Independent State Church Independent 

Pre – A1 8.38 0.00 1.35 2.40 0.00 0.00 
A1 20.36 1.30 2.70 11.98 1.76 3.85 
A2 13.77 3.90 2.70 9.58 2.35 1.92 
B1 18.56 13.64 17.57 20.36 8.82 5.77 
B2 38.92 81.17 75.68 55.69 87.06 88.46 

Table 2.2: Attainment in English Reading for Malta categorised by school type and gender 
 

Competences in first foreign language listening skills vary widely across adjudicated 
entities.  The proportion of students demonstrating a B1–B2 CEFR ranges from 91% (Sweden) 
to 14% (France). The proportion of Maltese students achieving a B1-B2 CEFR level for first 
foreign language listening skills (86%) exceeds the ESCL average by approximately 40%.  The 
highest-performing adjudicated entities, following Sweden and Malta, include the Netherlands, 
(77%), Slovenia (67%), Estonia (63%), Croatia (56%), Greece (46%), Bulgaria (40%), Belgian 
German-speaking community (40%), Portugal (38%), Belgian French-speaking community 
(28%), Spain (22%), Belgian Flemish-speaking community (21%) and France (14%). Six 
adjudicated entities had more than 50% of students achieving a B1-B2 CEFR level and five had 
less than 30%. Figure 2.5 displays the percentage of students achieving each CEFR level in first 
foreign language listening skills. The ordering principle defines higher performance as having 
relatively more students at levels B1 and B2, and relatively fewer at Pre-A1 and A1.  
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Figure 2.5: Attainment in Listening (First Language) categorised by adjudicated entity 
 

 
Figure 2.6: Attainment in English Listening for Malta categorised by school type and gender 
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Males Females  
CEFR Level State Church Independent State Church Independent 

Pre – A1 4.82 0.00 0.00 4.12 0.00 0.00 
A1 4.82 0.00 0.00 4.71 0.59 0.00 
A2 12.65 1.31 1.41 11.18 0.59 1.92 
B1 22.89 9.80 15.49 15.88 6.51 0.00 
B2 54.82 88.89 83.10 64.12 92.31 98.08 

Table 2.3: Attainment in English Listening for Malta categorised by school type and gender 
 

Figure 2.6 and Table 2.3 compare attainment in English listening skills between Maltese 
male and female pupils attending different school types.  There are larger proportions of students 
attending Church (91%) and Independent (90%) schools who are achieving a B2 CEFR level in 
English listening skills compared to students attending State schools (59%).  Less than 3% of 
Maltese students achieved a Pre-A1 CEFR level – around 4.5% for State schools, 0% for  Church 
schools and 0% for Independent schools.  On average, female students attained marginally better 
results in English reading in all school types.  The proportion of female students attending State 
schools attaining a B1-B2 CEFR level in English listening skills (80%) was marginally larger 
than the proportion of male pupils attending same school type (78%). The proportions of female 
and male pupils attaining a B1-B2 CEFR level in English reading were similar for Church 
schools (99%) and for Independent schools (98%). 
 

 
Figure 2.7: Attainment in Writing (First Language) categorised by adjudicated entity 
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Attainment in first foreign language writing skills varies considerably across adjudicated 
entities.  The proportion of students demonstrating a B1–B2 CEFR ranges from 83% (Malta) to 
France (16%). The proportion of Maltese students achieving a B1-B2 CEFR level for first foreign 
language listening skills (86%) exceeds the ESCL average by approximately 43%. The highest-
performing adjudicated entities, following Malta, include Sweden (75%), Estonia (60%), the 
Netherlands (58%), the Belgian German-speaking community (58%), Greece (54%), Slovenia 
(48%), Croatia (45%), the Belgian French-speaking community (32%), Bulgaria (30%), Portugal 
(28%), Spain (25%), Poland (24%), the Belgian Flemish-speaking community (23%) and France 
(16%).  Figure 2.7 displays the percentage of students achieving each CEFR level in first foreign 
language writing skills categorized by adjudicated entities. 
 

Figure 2.8 and Table 2.4 compare attainment in English writing skills between Maltese 
male and female pupils attending different school types.  There are larger proportions of students 
attending Church (68%) and Independent (72%) schools who are achieving a B2 CEFR level in 
English writing skills compared to students attending State schools (28%).  About 1% of Maltese 
students achieved a Pre-A1 CEFR level – around 2% for State schools, 0% for  Church schools 
and 0% for Independent schools. On average, female students attained significantly better results 
in English writing in all school types.  The proportions of female students attaining a B1-B2 
CEFR level in English writing for Independent (100%) and State (79%) schools were much 
larger than the proportions of male pupils attending same school types (94% and 61%).  97% of 
both male and female Church school pupils attained a B1-B2 CEFR level in English writing.  
 

 
Figure 2.8: Attainment in English Writing for Malta categorised by school type and gender 
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Males Females  
CEFR Level State Church Independent State Church Independent 

Pre – A1 3.70 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.00 0.00 
A1 16.67 1.32 1.32 5.63 0.00 0.00 
A2 19.14 1.32 5.26 14.37 2.99 0.00 
B1 46.91 40.40 36.84 38.13 17.37 12.50 
B2 13.58 56.95 56.58 41.25 79.64 87.50 

Table 2.4: Attainment in English Writing for Malta categorised by school type and gender 
 
Reading levels for the second foreign language vary widely across adjudicated entities.  

The proportion of students demonstrating a B1–B2 competence (independent user) ranges from 
80% (Belgian Flemish-speaking community) to Poland (6%). The proportion of Maltese students 
achieving a B1-B2 CEFR level for second foreign language reading (34%) exceeds the ESCL 
average by around 7%. The highest-performing adjudicated entities, following the Belgian 
Flemish-speaking community, include the Netherlands (54%), the Belgian German-speaking 
community (53%), Spain (41%), Malta (34%), Estonia (28%), Belgian French-speaking 
community (24%), Bulgaria (24%), Slovenia (23%), France (16%), Portugal (16%), Croatia 
(15%), Greece (10%), Sweden (7%) and Poland (6%). Three adjudicated entities had more than 
50% of students achieving a B1-B2 CEFR level and ten had less than 30% of students. Figure 2.9 
displays the percentage of students achieving each CEFR level in second foreign language 
reading skills categorized by adjudicated entity. 

 

 
Figure 2.9: Attainment in Reading (Second Language) categorised by adjudicated entity 
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Figure 2.10 and Table 2.5 compare attainment in Italian reading skills between Maltese 
male and female pupils attending different school types.  There is a larger proportion of students 
attending Church schools (41%) who achieve a B2 CEFR level in Italian reading compared to 
students attending Independent (28%) and State schools (16%).  Around 16% of Maltese pupils 
achieved a Pre-A1 CEFR level – approximately 21% for State schools and 6.5% for both Church 
and Independent schools. In State and Independent schools female students attained better results 
in Italian reading; whereas male pupils did better in Church schools.  The proportions of female 
students attending State and Independent schools who attained a B1-B2 CEFR level in Italian 
reading (24% and 52%) exceeded the proportions of their male counterparts (20% and 29%). The 
proportion of male pupils attending Church schools who attained a B1-B2 CEFR level in Italian 
reading (57%) exceeded the proportion of females attending same school type (50%). 
 

 
Figure 2.10: Attainment in Italian Reading for Malta categorised by school type and gender 
 

Males Females  
CEFR Level State Church Independent State Church Independent 

Pre – A1 26.63 6.45 9.80 15.91 6.35 3.23 
A1 42.71 23.87 39.22 42.61 28.57 35.48 
A2 10.55 12.90 21.57 17.05 15.08 9.68 
B1 6.53 10.97 5.88 5.68 14.29 19.35 
B2 13.57 45.81 23.53 18.75 35.71 32.26 

Table 2.5: Attainment in Italian Reading for Malta categorised by school type and gender 
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Competences in second foreign language listening skills vary widely across adjudicated 
entities. The proportion of students demonstrating a B1–B2 competence level ranges from 87% 
(Belgian Flemish-speaking community) to 3% (Sweden). The proportion of Maltese students 
achieving a B1-B2 CEFR level for second foreign language listening skills (46%) exceeds the 
ESCL average by around 19%. The highest-performing adjudicated entities, following the 
Belgian Flemish-speaking community, include the Belgian German-speaking community (64%), 
the Netherlands (60%) and Malta (46%). The proportions of students achieving a B1-B2 CEFR 
level were less than 30% for the remaining adjudicated entities. Figure 2.11 displays the percentage 
of students achieving each CEFR level in second foreign language listening skills. 

 

 
Figure 2.11: Attainment in Listening (Second Language) categorised by adjudicated entity 
 

Figure 2.12 and Table 2.6 compare attainment in Italian listening skills between Maltese 
male and female pupils attending different school types.  There is a larger proportion of students 
attending Church schools (45%) who are achieving a B2 CEFR level in Italian listening skills 
compared to students attending Independent (28%) and State schools (23%). Approximately 17% 
of Maltese pupils achieved a Pre-A1 CEFR level – around 25% (State schools), 8.5% (Church 
schools) and 6.5% (Independent schools). In State schools female students attained better results 
in Italian listening skills; while male pupils did better in Church and Independent schools. The 
proportion of female students attending State schools who attained a B1-B2 CEFR level in 
Italian listening skills (43%) exceeded the proportions of their male counterparts (36%). The 
proportions of male pupils attending Church and Independent schools who attained a B1-B2 
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CEFR level in Italian listening skills (74% and 55% respectively) exceeded the proportions of 
females attending same school type (51% and 46%). 
 

 
Figure 2.12: Attainment in Italian Listening for Malta categorised by school type and gender 
 

Males Females  
CEFR Level State Church Independent State Church Independent 

Pre – A1 27.23 7.89 6.12 22.22 9.45 7.14 
A1 25.74 9.21 18.37 27.49 22.83 14.29 
A2 11.39 9.21 20.41 7.60 16.54 32.14 
B1 16.83 17.76 24.49 15.79 16.54 21.43 
B2 18.81 55.92 30.61 26.90 34.65 25.00 

Table 2.6: Attainment in Italian Listening for Malta categorised by school type and gender 
 

Competences in second foreign language writing skills vary widely across adjudicated 
entities. The proportion of students demonstrating a B1–B2 competence level ranges from 72% 
(Belgian Flemish-speaking community) to 2% (Sweden). The proportion of Maltese students 
achieving a B1-B2 CEFR level for second foreign language writing skills (23%) exceeds the ESCL 
average by around 1%. The highest-performing adjudicated entities, following the Belgian 
Flemish-speaking community are the Belgian German-speaking community (57%), Netherlands 
(30%), Belgian French-speaking community (30%), Spain (25%), Malta (23%), Estonia (21%), 
Slovenia (20%), Bulgaria (15%), Greece (15%), Croatia (11%), France (9%), Portugal (8%), 
Poland (8%) and Sweden (3%). Only one adjudicated entity had more than 50% of students 
achieving a B1-B2 CEFR level and eleven had less than 30%. Figure 2.13 displays the percentage of 
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students achieving each CEFR level in second foreign language reading skills categorized by 
adjudicated entity. 

 
Figure 2.13: Attainment in Writing (Second Language) categorised by adjudicated entity 
 

Figure 2.14 and Table 2.7 compare attainment in Italian writing skills between Maltese 
male and female pupils attending different school types.  There are larger proportions of students 
attending Independent schools (15%) and Church schools (10%) who are achieving a B2 CEFR 
level in Italian writing skills compared to students attending State schools (3%). Approximately 
31% of Maltese pupils achieved a Pre-A1 CEFR level – around 38% (State schools), 16% 
(Church schools) and 14.5% (Independent schools). In State and Independent schools female 
students attained better results in Italian writing skills; while male pupils did better in Church 
schools. The proportion of female students attending State and Independent schools who attained 
a B1-B2 CEFR level in Italian writing skills (23% and 48%) exceeded the proportions of their 
male counterparts (14% and 38% respectively). The proportions of male pupils attending Church 
schools attaining a B1-B2 CEFR level in Italian writing skills (42%) exceeded the proportions of 
females attending same school type (35%). 
 

Males Females  
CEFR Level State Church Independent State Church Independent 

Pre – A1 43.02 16.33 17.02 34.16 16.26 12.00 
A1 27.91 18.37 14.89 25.47 24.39 28.00 
A2 15.12 23.13 29.79 17.39 24.39 12.00 
B1 12.21 33.33 31.91 19.25 23.58 24.00 
B2 1.74 8.84 6.38 3.73 11.38 24.00 

Table 2.7: Attainment in Italian Writing for Malta categorised by school type and gender 
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Figure 2.14: Attainment in Italian Writing for Malta categorised by school type and gender 
 

For both first and second target languages it is striking that levels of achievement vary 
widely across adjudicated entities. For instance, in Listening skills the proportion of students 
achieving B2 in the first target language ranges from less than 10% to almost 80%. This is not 
solely an adjudicated entity-level effect.  For instance, Sweden which tops the table for Listening 
skills in the first language (English) is ranked last in the second language (Spanish). Nonetheless, 
there are adjudicated entities which do seem to be doing better or worse at languages generally.  
Malta is one of the few adjudicated entities performing above average in both languages.  
 

An important purpose of the ESLC is to inform the creation of a European indicator on 
language competences. A simple proxy of such an indicator can be obtained by taking the 
average of the proportion of pupils achieving each level in Reading, Listening and Writing. 
Figures 2.15 and 2.16 provide an overview of educational system performance in first and 
second foreign language by using this indicator. The 'ESLC average' refers to the average across 
all fifteen participating educational systems (See also Figure 2.1). The pupil achievement scores 
are based on the average of the three skills assessed in the ESLC. The adjudicated entities are 
shown ordered in such a way that a higher ranking indicates a larger proportion of pupils 
achieving the independent user levels (B1 and B2), and a smaller proportion achieving the levels 
of basic user (A1 or beginner pre-A1).  Assessing global performance by the proportion of pupils 
demonstrating a B1–B2 competence level, Figures 2.15 and 2.16 demonstrate that Malta is 
ranked first at par with Sweden in the first language and is ranked fourth in the second language 



                           Language Test Results  

  25

reading, listening and writing skills. For all skills, percentages of students not achieving A1 are 
high in several adjudicated entities including France, Poland and Portugal. 

 

 
Figure 2.15: Percentage of pupils at each CEFR level for first language skills combined 
 

 
Figure 2.16: Percentage of pupils at each CEFR level for second language skills combined 
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2.3 Relation between ESCS and attainment in language skills 
 

To assess the relationship between social, economic and cultural status and attainment in 
reading, listening and writing skills for both foreign languages an index (ESCS) was generated for 
each participant. The data used to construct this index came from the responses to a variety of 
items within the student questionnaire. These items included parental levels of education, 
parental occupation, the number of books at home and a variety of items measuring family 
wealth, the presence of cultural possessions in the home, and the presence of educational resources 
in the home. A large positive ESCS score corresponds to a high socio, economic and cultural status, 
while a large negative ESCS score corresponds to a low socio, economic and cultural status.  
Figure 2.17 displays the distribution of ESCS scores for Maltese students which is marginally 
right skewed.  
 

 
Figure 2.17: ESCS distribution for Maltese students 
 

Figure 2.18 displays mean ESCS score and corresponding 95% confidence interval for 
each participating adjudicated entity.  Mean ESCS scores can be clustered into three groups – 
Sweden, Estonia and the three Belgian communities have highest ESCS mean score; Greece, 
Spain, France, Bulgaria, Croatia, Malta, the Netherlands and Slovenia have a middling ESCS 
mean score; while Portugal and Poland have the lowest mean ESCS score. 
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Figure 2.18: Mean ESCS scores and 95% confidence intervals by adjudicated entities 
 

 
Figure 2.19: Mean ESCS scores and 95% confidence intervals by gender and school type 
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Figure 2.20: Mean ESCS and 95% confidence intervals by CEFR classification (reading) and language 
 

 
Figure 2.21: Mean ESCS and 95% confidence intervals by CEFR classification (listening) and language 
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Figure 2.22: Mean ESCS and 95% confidence intervals by CEFR classification (writing) and language 
 

Figure 2.19 displays significant differences in mean ESCS scores between Maltese pupils 
attending different school types.  This may indicate a positive relationship between attainment in 
reading, listening and writing skills and socio, economic and cultural status. Students attending 
independent schools who on average have higher ESCS scores are more likely to attain higher 
test scores in language skills; while pupils attending state schools who on average have lower 
ESCS scores are more likely to attain lower test scores.  

 
Pearson correlation was used to measure the relationship between attainment in language 

skills and ESCS of Maltese students. For the first target language (English) the correlation 
coefficients relating ESCS to Reading (0.376), Listening (0.478) and Writing (0.426) were all 
positive and significant. For the second target language (Italian) the correlation coefficients 
relating ESCS to Reading (0.208), Listening (0.199) and Writing (0.202) were all positive and 
significant but lower compared to English. This implies that all aspects of social, economic and 
cultural status enhance better attainment in language competencies at Primary and Secondary 
level of education. 

 
Figures 2.20 to 2.22 display mean ESCS scores and corresponding 95% confidence intervals 

for different CEFR classification of Maltese students in reading, listening and writing.  In both languages 
students who achieve better CEFR levels in language skills tend to have higher ESCS scores and students 
who achieve lower CEFR levels in reading, listening and writing tend to have lower ESCS scores. 
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2.4 The Can-Do statements - Validation test 
 

The purpose of including the can-do statements was to provide potential evidence for 
empirically validating the standards set. Sampled students responded to 12 can-do statements, 
providing a self-evaluation of their competence in the tested language. For convenience the 
statements were administered as part of the Student Questionnaire, but were analyzed separately 
from the questionnaire responses. The statements were adapted from the descriptor scales used in 
the CEFR to illustrate the levels. Statements were chosen to be relevant to the target population.  
Table 2.8 shows the can-do statements for reading, listening and writing skills.  

 
Table 2.8: CEFR Can-Do statements 

CEFR Reading Listening Writing 

B2 I can scan quickly through 
long and complex texts, 
locating relevant details.  

I can understand most TV news 
and current affairs programmes.  

I can write clear, detailed 
descriptions, such as a 
review of a film, book or 
play.  

B1 I can recognise significant 
points in straightforward 
newspaper articles on 
familiar subjects.  

I can understand the main points 
of radio news bulletins and simpler 
recorded material about familiar 
subjects delivered relatively slowly 
and clearly.  

I can write personal letters 
describing experiences, 
feelings and events in some 
detail.  

A2 I can understand a letter 
from a friend expressing 
personal opinions, 
experiences and feelings. 

I can understand what is said 
clearly, slowly and directly to me in 
simple everyday conversation, if 
the speaker can take the trouble. 

I can write very short, basic 
descriptions of events, past 
activities and personal 
experiences. 

A1 I can get an idea of the 
content of simple 
informational material and 
descriptions, especially if 
there is visual support.  

I can understand questions and 
instructions if people speak 
carefully and slowly, and I can 
follow short, simple directions.  

I can write a few words and 
phrases that relate to 
myself, my family, where I 
live, my school.  

 
To compare the students’ self-ratings with their actual level of performance in reading, listening 
and writing a Can-Do score was generated for each skill ranging from 0 to 4.  A score of 0 
indicates that none of the four statements were endorsed and a score of 4 indicates that all 
statements from A1 to B2 were selected.  Students who adopted a strategy of simply endorsing 
all the statements for all tasks were removed from the analysis on the basis that a large number of 
these responses were probably invalid. Moreover, the reading, listening and writing abilities of 
each pupil was estimated from the language test responses, where large negative scores indicate 
poor attainment and large positive scores indicate high attainment. Students were then clustered 
by their Can-Do self-rating score and the mean attainment score measuring actual level of ability 
in reading, listening and writing was computed.  
 

Figures 2.23 shows the actual mean attainment score against the can-do score of Maltese 
students in reading and listening skills for both the first and second target language. The graph 
clearly displays that Maltese students perceive reading easier than listening in both first and 
second target language. In all adjudicated entities, including Malta, writing is perceived as most 
difficult across all tested languages. The line graphs clearly show a strong positive relationship 
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between the can-do self-rating scores of Maltese students and their estimated ability scores. It 
should be noted however, that students studying Italian who apparently rate themselves at B2 
level are actually achieving lower levels; whereas students studying English who seemingly rate 
themselves at pre A1 level are actually achieving higher levels. 
 

 
Figure 2.23: Relationship between actual attainment and can-do scores for reading and listening 
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3.1 Introduction 
 

Some of the policies and actions developed by the European Commission regarding 
multilingualism are aimed at improving the outcome of foreign language teaching and learning 
in secondary education tested in the ESLC.  This chapter presents and describes 12 policy issues 
concerning the organisation of foreign language teaching in all participating adjudicated entities 
in the ESLC for the first and second target languages separately. These policy issues are:  

 
 Early language learning  
 Diversity and order of foreign language offered  
 Informal language learning opportunities  
 School's foreign language specialization  
 ICT to enhance foreign language learning and teaching  
 Intercultural exchanges  
 Staff from other language communities  
 Foreign language teaching approach  
 Teachers’ access to high quality initial and continuous training  
 A period of work or study in another country for teachers  
 Use of existing European language assessment tools  
 Practical experience  
 

It should be noted that the responses of students within an adjudicated entity for questions 
that concern foreign language learning in general might differ between those studying first target 
language and second target language.  The student population tested in the first target language is 
not necessarily the same as the student population tested in the second target language. In Malta 
the student population tested in the second target language is a subset of the student population 
tested in the first target language since all students studying Italian also study English; however 
not all students studying English study Italian. In some adjudicated entities a certain foreign 
language might be offered in one school type but not in another.  In addition, for the Belgian 
French-speaking community the first and second target languages are actually the second and 
third most widely taught languages in the adjudicated entity and for Bulgaria and Estonia the 
second target language is actually the third most widely taught language in the adjudicated 
entity. The different populations in the ESLC are described in Chapter 1.  

3 
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3.2 Learning of foreign languages 
 

3.2.1 Early language learning 
 

The policy issue ‘Early language learning’ consists of two subjects ‘Beginning of foreign 
language learning for students’ and ‘Current foreign language learning time for lessons and 
homework’, containing six questionnaire indices:  

 
 Onset of foreign language learning for students  
 Onset of target language learning for students  
 Foreign language lesson time a week  
 Target language lesson time a week  
 Target language learning time for tests  
 Target language learning time a week for homework  
 

 
Figure 3.1: Weekly Foreign language lesson time  
 

Similarly to other adjudicated entities, in Malta the onset of the second target language is 
later than the onset of the first target language. In Malta, the first target language, English, is 
taught from grade 1 onwards, whereas Italian, the second target language, is taught from grade 7 
onwards. In Malta, Croatia, Poland, the German-speaking community of Belgium and Spain the 
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population has been taught foreign languages from or before grade 1. In Estonia, France, Greece 
and Sweden onset of foreign language teaching is at grade 3; in Portugal and Slovenia students 
have been taught foreign languages from grade 4 and in the Netherlands and the Belgian 
Flemish- and French-speaking communities foreign language learning commences at grade 5. 
 

Figure 3.1 displays the mean weekly foreign language lesson time (in hours) students say 
they have currently, categorized by adjudicated entity and target languages. In all adjudicated 
entities, foreign language lesson time is at least 3 hours a week. On average, weekly duration of 
foreign language lessons range between 4 to 6 hours for first target language in Malta, Estonia, 
Greece, Spain, France, Portugal, the Netherlands and the three Belgian communities; and range 
between 6 to 8 hours for second target language in Spain, the Netherlands and the Belgian 
French- and German-speaking communities. In Estonia, France, Greece and Portugal there is 
hardly any difference between the lesson times reported by each target language population. In 
most of these adjudicated entities, including Malta, the differences between the two target 
language populations are, on average, less than an hour weekly. In Spain, the Netherlands and 
the Belgian French- and German-speaking communities, the difference between the two target 
populations is more than an hour weekly. 
 

 
Figure 3.2: Target language lesson time weekly 

Figure 3.2 displays the mean weekly target language lesson time (hours) students report 
they have currently, categorized by adjudicated entity and target languages. The mean lesson 
time reported for each of the target languages is generally between two and three hours weekly. 
On average, weekly duration of first target language lessons range between 3 to 4.5 hours in 
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Malta, Spain, France, Portugal and the Belgian German-speaking community. On average, 
weekly duration of second target language lessons range between 2 to 3 hours in all adjudicated 
entities. There is a clear trend across adjudicated entities that the first target language is allotted 
more lesson time than the second, with exception of Sweden and the Belgian French-speaking 
community. 

 

 
Figure 3.3: Target language lesson time for homework 
 

Figure 3.3 displays the weekly learning time (hours) students spend on homework, expressed 
as a percentage, categorized by adjudicated entity and target languages. Maltese, Greek, Bulgarian 
and Belgian German- and Flemish-speaking students spend most time on the first target language 
homework; while Greek, Estonian and Bulgarian students spend most time on the second target 
language homework. Slovenian, Portuguese and Swedish students, on average, spend least time 
on target language homework. In general (11 out of 16 adjudicated entities), students spend more 
time on homework for the first target language than for the second. Exceptions are the Belgian 
French-speaking community, Bulgaria, Greece and the Netherlands. In Malta the difference 
between target languages is quite large. For the first target language (English) 70.8% of Maltese 
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students spend more than one hour weekly on homework; however, only 40.6% of the students 
spend more than one hour weekly on homework of the second target language (Italian).  
 

 
Figure 3.4: Target language lesson time for tests 
 

Figure 3.4 displays the mean weekly learning time (hours) students report spending on 
preparing for target language tests, categorized by adjudicated entity and target languages. 
Maltese students spend considerably more time preparing for tests and assignments in the first 
than the second target language; however, these differences are small for other entities. 

 
In most adjudicated entities, target language lesson time is between 2 and 3 hours a week. 

The amount of lesson time for foreign languages generally differs substantially between entities, 
as does the amount of time spent on homework for the target language. Within adjudicated 
entities, more time is spent both on lesson time and homework for the first target language 
compared to the second target language. The differences within adjudicated entities, however, 
are smaller than the differences between the adjudicated entities.  

 
3.2.2 Diversity and order of foreign language offered 
 

The policy issue regarding ‘Diversity and order of foreign languages offered’ consists of 
four questionnaire indices:  
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 Number of foreign and ancient languages on offer in the school  
 Number of ancient languages learned  
 Number of modern foreign languages learned  
 Number of languages studied before target language  

 
The number of foreign ancient languages on offer at school varies marginally between 

schools in the two target language samples. Schools in Malta, Greece and the Belgian German-
speaking community, on average, offer four or more foreign and ancient languages in both first 
and second target languages; whereas schools in Croatia and Poland, on average, offer around 
two foreign and ancient languages. Figure 3.5 shows that regardless of the wide selection offered 
by the schools few students choose foreign ancient languages. In Bulgaria, Croatia, Portugal, 
Slovenia and Sweden no ancient languages are learned and in Estonia, Poland and Malta 
virtually none. In a few adjudicated entities a substantial proportion of the students learn at least 
one ancient language.  The proportions of students reporting that they study and/or have studied 
at least one ancient language include Greeks (around 80%), Belgians of the French-speaking  
community (around 36%), Belgians of the German- and Flemish-speaking communities (around 
30%and 23% respectively) and Spanish, French and Dutch students (around 20%). This reflects 
the fact that the majority of Greek students are learning ancient Greek at school.  

 

 
Figure 3.5: Number of foreign ancient languages learned at school 

Figure 3.6 displays the average number of modern foreign languages learned in Primary 
and Secondary schools categorized by target language and adjudicated entity. The mean number 
of modern foreign languages learned ranges from 1.5 for students of the first target language in 
Portugal, to 2.8 for students of the second target language in the Netherlands. Malta’s averages 
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for both the first (2.3) and second (2.5) target languages are amongst the highest. In nearly all 
adjudicated entities, the students of the second target language have studied or are studying more 
foreign languages than students of the first target language. Exceptions are Estonia and Greece, 
where the difference between the two groups of students is very small. In nearly all adjudicated 
entities, and for both populations of students, the mode is two. This means that in all adjudicated 
entities, it is most common to learn two foreign modern languages. In the Netherlands it is more 
common to study three modern languages. 
 

 
Figure 3.6: Number of foreign modern languages learned at school 
 

Figure 3.7 displays the proportion of students who had studied 0, 1, 2 or at least 3 foreign 
languages before taking on the first and second target language. The graphical display shows 
major differences between adjudicated entities and, especially, between students of the first and 
second target languages. In Greece, the number of languages learned before taking on the second 
target language is lowest of all adjudicated entities. The Netherlands represents the other 
extreme, with the highest average number of languages learned before the second target language 
and the largest difference between number of languages learned before first and second target 
languages. In all adjudicated entities, students of the second target language have previously 
studied substantially more languages than students of the first target language. In Malta, 81.2% 
of the students stated that they did not study any foreign language before taking English (first 
target language); however, 78.9% stated that they studied at least one foreign language before 
taking Italian (second target language). The exception to this rule is the Belgian French-speaking 
community, in which both students of the first and of the second target language have generally 
learned one foreign language previously.  
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Figure 3.7: Number of languages learned before target language 
 
 

3.3 Language friendly environment 
 

3.3.1 Informal Language Learning Opportunities 
 

The policy issue regarding ‘Informal language learning opportunities’ consists of seven 
subjects each having a questionnaire index. 
 

 Number of first languages spoken in students’ home environment  
 Parents’ target language knowledge 
 Students' target language use at home  
 Students' target language exposure through the living environment  
 Students' target language exposure and use through visits abroad  
 Students' target language exposure and use through traditional and new media  
 Use of sub-titles on television and film 

First languages refer to the languages spoken at home before the age of 5 years. Figure 
3.8 displays the students’ mean number of first languages categorized by adjudicated entity and 
target languages. The vast majority of respondents have one first language. That is with the 
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exception of respondents living in Malta and the Belgian French- and German-speaking 
communities, where a substantial percentage of students have more than one first language.  

 

 
Figure 3.8: Number of languages spoken at home before the age of 5 years 

 
Before the age of 5 years, 95% of Maltese students spoke Maltese, 26.9% spoke English, 

3.4% spoke Italian, 1.3% spoke German, 1.2% spoke French, 1.2% spoke Arabic and 3.6% 
spoke other European or non-European languages. Table 3.1 shows that 43.5% of Maltese 
students have spoken two languages (most likely Maltese and English) before the age of 5 years 
and 7.4% have three or more first languages.  These proportions exceed by a large margin ESLC 
averages. 
 
Table 3.1: Number of languages spoken at home before the age of 5 years 
 Malta ESLC average 
One first language 49.2% 80.5%
Two first languages 43.5% 16.1% 

Three or more first languages 7.4% 3.4%

 
Figure 3.9 displays the mean parents’ target language knowledge score which ranges 

from 0 to 3 where 0 corresponds to not knowledgeable and 3 corresponds to very knowledgeable. 
The parents’ target language knowledge score was generated by averaging the mother and father 
knowledge scores.  
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Figure 3.9: Parents’ target language knowledge 
 

The clustered bar graph exhibits rather large differences between adjudicated entities and 
within adjudicated entities between target languages. Notably, in Sweden respondents’ parents 
are very knowledgeable in English (first target language) but considerably less knowledgeable in 
Spanish (second target language). This is also the case with Maltese parents, as displayed in 
Table 3.2, who tend to exhibit more knowledge in English (first target language) than Italian 
(second target language). Maltese parents scored significantly higher than most other adjudicated 
entities in both first and second target languages. On the other hand, Bulgarian, Spanish, 
Estonian and Polish parents have below-average knowledge scores of target languages. Again, 
adjudicated entities with one of the target languages as one of the official languages (Belgium 
and Malta) appear to have above-average rates, but this also holds for the Netherlands and to a 
lesser extent for Slovenia. Within Belgium it is notable that the knowledge of target languages 
among parents in the French-speaking community is lower compared to the other two 
communities in that adjudicated entity. However, this might be due to the fact that English and 
German are actually the second and third most widely taught languages in the community. 

 
Table 3.2: Maltese parents’ knowledge of target languages 

Mother Father Parents’ knowledge of 
Target languages English Italian English Italian 

Not at all 1.5% 9.7% 3.2% 15.7%
A little 13.0% 28.3% 21.6% 32.9%
Quite well 34.4% 36.0% 35.7% 30.5%
Very well 51.0% 26.0% 39.5% 20.8%
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Figure 3.10: Students’ target language exposure at home 

 
Figure 3.10 shows the mean score for target language exposure outside school which 

ranges from 0 to 7 where 0 corresponds to no exposure and 7 corresponds to considerable 
exposure. The target language exposure score was generated by counting the number of 
exposures to seven sub-items, displayed in Table 3.3, that measure contact with target language 
outside school. For each sub-item 0 corresponds to ‘not exposed’ and 1 corresponds to ‘exposed. 
The clustered bar graph clearly shows that students report more exposure to the first than the 
second target language. Malta has the largest difference in mean language exposure scores 
between the first and second target languages which complements the huge disparity between the 
percentages displayed in Table 3.3. Relatively low means are found for the second target 
languages of Spain, Estonia, France, the Netherlands, Poland and Sweden. Means of 3.0 or 
higher are found for the first target languages of Estonia, Greece, Croatia, Malta and Slovenia.  
 
Table 3.3: Language use of Maltese students outside school 
  English Italian 

Through friends who writes to you 83.2% 19.7%

Through relatives living in target country 67.3% 12.3%
Through friends living in target country 58.3% 19.9%
Through tourists who visit the place where you live 59.2% 35.9%
Through people who live in your place of residence 39.6% 11.2%
Through people on the Internet who talk to you in target language 73.3% 31.2%
Through people you meet during holidays 74.5% 44.2%

 



SurveyLang 

 44 

 
Figure 3.11: Students’ target language use outside school 
 
Table 3.4: Target language use of Maltese students outside school at least a few times yearly 
  English Italian 

Write target language with friends 91.8% 39.3%

Speak target language with relatives 81.0% 35.9%
Speak target language with friends 82.0% 39.3%
Speak target language with people living in residence 59.6% 19.4%
Speak target language with tourists 90.5% 55.7%
Use target language with people on the Internet 86.1% 38.0%

 
Figure 3.11 shows the mean scores for target language use outside school which ranges 

from 0 to 4 where 0 corresponds to ‘never used’ and 4 corresponds to ‘used a lot’. The target 
language use score was generated by averaging the rating scores of six sub-items, displayed in 
Table 3.4, that measure use of target language outside school.  Each sub-item was measured on a 
5-point Likert scale ranging from 0 to 4 where 0 corresponds to ‘never used’ and 4 corresponds 
to ‘used a few times weekly’. The clustered bar graph clearly shows that students report more 
use of the first than the second target language. Malta has the largest difference in mean language use 
scores between the first and second target languages which complements the huge disparity between the 
percentages displayed in Table 3.4.   

 
Figure 3.12 shows the mean score for students' target language exposure and use through 

visits abroad which ranges from 0 to 3 where 0 corresponds to ‘no exposure/use through visits 
abroad’ and 3 corresponds to ‘considerable exposure/use through visits abroad’. The students' 
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target language exposure score through visits abroad was generated by averaging the rating 
scores of six sub-items, displayed in Table 3.5. Each sub-item was measured on a 4-point Likert 
scale ranging from 0 to 3 where 0 corresponds to ‘never made visit abroad’ and 3 corresponds to 
‘made three or more visits abroad’. The clustered bar graph clearly shows that the three Belgian 
communities, the Netherlands, Slovenia and Sweden have the highest means, indicating higher 
exposure. In Bulgaria, Greece and Poland the means are substantially lower. Malta’s mean 
language exposure and use scores through visits abroad for first and second language are 
comparable to those of France and Estonia. 

 

 
Figure 3.12: Students´ target language exposure and use through visits abroad  
 
Table 3.5: Students´ language exposure and use through visits abroad at least once in lifetime 
 United Kingdom Italy 
School trips to target language country 22.7% 22.4%
School trips to a non- target language country 30.2% 24.1%
Trips with your family to target language country 64.3% 53.0%
Trips with your family to a non-target language country 70.0% 65.0%
Visits of a school class from target language country 41.5% 39.2%
Visits of a school class from a non-target language country 46.3% 45.8%
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Figure 3.13: Students´ target language exposure and use through traditional and new media  
 
Table 3.6: Language exposure of Maltese students through media at least a few times yearly 
 English Italian 

Listen to songs in target language 98.9% 80.3%

Watch movies in target language without subtitles 95.8% 81.0%
Watch movies in target language with subtitles 80.9% 60.1%
Watch target language TV programs without subtitles 95.6% 85.3%
Watch target language TV programs with subtitles 53.1% 45.1%
Play computer games spoken in target language 92.1% 31.1%
Read books written in target language 94.8% 66.6%
Read magazines/comics in target language 91.9% 61.5%
Visit websites written in target language 89.9% 56.9%

 
Figure 3.13 shows the mean score for students' target language exposure and use through 

traditional and new media which ranges from 0 to 4 where 0 corresponds to ‘no exposure/use 
through media’ and 4 corresponds to ‘considerable exposure/use through media’. The students' 
target language exposure score through media was generated by averaging the rating scores of 
nine sub-items, displayed in Table 3.6.  Each sub-item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale 
ranging from 0 to 4 where 0 corresponds to ‘no contact with target language through media’ and 
4 corresponds to ‘came into contact with target language a few times weekly’. In all adjudicated 
entities, large differences are found between target languages. In general, exposure and use 
through traditional and new media is higher for the first target language, with the exception of 
the Belgian Flemish- and German-speaking communities. In these Belgian communities English 
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is the second target language. In Malta, Estonia, Slovenia and Sweden above-average scores for 
students' target language exposure and use through traditional and new media are found for the 
first target language. The proportions, displayed in Table 3.6, clearly show that in Malta 
exposure of English through media is significantly higher than exposure of Italian.  
 
Table 3.7: Dubbing or subtitling of programmes and movies from abroad  

First Language Second Language  
Adjudicated Entity TV programmes Cinema movies TV programmes Cinema movies 
Belgium (Flemish) Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled 
Belgium (French) Usually dubbed Usually dubbed Usually dubbed Usually dubbed 
Belgium (German) Neither  Neither  Usually dubbed Usually dubbed 

Bulgaria Usually dubbed Usually subtitled Usually dubbed Usually subtitled 
England Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled 
Spain Usually dubbed Usually dubbed Usually dubbed Usually dubbed 

Estonia Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled 
France Usually dubbed Usually dubbed Usually dubbed Usually dubbed 
Greece Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled 
Croatia Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled 
Malta Neither Neither  Neither  Neither  

Netherland Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled 
Poland Neither  Usually subtitled Neither  Usually subtitled 

Portugal Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled 
Slovenia Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled 
Sweden Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled Usually subtitled 

 
Table 3.7 shows that for most adjudicated entities the responses are very similar for TV 

programmes and for cinema movies and for both target languages. In Belgium Flemish-speaking 
community, England, Estonia, Greece, Croatia, the Netherlands, Portugal, Slovenia and Sweden 
programmes and films are usually subtitled. In Spain, France and the French-speaking 
community of Belgium programmes and films are usually dubbed.  In Malta programmes and 
films are neither dubbed nor subtitled. Differences between television programmes and movies 
spoken in both target languages are found for Bulgaria and Poland. In Bulgaria, television 
programmes in both target languages are usually dubbed and cinema movies in both target 
languages are usually subtitled. In Poland, television programmes in both target languages are 
neither dubbed nor subtitled and cinema movies in both target languages are usually subtitled.  
 

 

3.4 Language friendly schools 
 

3.4.1 School’s foreign language specialization 
 

The policy issue regarding ‘School’s foreign language specialisation’ consists of three 
language related subjects:  
 

 Content and Language Integrated Learning  
 School’s specialist language profile  
 Provision and participation in extra target language lessons in school  
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Figure 3.14: Proportion of schools offering content and language integrated learning 
 

 
Figure 3.15: Specialist language profile 
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Figure 3.14 displays the proportion of schools that offer content and language integrated 
learning within each adjudicated entity for both the first and second language. Content and 
language integrated learning is offered most often in the Belgian German-speaking community, 
followed by the Belgian Flemish-speaking community, Estonia and Malta. Less than 10% of the 
schools in France, Greece and Croatia offer content and language integrated learning.  
 

Figure 3.15 shows the mean index for specialist language profile which ranges from 0 to 
7 where 0 corresponds to a weak and 7 corresponds to a strong specialist language profile. The 
specialist language profile for each school was generated by summing the items, displayed in 
table 3.8, to which a ‘Yes’ reply was provided by the Head of school. 

 
Table 3.8:  Measures to encourage language learning in Malta 
  Does your school offer the following to encourage language learning? English Italian 

Content and language integrated learning 33.3% 33.3%

The classes for foreign language lessons are smaller than is required 34.2% 34.2%
A wider choice of languages is offered than is required 29.7% 29.7%
More teaching hours are devoted to foreign language learning than is required 8.1% 8.1%

 Students can study more languages than is common or required 34.2% 34.2%
More extra-curricular activities related to language education are set  than is required 35.1% 35.1%
Foreign language lessons are offered in earlier grades than is common or required 30.6% 30.6%

 

 
Figure 3.16: Provision of extra target lessons offered by school  
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A school’s specialist language profile is observed most often in Estonia Slovenia and the 
Belgian German-speaking community. Malta has a middling mean index for specialist language 
profile where only 8% of the schools offer more teaching hours to foreign language learning than 
is common or required. Compared to other adjudicated entities, schools in Greece, Croatia and 
the Netherlands, on average, show less strong specialist language profiles.  
 

‘Provision of extra target language lessons’ is represented in Figure 3.16. The index for 
each school was generated by considering the provision of Enrichment lessons and Remedial 
lessons by the school for the target language. If the school provided at least one of these two 
types of the extra lessons the index was set to 1.  If the school provided none of these two types 
of extra lessons the index was set to 0.  Figure 3.16 shows that in the Belgian German-speaking 
community and Poland all schools offer extra lessons in the first target language. In the Belgian 
Flemish-speaking community, Croatia, Portugal and Slovenia more than 90% of the schools 
offer extra lessons in the first target language. In Bulgaria, Spain, Greece and Malta less than 
60% of the schools offer extra lessons in the first target language. In all adjudicated entities, 
much fewer schools offer extra lessons in the second target language, except for Estonia. Table 
3.9 shows that in Malta remedial lessons for the first target language (English) are offered by 
almost half the schools; however no school offers extra lessons in students’ home language 
(prevalently Maltese). 
 
Table 3.9:  Extra lessons offered by schools in Malta 
  What type of extra lessons does your school offer to students? English Italian 

 Enrichment lessons for target language 15.8% 10.5%
Enrichment lessons for other foreign languages (including Latin and ancient Greek) 10.5% 10.5%
Remedial lessons for target language 52.6% 15.8%

 Remedial lessons for other foreign languages (including Latin and ancient Greek) 7.9% 7.9%
Extra English lessons for students with a different home language 36.8% 36.8%

 Extra lessons in another language other than English that is often spoken at home 0.0% 0.0%

 
Extra lessons comprise both enrichment and remedial lessons.  Figure 3.17 displays the 

proportion of students that are attending or have attended extra lessons, per adjudicated entity and 
target language.  In Malta, similar to other adjudicated entities the students that have been tested in 
the first target language more often report that they have extra lessons in that language than 
students that have been tested in the second target lesson. This might be due to the fact that the 
first target language is often compulsory in an adjudicated entity, whereas the second target 
language often is not; if a subject is not compulsory, there will be a selection of better students. 
In Greece the proportion of students that have extra lessons is more than 50% in both target 
languages. In Spain 50% of the students that have been tested in English (the first target language) 
say they have extra lessons in that language. Of the Spanish students that have been tested in the 
second target language (French), only approximately 15% declare they have extra lessons in that 
language. In the Belgian Flemish- and French-speaking communities, France and the Netherlands 
20% or fewer of the students in both target languages say they have extra lessons in those 
languages. Table 3.10 shows that approximately 22% and 18% of Maltese students respectively 
attend enrichment lessons in the first and second target language.  Around 13% of Maltese pupils 
attend remedial lessons in both the first and second target language. 
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Figure 3.17: Participation in target language lessons 
 
Table 3.10:  Participation of Maltese students in extra lessons 
  What type of extra lessons do you attend at school? English Italian 

 Enrichment lessons for target language 22.6% 17.6%
Enrichment lessons for other foreign languages (including Latin and ancient Greek) 22.3% 18.3%
Remedial lessons for target language 13.6% 13.9%

 Remedial lessons for other foreign languages (including Latin and ancient Greek) 12.7% 12.6%
Extra English lessons for students with a different home language 25.4% 26.0%

 Extra lessons in another language other than English that is often spoken at home  13.9% 19.8%

 
 
3.4.2 ICT to enhance foreign language learning and teaching 

 
The policy issue ‘ICT to enhance foreign language learning and teaching’ consists of 

three subjects related to ICT facilities at school and frequency and purpose of ICT use in target 
language teaching by teacher and students. These subjects are expanded into eight indices:  

 
 Availability of a multimedia (language) lab 
 Presence of a virtual learning environment  
 Availability of software for language assessment or language teaching  
 Use of ICT outside lessons for teaching  
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 Use of ICT devices when teaching 
 Use of web content for teaching 
 Use of ICT for foreign language learning 
 Use of ICT outside school  

 
Figure 3.18 shows the mean index that measures availability of a multimedia language 

lab.  The index was generated by considering two sub-items related to multimedia labs.  For 
schools that did not avail of a multimedia lab, responses were coded 0.  For schools that have lab 
facilities but without specific language learning software, responses were coded 1.  For schools 
that benefitted of both a multimedia lab and language learning software, responses were coded 2. 
Schools in Bulgaria, Spain, Malta, the Netherlands and Slovenia have a multimedia lab most 
often, either with or without specific language learning software. Schools in the Belgian 
German-speaking community, Estonia, France (first target language) and Poland (second target 
language) have this facility least often (fewer than one third of the schools). Table 3.11 shows 
that Multimedia labs without specific language learning software are more prevalent in Maltese 
schools. 
 

Table 3.11:  Availability of multimedia language labs in Maltese schools 
 ICT facilities English Italian 

 Multimedia language lab (PCs with specific language learning software) 7.7% 7.7%
 Multimedia lab (PCs without specific language learning software) 56.4% 56.4%

 

 
Figure 3.18: Availability of multimedia language lab 
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Figure 3.19: Virtual learning environment to support teaching and learning 

 
Figure 3.19 displays the proportion of schools within each adjudicated entity that have a 

virtual learning environment to support teaching and learning (e.g. Moodle, WebCT, Blackboard, 
Fronter, Sakai). Schools in Portugal are the most likely to have a virtual learning environment, 
followed by schools in the Belgian Flemish-speaking community, Slovenia, Spain, Estonia and 
the Netherlands. Fewer than 10% of the schools in Bulgaria, Croatia and Poland and the Belgian 
French- and German-speaking communities, have a virtual learning environment available.  
 

Figure 3.20 shows the mean index that measures availability of software for language 
assessment or teaching. The index was generated by considering three sub-items related to ICT 
facilities (Software or tools developed in house for learning and teaching languages, Digital 
student portfolio and Software for language assessment) and ranges from 0 to 2. Responses were 
coded as 0 for schools that did not avail any of these ICT facilities; 1 if one ICT was available 
and 2 if at least two ICT facilities were accessible in the school. In the Belgian Flemish-speaking 
community, Spain, the Netherlands for the first target language and Sweden for both target 
languages there is a higher proportion of schools where software is available for language 
assessment or language teaching. The availability of software for teaching of languages or 
assessment in schools is less prevalent in Greece, Croatia, Malta and the Belgian German-
speaking community.  Table 3.12 shows that software or tools developed in house for learning 
and teaching languages are more available in Maltese schools than other ICT facilities. 
 
Table 3.12:  Availability of software for language assessment or teaching 
  Does your school have the following ICT facilities?  English Italian 

 Software or tools developed in house for learning and teaching languages 31.8% 30.7%
Digital student portfolio 14.2% 14.1%

 Software for language assessment 19.5% 15.7%
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Figure 3.20: Availability of software for language assessment and teaching 
 

 
Figure 3.21: Frequency of ICT use outside lessons for teaching 
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Figure 3.21 shows the mean index that measures how often teachers use computers 
outside their lessons for teaching related activities. The index was generated by considering five 
sub-items, displayed in Table 3.13, related to ICT use outside lessons.  The rating score for each 
item ranges from 0 to 4 where 0 corresponds to ‘never or hardly ever used’ and 4 corresponds to 
‘used almost every day’.  The index is the average of the five sub-items and ranges from 0 to 4. 
 
Table 3.13:  ICT use outside lesson for teaching at least a few times monthly by Maltese teachers 
  How often do you use a computer outside your lessons for the following? English Italian 

 For checking students’ homework or assignments from your target language classes 21.1% 36.6%
For preparing lessons for target language 91.8% 95.6%
For administrative tasks related to your target language classes 47.5% 56.6%

 For creating instructional material for your target language classes 90.5% 93.7%

 For finding authentic material to use in your target language classes 90.9% 94.7%

 
Malta, similarly to other adjudicated entities, has a mean score between 2 and 3. Estonia 

has the highest mean, followed by France, Portugal and Sweden. Greece (both target languages), 
Croatia (first target language) and Poland (second target language) have a mean score below 2. 
In Malta, the use of computers to check students’ homework or assignments or to carry out 
administrative tasks related to target language classes is less prevalent than the other ICT related 
tasks outside lessons. 
 

 
Figure 3.22: Frequency of ICT use by teacher when teaching 
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Table 3.14:  ICT use when teaching at least a few times monthly by Maltese teachers 
  How often do you use the following devices at school for teaching target language? English Italian 

 A teacher PC or laptop in the classroom 43.4% 68.1%
 A projector in the classroom 20.8% 32.8%
Interactive whiteboard in the classroom 4.5% 8.0%

 Multimedia language lab (with specific language learning software) 2.3% 6.2%
 Multimedia lab (without specific language learning software) 2.7% 10.7%
 An internet connection in the classroom 14.2% 17.9%

 A virtual learning environment to support language teaching and learning 5.5% 9.0%

 
Figure 3.22 shows the mean index that measures how frequently teachers use computers 

when teaching. The index was generated by considering seven sub-items, displayed in Table 
3.14, related to ICT use in class when teaching. The rating score for each item ranges from 0 to 4 
where 0 corresponds to ‘never used because it is not available’ and 4 correspond to ‘used almost 
every week’.  The index is the average of the seven sub-items and ranges from 0 to 4. Figure 
3.22 shows that Malta has a middling mean score which is higher than the mean scores of the 
French- and German-speaking communities of Belgium, Poland, Greece, Croatia and Bulgaria. 
PC and laptops are the most widely used ICT devices by Maltese teachers; however less than 
10% of Maltese teachers make use of interactive whiteboards, multimedia language labs and a 
virtual learning environment to support language teaching and learning at least a few times 
monthly. 
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Figure 3.23: Frequency of web content use by teacher or students 
Table 3.15:  Use of web content at least a few times monthly by Maltese teachers or students 
  How often do you or your students use these ICT facilities for target language class? English Italian 

 Software or websites specifically designed for learning languages 25.0% 22.5%
 Online dictionaries and other reference works 35.4% 32.5%
 Online news media (TV, radio, newspapers) in target language 22.5% 21.3%
 Other websites on life and culture in [target language] speaking country/countries 18.5% 18.9%
 Communication tools, e.g. email, chatting, blogging, {MySpace}, {Skype} 16.8% 13.5%
 Custom made tools developed in house for learning and teaching languages 16.9% 15.7%
 Online portfolio 1.8% 2.1%
 Tools for language assessment 12.6% 12.2%

 Language web quest 5.0% 5.4%

 
Figure 3.23 shows the mean index that measures the frequency of use of web content by 

teachers or students in target language lessons. The index was generated by considering nine 
sub-items, displayed in Table 3.15, related to web content use during lessons. The rating score 
for each item ranges from 0 to 4 where 0 corresponds to ‘never or hardly ever used’ and 4 
correspond to ‘used almost every lesson’.  The index is the average of the nine sub-items and 
ranges from 0 to 4. Figure 3.23 shows that Malta, similar to most adjudicated entities, has a mean 
between 0.5 and 1 for this index. The Belgian German-speaking community (second target 
language), Bulgaria, Spain (first target language), Estonia, the Netherlands (second target 
language) and Slovenia have a mean slightly larger than 1. The use of online dictionaries and 
other reference works is the most prevalent form of web content use in Malta in target language 
lessons. 
 

 
Figure 3.24: Use of ICT at home for foreign language learning 
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Figure 3.24 shows the mean index that measures the frequency of use of ICT at home for 
target language lessons. The index was generated by considering nine sub-items, displayed in 
Table 3.16, related to use of ICT at home for learning. The rating score for each item ranges 
from 0 to 4 where 0 corresponds to ‘never or hardly ever used’ and 4 corresponds to ‘used almost 
every day’.  The index is the average of the nine sub-items and ranges from 0 to 4. Figure 3.24 
shows that in Malta, computer use as a study-aid for the first and second target languages is 
comparable to most adjudicated entities. The mean scores in the three Belgian communities are 
slightly lower. In Malta, computers are used most to find information and assist in carrying out 
homework or assignments and learn words for target language. 

 
Table 3.16:  Use of computer at home to study at least a few times monthly by Maltese student 
  When studying and home for how often do you use a computer for the following? English Italian 

 Finding information for target language homework or assignments 54.8% 40.5%
 Target language homework or assignments 52.0% 42.5%
 Learning to write in target language 40.2% 39.5%
 Learning to speak target language 37.2% 33.4%
 Learning to understand spoken target language 37.6% 35.6%
 Learning target language grammar 39.6% 36.2%
 Learning to read [target language]texts 36.5% 33.6%
 Learning to pronounce [target language] correctly 34.6% 29.4%

 Learning target language words 51.7% 43.1%

 

 
Figure 3.25: Use of computers outside school time 
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Figure 3.25 shows the mean index that measures the frequency of use of computers 
outside school time. The index was generated by considering six sub-items, displayed in Table 
7.17. The rating score for each item ranges from 0 to 4 where 0 corresponds to ‘never or hardly 
ever used’ and 4 corresponds to ‘used almost every day’. The index is the average of the six sub-
items and ranges from 0 to 4. Figure 3.25 shows that the mean score for use of ICT outside 
school in Malta is comparable to other adjudicated entities. The mean scores for the Belgian 
German-speaking community and Greece are somewhat lower. In Malta, computer use for 
entertainment, for contacting others and for finding information is more prevalent than other ICT 
activities. 

 

Table 3.17:  Use of ICT outside school at least a few times monthly by Maltese student 
  How often do you use a computer outside school time for the following? English Italian 

 For homework or school assignments 80.7% 75.6%
 For homework or assignments for the subject of target language 54.2% 38.2%
 For finding information 90.3% 87.0%
 For games 76.1% 78.0%
 For entertainment (e.g. music, movies, video clips) 97.2% 96.1%

 For contact with others (e.g. email, chatting, blogging, MySpace, Skype) 96.0% 93.9%

 
 

3.4.3  Intercultural exchanges 
 

The policy issue ‘Intercultural exchanges’ consists of three subjects related to opportunity 
created for exchange visits, funding of intercultural exchanges and opportunity created for school 
language projects. These subjects are expanded into six indices: 
 

 School trips to and visiting schools from foreign countries 
 Created opportunities for exchange visits 
 Funding of student exchanges  
 Created opportunities for school language projects  
 Received opportunities for school language projects  
 
Table 3.18:  School trips to and visiting schools from foreign countries at least once 
 How often have you travelled abroad or had visitors from abroad in the past 3 years?  English Italian 

 Frequency of school trips to a target language speaking country 22.7% 22.4%
 Frequency of school trips to another (non-target language speaking) country 30.2% 24.1%
 Frequency of visits from a class from a target language speaking country 41.5% 29.2%

 Frequency of visits from a class from another (non-target language) speaking country 46.3% 45.8%

 
Figure 3.26 shows the mean index that measures the frequency of school trips to and 

visiting schools from foreign countries. The index is generated by considering four sub-items, 
displayed in Table 3.18. The rating score for each item ranges from 0 to 3 where 0 corresponds 
to ‘never’, 1 corresponds to ‘once’, 2 to ‘twice’ and 3 to ‘at least three times’. The index is the 
average of the four sub-items and ranges from 0 to 3. Similar to other adjudicated entities, the 
mean score for Malta lies on the low end of the scale. However, Greece, Croatia, Portugal and 
Sweden seem to score somewhat lower than other adjudicated entities. Frequency of visits from 
school classes from another target/non-target language speaking country is more prevalent in 
Malta than frequency of school trip to another target/non-target language speaking country. 
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Figure 3.26: School Trips To and Visiting Schools from Foreign Countries 
 

 
Figure 3.27: Teachers’ involvement in organizing exchange visits 
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Figure 3.27 shows the mean index that measures the opportunities for exchange visits 
perceived by teachers. The index is generated by considering four sub-items, displayed in Table 
3.19. The rating score for each item ranges from 0 to 4 where 0 corresponds to ‘never’, 1 
corresponds to ‘once’, 2 to ‘twice’, 3 to ‘three times’ and 4 to ‘at least four times’ The index is 
the average of the four sub-items and ranges from 0 to 4.  Figure 3.27 shows that exchange visits 
are not organised very often, particularly in Croatia, Malta (first target language), Portugal and 
Sweden. The Belgian French-speaking community has a mean score greater than 1 for the 
second target language. Interestingly, in most adjudicated entities exchange visits for the second 
target language are more frequent than exchange visits for the first target language. Around 40% 
of Maltese teachers teaching Italian stated that they were involved in organizing exchange visits 
to Italy, probably because Italy is a neighbouring country. 
 
Table 3.19:  Involvement by Maltese teachers in organizing exchange visits at least once 
 In the past 3 years, how often were you involved in the organisation of following? English Italian 

 School trips to a target language speaking country 4.2% 40.7%
 School trips to another (non-target language speaking) country 13.6% 8.0%
 Visits to your school by a school class from a [target language] speaking country 6.6% 21.2%

 Visits to your school by a school class from another (non-target language speaking) 17.4% 15.9%

 

 
Figure 3.28: Funding of student exchange visits 
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Figure 3.28 shows the mean index that measure funding of student exchange visits. The 
index is generated by considering five sub-items, displayed in Table 3.20. The rating score for 
each item ranges from 0 to 3 where 0 corresponds to ‘not at all’, 1 to ‘a small extent’, 2 to ‘large 
extent’, 3 to ‘completely’. The index is the average of the five sub-items and ranges from 0 to 3.  
Figure 3.28 shows that Malta has one of the highest means for funding of student exchanges 
following France and the Belgian French-speaking community. The adjudicated entities with the 
lowest means for funding of student exchanges are Croatia, Bulgaria, Greece, Poland and 
Sweden. Most funding of student exchange in Malta is effected either through grants from the 
European Union or specific contributions paid by parents. 
 
Table 3.20: Funding of student exchange visits partly or completely 
 To what extent are intercultural exchanges for students funded in the following ways?  English Italian 

 Through the European Union, such as a Comenius grant 52.6% 52.6%
 Through the government (including local, regional, state and national government) 16.2% 16.2%
 Through regular student fees or school charges paid by parents 32.4% 32.4%
 Through specific contributions paid by parents 48.6% 48.6%

 Through benefactors, donations, bequests, sponsorships, parent fund raising 14.3% 14.3%

 
Table 3.21 represents an index based on the National Questionnaire reflecting whether 

the government in each country (including local, regional, state and national government) funds 
intercultural exchanges for students. In most adjudicated entities the government funds inter-
cultural exchanges for students either for ISCED levels 1 and 2, for ISCED3 or both. However, 
some adjudicated entities have funds from other sources, such as Comenius and Leonardo Da 
Vinci. Funding in Malta is effected for all ISCED levels. In Estonia, Croatia, Portugal, Sweden 
and the Belgian German-speaking community the government does not fund intercultural 
exchanges for students. 
 
Table 3.21: Funding of intercultural exchanges 

 
Adjudicated Entity 

 
ISCED 1 

General  
ISCED 2 

Vocational 
ISCED2 

General  
ISCED 3 

Vocational 
ISCED3 

Belgium (Flemish) Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  
Belgium (French) Yes  Yes  NA  No  No  
Belgium (German) No  No  NA  No  No  

Bulgaria No  No  NA  Yes  Yes  
England Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  
Spain Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  

Estonia No  No  NA  No  No  
France Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  
Greece Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  
Croatia No  No  NA  No  No  
Malta Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  

Netherland Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  
Poland Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  

Portugal No  No  No  No  No  
Slovenia Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  
Sweden No  No  NA No  No  

 
Figure 3.29 shows the mean index that measure teachers’ involvement in school language 

projects. The index is generated by considering seven sub-items, displayed in Table 3.22. The 
rating score for each item ranges from 0 to 4 where 0 corresponds to ‘not at all’, 1 to ‘once’, 2 to 
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‘twice’, 3 to ‘three times’ and 4 to ‘at least four times’. The index is the average of the seven 
sub-items and ranges from 0 to 4.  Figure 3.29 shows that Estonia, Poland and Slovenia have 
means higher than 1. Malta has a middling score which is significantly higher than those of 
Sweden, the Netherlands and Greece.  Maltese teachers are more likely to involve themselves in 
language competitions, European day of languages and extracurricular language projects than 
other activities.  
 

 
Figure 3.29: Created Opportunities for School Language Projects  
 
Table 3.22: Teacher involvement in school language projects at least once 
 In the past 3 years, how often were you involved in the organisation of the following? English Italian 

 Collaboration project with schools abroad 25.4% 28.3%
 Language club 16.2% 34.5%
 Language competition 53.7% 72.3%
 European day of languages 50.2% 69.6%
 Extracurricular language projects 44.2% 68.8%
 Pen friends, email or msn friends for your students 22.0% 26.1%

 Excursions and field trips related to foreign language education 31.9% 48.2%
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Figure 3.30: Opportunities received by students to participate in school language projects  
 

Figure 3.30 shows the mean index that measures the opportunities that students get when 
participating in school language projects. The index is generated by considering seven sub-items, 
displayed in Table 3.23. The rating score for each item ranges from 0 to 3 where 0 corresponds 
to ‘not at all’, 1 to ‘once’, 2 to ‘twice’ and 3 to ‘at least three times’. The index is the average of 
the seven sub-items and ranges from 0 to 3.  For all adjudicated entities, the mean score lies on 
the low end of the scale. Only Slovenia has a mean score which exceeds 0.6; whereas the mean 
scores of the Netherlands, Sweden, France and the Belgian Flemish-speaking and German-
speaking communities are somewhat lower than the other adjudicated entities. Writing through 
mail, email or MSN with students from abroad is the most common foreign language activity 
with Maltese students. 
 
Table 3.23: Participation of Maltese students in foreign language activities at school 
 In the past 3 years, how often have you participated in the following activities? English Italian 

 Collaboration project with schools abroad 31.7% 25.3%
 Language club 15.5% 14.3%
 Language competition 30.3% 25.0%
 European day of languages 25.8% 22.1%
 Extracurricular language projects 25.2% 24.3%
 Writing through mail, email or MSN with students from abroad 59.4% 40.1%

 Excursions and field trips related to foreign language education 30.5% 23.0%
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3.4.4 Staff from other language communities 
 
The policy issue 'Staff from other language communities' consists of three questionnaire 

indices which include guest teachers from abroad, target language as first language and training 
to teach target language as a foreign language.  
 

 
Figure 3.31: Guest teachers from abroad 

 
Figure 3.31 displays the proportion of principals who stated that at least one guest teacher 

from abroad came to work in their school in the previous school year, categorised by adjudicated 
entity and target language. Figure 3.31 shows that the Belgian German-speaking community has 
the highest proportion (around 50%) of schools with at least one guest teacher from abroad. 
Other adjudicated entities with about 20% or more schools who had guest teachers from abroad 
are the Belgian French-speaking community, Spain, Malta and Bulgaria (second target 
language). 18.4% of Maltese principals stated that their schools had one guest teacher from 
abroad and 2.6% had two guest teachers. 
 
Table 3.24: Guest teachers from abroad that worked in school for at least on month last year 
 How many teachers from abroad came to work in your school for at least one month? English Italian 

 No guests teachers from abroad 78.9% 78.9%
 One guest teacher from abroad 18.4% 18.4%

 Two guests teachers from abroad 2.6% 2.6%
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Figure 3.32: Proportion of teachers for which the target language is a first language 
 

Figure 3.32 shows that there is quite some variation between the adjudicated entities and 
the target languages with regard to the target language being the teacher’s first language. Around 
90% of the first target language teachers in the Belgian German-speaking community reported 
that French is their first language. This result stands out, and could be explained by the fact that 
the Belgian German-speaking community is small with several French-speaking citizens. In 
Malta, approximately 50% of the teachers in the first target language reported that English is 
their first language. The proportion of teachers of the second target language who reported that 
Italian is their first language is much smaller.  On the other hand, most of the other adjudicated 
entities have higher proportion of teachers whose first language is the second target language. In 
Bulgaria, Estonia, Greece, Croatia, and Poland the first language of most teachers is neither of 
the two target languages. 
 

Figure 3.33 shows the proportion of teachers who received training in teaching the target 
language as a foreign language during their initial teacher training or during in-service training. 
In all adjudicated entities, the vast majority of teachers (over 75%) received training in teaching 
the target language as a foreign language. France and Sweden have the lowest proportions of 
teachers trained to teach the target language as a foreign language. This could be explained by 
the relatively large amount of teachers for whom the target language is their first language and 
not a foreign language. In Malta and the Belgian German-speaking community the proportion of 
teachers receiving training to teach the first target language as a foreign language is rather high 
given that over 50% of the teachers stated that the first target language was their first language 
and not a foreign language. In Estonia, Greece, Croatia, and Slovenia almost all of the teachers 
receive training to teach the target language as a foreign language. 
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Figure 3.33: Proportion of teachers who received training in teaching the target language 
 
 
3.4.5 Foreign language teaching approach 

 
The policy issue ‘Foreign language teaching approach’ consists of five subjects related to 

emphasis on the four communicative skills and language content within the teaching activities 
and resources used, which consists of eight indices comprising the four language skills (Writing, 
Speaking, Listening and Reading), three linguistic competences (Grammar, Pronunciation and 
Vocabulary), and the aspect ‘Culture and literature’; emphasis on similarities between the target 
language and other languages during target language lessons; use of the target language during 
lessons; students’ perception (attitude) of target language, target language learning and target 
language lessons and compulsory foreign language learning.  The third and fourth subjects are 
expanded into four and three indices respectively: 

 
 Teacher’s use of the target language during target language lessons as reported by teacher 
 Students’ use of the target language during target language lessons as reported by teacher 
 Teacher’s use of the target language during target language lessons, as reported by students 
 Students’ use of the target language during target language lessons, as reported by students 
 Usefulness of target language and target language learning 
 Difficulty of target language learning  
 Perception of target language lessons, teacher and textbook(s)  
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Figure 3.34: Relative emphasis teachers put on writing the target language 
 

 
Figure 3.35: Relative emphasis teachers put on speaking the target language 
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Figure 3.36: Relative emphasis teachers put on understanding the spoken target language 
 

 
Figure 3.37: Relative emphasis teachers put on reading target language texts 
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Figures 3.34 to Figure 3.37 represent the relative emphasis the target language teachers 
put, on average, on writing, speaking, listening and reading categorised by adjudicated entity and 
target language. The height of each column represents the mean deviation from the emphasis 
teachers put on each aspect of language teaching during the target language lessons. The 
variables measuring the communicative skills are rescaled to have mean 0 and standard deviation 
is 1 such that a positive mean score indicates more emphasis than expected and a negative mean 
score indicates less emphasis than expected   
 

 The figures clearly display that teachers, in most adjudicated entities put relatively more 
emphasis on speaking, listening and reading than on writing. Malta and Portugal are the only 
exceptions. In these adjudicated entities teachers put relatively more emphasis on writing and 
less on speaking the target language. Emphasis teachers put on speaking the target language is 
most in Slovenia and least in Malta and Portugal. Emphasis teachers put on listening to the target 
language is most in France and least in Croatia, Sweden and Portugal. Emphasis teachers put on 
reading the target language is most in the Netherlands, Croatia and Sweden and least in France, 
Estonia, Malta and Portugal. 
 

Figures 3.38 to Figure 3.40 represent the relative emphasis the target language teachers 
put, on average, on grammar, pronunciation and vocabulary. The variables that measure these 
competences are rescaled to have mean 0 and standard deviation is 1 such that more emphasis 
corresponds to a positive mean score and less emphasis corresponds to a negative mean score.  
 

 
Figure 3.38: Relative emphasis teachers put on grammar 
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Figure 3.39: Relative emphasis teachers put on pronunciation 
 

 
Figure 3.40: Relative emphasis teachers put on vocabulary 
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In the majority of adjudicated entities least emphasis is put on grammar, especially in 
France and Sweden. Exceptions are the Belgian Flemish-speaking community (first target 
language; French), Spain and Greece (first target language; English) where the averages are 
marginally positive. There is considerable difference between adjudicated entities and target 
languages regarding the emphasis teacher put on pronunciation. In the Belgian Flemish-speaking 
community there is much more emphasis on the pronunciation of French than of English, in 
Croatia there is more emphasis on the pronunciation of German than of English, in Bulgaria 
there is even less emphasis on the pronunciation of German than of English. In Slovenia the 
difference between target languages is most extreme where much less emphasis is put on the 
pronunciation of English than of German. In France relatively much emphasis is put on the 
pronunciation of both target languages and in Malta relatively little emphasis is put on the 
pronunciation of either target language. Relatively much emphasis is put on Vocabulary in all 
adjudicated entities, especially in Poland and Slovenia. Least positive are the means for the 
Belgian German-speaking community (first target language; French), Bulgaria, Spain, Greece 
(second target language; French) and Malta (first target language; English).  

 
Figure 3.41 displays the relative emphasis teachers put on ‘Culture and literature’ is 

negative in all the adjudicated entities. Teachers in Croatia, Poland, Slovenia, Estonia and the 
Belgian communities put less emphasis on culture and literature than Maltese teachers.  
 

 
Figure 3.41: Relative emphasis teachers put on culture and literature 
 

Figure 3.42 displays the relative emphasis Maltese teachers put on communicative skills 
and language competencies. Maltese teachers put more emphasis on the target language writing, 
vocabulary and listening than on the target language grammar, pronunciation, culture/literature. 
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Figure 3.42: Relative emphasis teachers put on communicative skills and language competencies 
 

 
Figure 3.43: Emphasis on similarities between target language and other languages 
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Figure 3.43 shows how often the students say their teachers point out similarities between 
the target language and languages familiar to them when teaching the different skills categorized 
by adjudicated entity and target language.  The index that measures the frequency in which these 
similarities are pointed out by teachers ranges from 0 to 3 where 0 corresponds to ‘Never’ and 3 
corresponds to ‘Very often’.  In Bulgaria the students in both populations report most often that 
their teacher points out similarities between the target language and languages familiar to them, 
followed by Slovenia, Portugal and Malta. In Poland and to a lesser extent the Belgian Flemish- 
and French-speaking communities the students report this least often.  
 

 
Figure 3.44: Use of target language by teachers during foreign language lessons according to teachers 
 

Figure 3.44 shows how often teachers use the target language during the target language 
lessons categorized by adjudicated entity and target language. The index that measures the use of 
the target language by teachers during the target language lessons according to teachers ranges 
from 0 to 4 where 0 corresponds to ‘Never’ and 4 corresponds to ‘Always’. On average, in Malta 
teachers report they deliver their lessons in English during English lessons (first target language), 
more often than other adjudicated entities speak the target language during target language 
lessons.  In the Netherlands the teachers in both target language populations on average least 
often report that they speak the target language during target language lessons. In the Belgian 
German-speaking community, Bulgaria, France and Croatia the teachers in both target language 
populations on average most often report they speak the target language during target language 
lessons.  
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Figure 3.45: Use of target language by students during foreign language lessons according to teachers 
 

Figure 3.45 shows how frequently according to the teachers the students use the target 
language during the target language lessons. The index that measures the use of target language 
by students during the target language lessons according to teachers ranges from 0 to 4 where 0 
corresponds to ‘Never’ and 4 corresponds to ‘Always’. On average, teachers in the second target 
language population report less often than teachers in the first target language population that the 
students speak the target language during the target language lessons. The only exception is the 
Belgian Flemish-speaking community where the teachers in the second target language report on 
average more often that the students speak the language during the lessons than the teachers in 
the first target language.  The teachers in the second target language in Greece, Malta, Portugal 
and the Netherlands report that the students speak the target language least often during target 
language lessons.  
 

Figure 3.46 shows how frequently according to the students the teachers use the target 
language during the target language lessons. The index that measures the use of target language 
by teachers during the target language lessons according to students ranges from 0 to 4 where 0 
corresponds to ‘Never’ and 4 corresponds to ‘Always’. On average, teachers speak the language 
regularly during target language lessons, according to the students. In Malta the students of the 
first target language (English) say their teacher speaks the target language more often than in the 
other adjudicated entities. In the Netherlands the students say that their teachers do this least 
often. In the second target language lessons the target language is even used less often than in the 
first target language lessons according to the students. Malta has the largest disparity of language 
use by teachers between first and second target languages. 
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Figure 3.46: Use of target language by teachers during foreign language lessons according to students 
 

 
Figure 3.47: Use of target language by students during foreign language lessons according to students 
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Figure 3.47 shows how frequently students say they use the target language during target 
language lessons. The index that measures the use of target language by students during the 
target language lessons according to students ranges from 0 to 4 where 0 corresponds to ‘Never’ 
and 4 corresponds to ‘Always’. The students that have been tested in the first target language say 
they speak the target language during lessons more often than students that have been tested in 
the second target language in almost all adjudicated entities. The Belgian Flemish-speaking 
community is the only exception where the second target language (English) is spoken more 
often during lessons than the first target language (French). In Malta and Sweden the disparity of 
language use by students between first target language (in both cases English) and second target 
language (Italian and Spanish respectively) is considerably larger than other adjudicated entities. 
Dutch and Polish students speak the target languages least often during their respective language 
lessons compared to other adjudicated entities.  
 

 
Figure 3.48: Perception of usefulness of target language and target language learning 
 

Figure 3.48 shows how useful students say they find the target language for travelling, 
their personal life, their further education, for their future work, for getting a good job, for 
contact with foreigners, for their personal satisfaction, for the use of computers and other 
technical devices, for reading books and magazines, and for entertainment (movies, music, 
games and television programmes). The index that measures the rate of usefulness according to 
students ranges from 0 to 3 where 0 corresponds to ‘Not useful at all’ and 3 corresponds to ‘Very 
useful’. In almost all adjudicated entities the students that have been tested in the first target 
language say that learning the target language is more useful than the students that have been 
tested in the second target language. The only exceptions are the Belgian Flemish- and German-
speaking communities where students tested in the second target language say learning the target 
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language is more useful than students tested in the first target language. In both the Belgian 
Flemish- and German-speaking communities the second target language is English; hence one 
can conclude that students generally find English learning most useful. Swedish student hardly 
find any use of the second target language (Spanish). 
 

 
Figure 3.49: Perceived difficulty of target language learning according to students 
 

Figure 3.49 shows how difficult students find it to learn the various target language skills. 
The skills are learning writing, speaking, listening to, grammar of, reading, pronouncing, and 
words of the target language. The index that measures the rate of difficulty to learn by students 
ranges from 0 to 3 where 0 corresponds to ‘Very easy’ and 3 corresponds to ‘Very difficult’. In 
most adjudicated entities more students tested in the second target language say they find 
learning the target language more difficult than students tested in the first target language. The 
exceptions are France and the Belgian Flemish-speaking community where French students find 
English more difficult than Spanish and the Belgian Flemish-speaking students find French more 
difficult than English. In both Malta and Sweden students tested in the first target language (in 
both cases English) say that on average they find learning the target language skills rather easy.  
 

Figure 3.50 shows how students perceive their lessons, their teacher and their textbooks 
for learning all aspects of the target language grouped by adjudicated entity and target language. 
The larger the mean score the more positive is the students’ perception. In most adjudicated 
entities the students tested in the first target language are slightly more positive about their target 
language lessons, teacher and textbook(s) than the students tested in the second target language. 
This is not the case in the Belgian Flemish-speaking community, the Belgian German-speaking 
community and France, but there the differences are very small.  
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Figure 3.50: Students’ perception of target language lessons, teacher and textbook 
 
Table 3.25: Reasons why students study target language 

Because the subject of 
[target language] is 

compulsory 

Because studying a foreign 
language is compulsory and I 

chose [target language] 

Because I chose [target 
language] as an optional 

subject 

 
 
 
 
  Adjudicated Entity 

1st target 
language 

2nd target 
language 

1st target 
language 

2nd target 
language 

1st target 
language 

2nd target 
language 

Belgium (German) 88.5% 49.7% 4.6% 7.2% 6.9% 43.1%
Belgium (French) 29.2% 9.9% 42.5% 47.1% 28.4% 43.0%
Belgium (Flemish) 88.5% 89.4% 8.9% 7.8% 2.6% 2.8%
Bulgaria 49.4% 34.0% 36.9% 52.1% 13.7% 13.9%
Estonia 74.5% 23.6% 21.6% 58.6% 3.9% 17.8%
Greece 42.5% 34.3% 38.8% 39.4% 18.7% 26.3%
Spain 79.7% 18.2% 17.6% 7.9% 2.7% 73.9%
France 64.2% 16.0% 26.3% 59.0% 9.5% 25.0%
Croatia 65.8% 35.5% 20.6% 9.7% 13.6% 54.7%
Malta 84.3% 16.5% 11.3% 45.3% 4.4% 38.1%
Netherlands 90.3% 58.2% 7.5% 13.8% 2.3% 28.0%
Poland 67.8% 80.7% 28.9% 14.4% 3.2% 4.9%
Portugal 68.4% 55.9% 20.8% 25.7% 10.8% 18.5%
Sweden 87.9% 5.2% 10.2% 74.6% 1.9% 20.2%
Slovenia 80.3% 44.2% 17.2% 9.7% 2.5% 46.2%
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Table 3.25 shows proportions of the reasons why students study the target language. In 
general, the first target language is more often compulsory for students than the second target 
language, except for the Belgian Flemish-speaking community where both target languages are 
equally often compulsory, and Poland where the second target language (German) is more often 
compulsory than the first (English). The second target languages of the Belgian French-speaking 
community, Spain, France, Malta and Sweden are least often compulsory for students.  

 
 

3.5 Teacher initial and in-service training 
 

3.5.1 Teachers’ access to high quality initial and continuous training  
 

The policy issue ‘Teachers’ access to high quality initial and continuous training’ consists 
of seven questionnaire subjects with eleven indices in total: 

 

 Highest educational level of teacher  
 Target language teacher shortage  
 Certification for target language teaching  
 Specialization of teachers  
 Incentives for in-service training  

 Number of different financial incentives for in-service training from school  
 Number of different financial incentives for in-service training  
 Participation in in-service training is an obligation for teachers  
 Participation in in-service training is required for promotion  
 Organisation of in-service training 

 Focus of in-service training on languages or teaching-related subjects  
 Number of times participation in in-service training through different modes  
 
Table 3.26: Highest education level of teacher of target language 

ISCED 3 or 4 ISCED 5B ISCED 5A ISCED 6  
 
  Adjudicated Entity 

1st target 
language 

2nd target 
language 

1st target 
language

2nd target 
language

1st target 
language

2nd target 
language 

1st target 
language 

2nd target 
language

Belgium (German) 0.0% 7.7% 67.9% 3.8% 25.0% 76.9% 7.1% 11.5% 
Belgium (French) 0.0% 0.0% 33.5% 27.9% 51.4% 56.8% 15.1% 15.3% 
Belgium (Flemish) 0.4% 0.0% 95.6% 34.6% 4.1% 65.1% 0.0% 0.3% 
Bulgaria 1.3% 0.0% 3.6% 2.3% 94.2% 94.7% 0.9% 3.0% 
Estonia 1.2% 1.5% 9.0% 7.4% 89.5% 91.2% 0.4% 0.0% 
Greece 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 68.7% 66.2% 29.3% 33.8% 
Spain 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 90.3% 89.7% 9.2% 9.5% 
France 0.9% 2.0% 0.9% 0.0% 87.2% 88.2% 11.0% 9.8% 
Croatia 1.0% 2.4% 13.9% 20.2% 85.1% 77.4% 0.0% 0.0% 
Malta 8.1% 6.2% 17.6% 31.0% 73.8% 62.8% 0.5% 0.0% 
Netherlands 2.6% 2.0% 78.2% 53.1% 19.2% 44.9% 0.0% 0.0% 
Poland 0.8% 0.7% 8.7% 6.5% 90.0% 91.5% 0.4% 1.3% 
Portugal 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 99.3% 99.1% 0.0% 0.9% 
Sweden 0.6% 3.3% 2.2% 8.3% 96.7% 88.3% 0.6% 0.0% 
Slovenia 4.6% 0.9% 10.4% 18.0% 84.4% 80.2% 0.6% 0.9% 
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Table 3.26 displays the proportions of different education levels at which teachers have 
been educated. Most language teachers in all samples have either an ISCED 5A or ISCED 5B 
education background. The number of teachers in possession of a PhD (ISCED 6) is highest in 
Greece and also noticeably high in the Belgian French-speaking community, France and Spain. 
Malta has the highest percentage (around 6 to 8%) of teachers at ISCED levels 3 or 4. 

 

 
Figure 3.51: Target language teacher shortage according to school principals 
 

Figure 3.51 shows the proportion of school principals who stipulated that during the past 
five years they had difficulty in filling teaching vacancies or covering for absent teachers 
categorised by adjudicated entity and target language. There are large differences in the 
proportions of target language teacher shortage. The highest proportions of teacher shortage for 
target language during the past five years are found in the Belgian French-speaking community, 
particularly for the first target language (English); followed by Sweden, particularly for the 
second target language (Spanish) and the Belgian Flemish-speaking community particularly for 
the first target language (French). The lowest proportions of teacher shortage for the target 
language are found in Malta, Spain, Greece and Portugal. In Malta there has been no teacher 
shortage for the second target language (Italian).  
 

Table 3.27 displays the proportion of certification categories currently held by teachers 
categorised by adjudicated entity and target language. Most teachers in all adjudicated entities 
and for both target languages have a full certificate. In the Belgian French- and German-speaking 
communities (first target language) and Estonia there is a noticeable proportion of teachers who 
have a provisional or temporary certification. The Netherlands, Slovenia and Sweden have over 
5% of teachers without a certificate for both target languages.  
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Table 3.27: Certification for target language teaching 
 

No certificate 
Temporary 
certification 

Provisional 
certificate 

 
Full certificate 

 
Other certificate 

 
   
  Adjudicated Entity 1st TL 2nd TL 1st TL 2nd TL 1st TL 2nd TL 1st TL 2nd TL 1st TL 2nd TL 
Belgium (German) 0.0% 4.0% 19.2% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 61.5% 64.0% 19.2% 28.0% 
Belgium (French) 0.0% 1.8% 20.1% 20.9% 0.0% 0.0% 78.7% 74.5% 1.3% 2.7% 
Belgium (Flemish) 1.1% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 7.0% 6.2% 88.5% 89.2% 3.3% 3.1% 
Bulgaria 0.9% 0.7% 1.3% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 85.7% 97.0% 10.8% 2.2% 
Estonia 1.9% 1.5% 25.7% 10.2% 0.0% 0.0% 62.6% 83.9% 9.7% 4.4% 
Greece 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 92.9% 100.0% 5.1% 0.0% 
Spain 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 97.2% 96.4% 2.1% 3.6% 
France 0.9% 2.0% 3.6% 7.8% 0.9% 0.0% 87.3% 88.2% 7.3% 2.0% 
Croatia 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 1.2% 7.9% 6.0% 86.1% 82.1% 5.9% 9.5% 
Malta 2.3% 0.9% 7.3% 5.3% 3.6% 8.0% 85.5% 85.8% 1.4% 0.0% 
Netherlands 10.3% 4.0% 2.6% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 83.3% 94.0% 3.8% 0.0% 
Poland 1.7% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 93.4% 96.0% 5.0% 2.7% 
Portugal 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.8% 94.2% 98.3% 5.0% 0.8% 
Sweden 8.3% 11.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 81.7% 63.3% 10.0% 25.0% 
Slovenia 19.5% 22.9% 0.0% 0.0% 2.4% 1.8% 63.3% 63.3% 14.8% 11.9% 

 
Tables 3.28 and 3.29 display the proportions of teachers described by different levels of 

specializations categorized by adjudicated entity and target languages. Spain, France and Greece 
have relatively more language specialists for the first target language; while Estonia, Croatia, 
Sweden and the Netherlands have relatively more language specialists for the second target 
language. In the three Belgian communities and in Portugal there are hardly any teachers who 
teach the target language as their only subject. In contrast, Portugal has relatively the most 
teachers specialized in languages. France has relatively the most teachers specialized in the first 
target language; while for the second target language the Netherlands has around 7% more target 
language specialists than France.  
 
Table 3.28: Teachers’ specialisation in first target language 

Language specialization in first target language  
 
 
 
 Adjudicated Entity 

No 
qualification 

for any 
subject 

 
Not 

qualified for 
languages 

 
 
 

Generalist 

Semi-
specialized 

in 
languages 

 
Specialized 

in 
languages 

Completely 
specialized 

in 
languages 

Completely 
specialized 

in target 
language 

Belgium (German) 0.0% 3.6% 3.6% 3.6% 39.3% 46.4% 3.6% 
Belgium (French) 0.0% 0.4% 1.2% 4.1% 14.4% 79.4% 0.4% 
Belgium (Flemish) 0.0% 0.4% 1.1% 10.4% 72.1% 14.5% 1.5% 
Bulgaria 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 2.8% 23.9% 42.7% 28.9% 
Estonia 0.8% 0.0% 10.4% 3.2% 14.9% 33.3% 37.3% 
Greece 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 3.1% 36.7% 8.2% 51.0% 
Spain 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 17.3% 21.7% 31.9% 24.9% 
France 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 1.8% 1.8% 10.0% 85.5% 
Croatia 0.0% 0.0% 9.9% 1.0% 25.7% 38.6% 24.8% 
Malta 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 5.6% 25.9% 18.5% 48.6% 
Netherlands 10.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.4% 26.9% 56.4% 
Poland 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 1.7% 17.1% 14.6% 65.8% 
Portugal 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 5.8% 89.9% 3.6% 
Sweden 3.4% 1.1% 4.6% 4.6% 27.0% 57.5% 1.7% 
Slovenia 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 22.4% 51.7% 23.6% 
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Table 3.29: Teachers’ specialisation in second target language 
Language specialization in second target language  

 
 
 
 Adjudicated Entity 

No 
qualification 

for any 
subject 

 
Not 

qualified for 
languages 

 
 
 

Generalist 

Semi-
specialized 

in 
languages 

 
Specialized 

in 
languages 

Completely 
specialized 

in 
languages 

Completely 
specialized 

in target 
language 

Belgium (German) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 36.0% 20.0% 44.0% 0.0% 
Belgium (French) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% 16.2% 80.2% 0.0% 
Belgium (Flemish) 0.0% 0.3% 2.6% 14.9% 31.3% 49.9% 1.0% 
Bulgaria 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 18.0% 53.4% 27.1% 
Estonia 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 1.5% 5.9% 44.1% 45.6% 
Greece 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 3.1% 46.9% 21.9% 26.6% 
Spain 0.0% 0.0% 5.2% 22.5% 20.9% 39.0% 12.4% 
France 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 13.7% 19.6% 64.7% 
Croatia 1.2% 0.0% 10.8% 0.0% 25.3% 27.7% 34.9% 
Malta 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% 25.0% 24.1% 46.4% 
Netherlands 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 17.0% 8.5% 72.3% 
Poland 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.8% 13.4% 69.8% 
Portugal 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.7% 87.8% 3.5% 
Sweden 8.8% 0.0% 0.0% 5.3% 21.1% 52.6% 12.3% 
Slovenia 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.7% 56.8% 22.5% 

 

 
Figure 3.52: Number of Different Financial Incentives for In-Service Training from School  
 

Figure 3.52 displays the mean number of different financial incentives for in-service 
training from school according to school principals and ranges from 0 to 4. To generate this 
index principals had to select zero or more of four kinds of financial compensations (payment of 
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enrolment costs of training, payment of other training-related expenditure, paid leave during 
training with no loss of earnings and increase in salary afterwards) that teachers can get from 
their school for participating in in-service training. Slovenia has the highest mean number of 
different financial incentives for in-service training per school followed by Estonia, Croatia, the 
Netherlands, Sweden and Bulgaria. In France, Malta Portugal and Greece the number of 
financial incentives from school for in-service training are on average a bit lower.  

 

 
Figure 3.53: Number of Different Financial Incentives for In-Service Training from School  
 

Figure 3.53 shows the mean number of different financial incentives for in-service 
training from school according to teachers and ranges from 0 to 4. To generate this index, the 
teachers had to select zero or more of the four kinds of financial compensations described above. 
In most adjudicated entities the mean number of incentives ranges from 1.5 to slightly more than 
2.0, with the highest means for both target languages are to be found in the Belgian Flemish-
speaking community and Slovenia, for the second target language in the Belgian French- and 
German-speaking communities and for the first target language in Sweden.  Malta, Greece 
(second target language) and Portugal have a mean of less than one.  
 

Figure 3.54 displays the proportion of teachers who responded that participation in in-
service training is an obligation. In Croatia and Malta, participation in in-service training is an 
obligation for more than 80% of teachers. In the Belgian French-speaking community about 70% 
of teachers are obliged to participate in in-service training. In Spain, Estonia and Greece over 
50% of teachers have to participate in in-service training. In other adjudicated entities the 
proportion typically lies between 30% and 50%.  
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Figure 3.54: Participation in In-Service training is an obligation for teachers 
 

 
Figure 3.55: Participation in In-Service training is required for promotion 
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Figure 3.55 displays the proportion of teachers who responded that participation in in-
service training is required for promotion. In Bulgaria, Poland, Portugal and Slovenia more than 
40% of the teachers respond that in-service training is required for promotion. This is somewhat 
less so in Estonia and Croatia (20% - 40%) and still less so in other adjudicated entities (less than 
20%). There is no obvious difference between teachers of the first and second target language.  

 
Table 3.30: Target Language Teachers’ Organisation of In-Service Training 

During your working hours 
with a substitute teacher for 

your classes 
During your working hours 

but not during teaching hours 
Only outside your         

working hours 

 
 
 
 
  Adjudicated Entity 

1st target 
language 

2nd target 
language 

1st target   
language 

2nd target   
language 

1st target 
language 

2nd target 
language 

Belgium (German) 75.0% 80.8% 17.9% 15.4% 7.1% 3.8% 
Belgium (French) 65.9% 58.5% 22.0% 27.4% 12.1% 14.2% 
Belgium (Flemish) 68.0% 56.4% 18.6% 21.8% 13.4% 21.8% 
Bulgaria 45.5% 64.4% 15.3% 5.2% 39.2% 30.4% 
Estonia 69.8% 82.4% 20.9% 13.2% 9.3% 4.4% 
Greece 17.3% 25.8% 39.8% 36.4% 42.9% 37.9% 
Spain 8.9% 5.6% 14.1% 11.7% 77.0% 82.7% 
France 57.8% 42.9% 33.0% 40.8% 9.2% 16.3% 
Croatia 58.0% 57.5% 18.0% 27.5% 24.0% 15.0% 
Malta 9.6% 5.4% 38.5% 26.8% 51.8% 67.9% 
Netherlands 54.7% 48.9% 28.0% 31.9% 17.3% 19.1% 
Poland 46.3% 41.8% 15.3% 13.7% 38.4% 44.4% 
Portugal 2.1% 5.0% 1.4% 0.8% 96.4% 94.2% 
Sweden 53.4% 36.4% 23.9% 34.5% 22.7% 29.1% 
Slovenia 58.4% 61.8% 10.4% 10.9% 31.2% 27.3% 

 
Table 3.30 displays the proportions of teachers that are normally allowed to participate in 

in-service training for the three situations provided. In Spain, Malta and Portugal more than 50% 
of the teachers are only allowed to participate in in-service training outside their working hours. 
In the three Belgian communities, Bulgaria (the second target language), Estonia, France (the 
first target language), Croatia, the Netherlands (the first target language), Slovenia and Sweden 
(the first target language) on the other hand, more than 50% of teachers can follow in-service 
training during their working hours with a substitute teacher taking over their classes.  
 

Figure 3.56 displays the mean scale representing the focus of in-service training on 
languages or teaching-related subjects. This index is based on two questions both having two 
categorical responses (Yes or No). The first question comprised 10 different options related to 
teaching in general and the second question comprised 12 different options related to language-
related themes. The index is the proportion of affirmative answers to the question about 
language-related themes minus the proportion of affirmative answers to the question about 
teaching in general and the resulting index ranges from -1 to 1. Yes to all options regarding 
teaching in general and no to all options regarding language-related themes corresponds to -1 and 
no to all options regarding teaching in general and yes to all options regarding language-related 
themes corresponds to 1. In all cases except the first target language in the Netherlands and 
Sweden, in-service training for language teachers is more focused on language-related themes 
than on teaching in general. The strongest focus on language-related themes in in-service training 
is found in the Belgian German-speaking community, Estonia and France. 
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Figure 3.56: Focus of In-Service Training on Languages or Teaching-Related Subjects 
 

 
Figure 3.57: Number of Times Participation in In-Service Training through Different Modes 
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Figure 3.57 displays the mean number of times teachers participated in in-service training 
in the past five years, per adjudicated entity and target language. In the Belgian French-speaking 
community, Spain, Estonia, Croatia, Poland and Slovenia the mean number of times that teachers 
participated in in-service training is larger than 2. In all other adjudicated entities the mean lies 
between 1.5 and 2.  
 
 
3.5.2  A period of work or study in another country for teachers  
 

The policy issue regarding ‘A period of work or study in another country for teachers’ 
consists of two subjects with four questionnaire indices:  
 

 Teachers’ stays in target culture  
 Target language teachers participating in exchange visits 
 Number of stays in target language culture for different reasons 

 

 Financial incentives (funding) for stays abroad  
 Financial incentives from the government for exchange visits or stays abroad during 

teachers’ initial training and teachers’ training on-the-job  
 Funding for exchange visits.  

 

 
Figure 3.58: Target language teachers participating in exchange visits according to principals 

 
Figure 3.58 displays the proportion of target language teachers who according to the 

school principals participated in teacher exchange visits to work or study in another country for 
longer than one month during the last scholastic year. The French-speaking community of 
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Belgium (second target language), Spain (first target language) and Bulgaria (both target 
languages) are the only adjudicated entities in which more than 10% of teachers of target 
language participated in exchange visits. In the German-speaking community of Belgium no 
schools have teachers of target language who participated in exchange visits. In Malta the 
proportion stands at 5% for both target languages. 
 

 
Figure 3.59: Stays in target culture for different reasons according to teachers 
 
Table 3.31: Stays in target culture for different reasons 
   
  Adjudicated Entity 

 
For holiday 

For study or to 
take a course 

 
For teaching 

For other jobs 
than teaching 

For living with 
your family 

Belgium (German) 0.78 0.50 0.16 0.56 0.55 
Belgium (French) 0.71 0.90 0.14 0.19 0.34 
Belgium (Flemish) 0.73 0.43 0.16 0.10 0.15 
Bulgaria 0.51 0.51 0.06 0.48 0.22 
Estonia 0.49 0.46 0.04 0.20 0.11 
Greece 1.71 1.33 0.43 0.47 0.56 
Spain 2.13 2.37 0.60 0.63 0.42 
France 2.83 1.33 0.70 0.86 0.40 
Croatia 0.79 0.70 0.13 0.56 0.66 
Malta 0.69 0.39 0.03 0.10 0.21 
Netherlands 1.32 0.80 0.14 0.51 0.34 
Poland 1.21 0.51 0.11 0.87 0.27 
Portugal 0.77 0.33 0.07 0.08 0.38 
Sweden 1.60 1.10 0.46 0.66 0.80 
Slovenia 1.08 0.80 0.06 0.48 0.05 
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Table 3.31 shows the mean frequency of stays in a target language-speaking country for 
longer than one month. Stays abroad for holidays are the most prevalent, followed by stays to 
study or do courses.  Stays abroad to do other jobs than teaching, to live with family and to teach 
are less prevalent.  Figure 3.59 displays the mean numbers of reported stays for different reasons 
and ranges from 0 to 5 (maximum of five different reasons). On average, the mean frequency of 
stays in the second target language-speaking country for more than a month for various reasons 
exceeds the mean frequency of stays in the first target language-speaking country. The reverse is 
the case in Malta, the Netherlands and the Flemish-speaking community of Belgium. The 
differences are comparatively large in Bulgaria, Croatia and Poland. Teachers in Greece, Poland 
and Sweden (for the second target language) and teachers in Spain and France (for both target 
languages) stayed more often in the target language-speaking country for more than one month. 
Teachers in Bulgaria, Estonia, Croatia and Portugal (for the first target language) and Malta (for 
the second target language) stayed least often in target language-speaking country for more than 
one month. 
 

Table 3.32: Financial Incentives for Exchange Visits or Stays Abroad during Initial Training 
 

Adjudicated Entity 
 

ISCED1  
General 
ISCED2  

Vocational 
ISCED2  

General 
ISCED3  

Vocational 
ISCED3  

Belgium (Flemish) Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  
Belgium (French) No  No  NA  No  No  
Belgium (German) No  No  NA  No  No  

Bulgaria Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  
England Yes  No  NA  No  No  
Spain Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  

Estonia No  No  NA  No  No  
France No  No  NA  No  No  
Greece No  No  NA  No  No  
Croatia No  No  NA  No  No  
Malta Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  

Netherland Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  
Poland Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  

Portugal No  No  No  No  No  
Slovenia Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  
Sweden No  No  NA  No  No  

 
Table 3.33: Financial Incentives for Exchange Visits or Stays Abroad On-The-Job 

 
Adjudicated Entity 

 
ISCED1  

General 
ISCED2  

Vocational 
ISCED2  

General 
ISCED3  

Vocational 
ISCED3  

Belgium (Flemish) Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  
Belgium (French) No  No  NA  No  No  
Belgium (German) No  No  NA  No  No  

Bulgaria Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  
England Yes  No  NA  No  No  
Spain Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  

Estonia No  No  NA  No  No  
France No  No  NA  No  No  
Greece Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  
Croatia No  No  NA  No  No  
Malta Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  

Netherland Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  
Poland Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  

Portugal No  No  No  No  No  
Slovenia Yes  Yes  NA  Yes  Yes  
Sweden No  No  NA  No  No  
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Tables 3.32 and 3.33 identify the adjudicated entities that offer financial incentives for 
exchange visits or stays abroad to foreign language teachers both during initial training and after 
initial training (on-the-job).  
 

 
Figure 3.60: Funding for exchange visits 
 
Table 3.34: Sources of funding for exchange visits according to school principals 
   
   

Adjudicated Entity 

 
Through the European Union, 

(e.g. Comenius grant) 

Through the government 
(local, regional, state and 

national government) 

Through benefactors, 
bequests, sponsorships, 
donations, fund raising 

Belgium (German) 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Belgium (French) 23.8% 7.1% 2.4% 
Belgium (Flemish) 20.6% 6.5% 3.2% 
Bulgaria 17.5% 5.6% 3.8% 
Estonia 17.9% 3.1% 0.0% 
Greece 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
Spain 16.6% 22.1% 4.0% 
France 2.6% 12.8% 5.1% 
Croatia 5.9% 2.9% 1.5% 
Malta 30.8% 7.7% 2.6% 
Netherlands 24.0% 8.0% 0.0% 
Poland 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
Portugal 26.2% 3.4% 5.0% 
Sweden 13.9% 5.6% 0.0% 
Slovenia 16.7% 5.3% 1.8% 
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Table 3.34 displays the proportion of teachers who received funding during the previous 
scholastic year through the European Union, through the government and/or through benefactors, 
donations and fund raising schemes according to school principals. Figure 3.60 shows that in the 
German-speaking community of Belgium half of the schools have teachers who received funding 
for exchange visits. In Malta and Spain the proportions exceed 30% for both target languages. In 
Greece, Croatia, Poland and Sweden the percentage of schools with teachers who received 
funding is lower than 15%.  
 
 

3.5.3 Use of existing European language assessment tools 
 

The policy issue regarding ‘Use of existing European language assessment tools’ consists 
of three subjects with five indices:  
 
 National recommendations for the use of the CEFR  
 Teachers' use of CEFR and received training in use  

 Received training in the CEFR  
 Use of CEFR  

 Teachers' use of a Language Portfolio and received training in use  
 Received training in use of a Portfolio 
 Use of a Language Portfolio 

 
Table 3.35: Use of the CEFR Obligatory or Recommended for Five Different Purposes  

 
 
 

Adjudicated Entity 

 
Curriculum or 

syllabus 
development 

 
 
 

Teacher training 

 
 

Testing or 
assessment 

Development or 
selection of 
instructional 

materials 

 
Communication 

with 
stakeholders 

Belgium (Flemish) Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended 
Belgium (French) Not obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory 
Belgium (German) Obligatory Obligatory Recommended Recommended Recommended 

Bulgaria Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended 
England Not obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory 
Spain Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended Not obligatory 

Estonia Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended 
France Obligatory Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended 
Greece Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended 
Croatia Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended Not obligatory 
Malta Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended 

Netherland Obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory 
Poland Recommended Not obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory 

Portugal Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended 
Slovenia Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended Recommended 
Sweden Not obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory Not obligatory 

 
Table 3.35 displays whether the use of the Common European Framework of Reference 

for languages (CEFR) is obligatory, recommended or not obligatory by the central (or highest 
level) authorities in each adjudicated entity for five different purposes. Use of the CEFR is not 
often obligatory, except for curriculum or syllabus development and teacher training in the 
Belgian German-speaking community and for curriculum or syllabus development in France and 
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the Netherlands. In general, the use of the CEFR is recommended by the central (or highest 
level) authorities for all five purposes (for curriculum or syllabus development, teacher training, 
testing or assessment, development or selection of instructional materials and for communication 
with stakeholders) in all adjudicated entities except the French-speaking community of Belgium, 
England and Sweden. With the exception of curriculum or syllabus development the use of the 
CEFR is not obligatory or recommended in the Netherlands and Poland. 

 

 
Figure 3.61: Teachers who received training about CEFR 
 

Figure 3.61 shows the proportion of teachers who report that they have received training 
about the CEFR categorised by adjudicated entity and by target language. For the first target 
language the proportions range from approximately 20% for teachers in the French-speaking 
community of Belgium and Sweden to about 80% for teachers in France and the Belgian 
German-speaking community. For the second target language the proportions range from 
approximately 20% for teachers in the German- and Flemish-speaking communities of Belgium 
to around 80% for teachers in France and Malta. 

 
Table 3.36 displays the proportion of teachers who quite often or very often make use of 

CEFR for curriculum or syllabus development, teacher training, development or selection of 
instructional materials, testing or assessment, and communication with stakeholders categorised 
by adjudicated entity and by target language.  Figure 3.62 shows the mean scores for teachers’ 
use of the CEFR which ranges from 0 to 3 where 0 corresponds to ‘not used’ and 3 corresponds 
to ‘used very often’. The CEFR use score was generated by averaging the rating scores of the 
five sub-items, displayed in Table 3.36.  Each sub-item was measured on a 4-point Likert scale 
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ranging from 0 to 3 where 0 corresponds to ‘never used’ and 3 corresponds to ‘used frequently’. 
Only Bulgaria (first target language) and France (both target languages) reported means close to 
1.5.  Malta’s means are respectively 0.8 and 1.1 for the first and second target languages. 
 
Table 3.36: Certification for target language teaching 

 
Curriculum or 

syllabus 
development 

 
 
 

Teacher training 

 
 

Testing or 
assessment 

Development or 
selection of 
instructional 

materials 

 
Communication 

with 
stakeholders 

 
   
   
 

Adjudicated Entity 1st TL 2nd TL 1st TL 2nd TL 1st TL 2nd TL 1st TL 2nd TL 1st TL 2nd TL 
Belgium (German) 57.7% 11.5% 32.0% 7.7% 32.0% 11.5% 46.2% 16.7% 38.5% 15.4% 
Belgium (French) 16.8% 13.6% 8.4% 6.5% 22.5% 21.1% 16.1% 20.9% 8.9% 12.8% 
Belgium (Flemish) 14.3% 5.7% 6.8% 5.7% 15.5% 4.9% 20.5% 6.8% 6.8% 3.1% 
Bulgaria 46.2% 54.5% 18.1% 24.0% 58.1% 74.4% 56.3% 73.9% 37.4% 53.8% 
Estonia 26.6% 32.6% 14.3% 21.1% 29.8% 35.1% 31.9% 35.3% 15.5% 18.4% 
Greece 28.9% 32.8% 11.7% 17.5% 35.1% 41.0% 41.2% 46.9% 25.8% 18.8% 
Spain 33.3% 48.8% 23.1% 26.9% 27.4% 37.9% 32.1% 43.7% 17.0% 19.3% 
France 56.0% 49.0% 22.2% 28.6% 73.4% 86.3% 48.6% 49.0% 46.8% 45.1% 
Croatia 29.0% 28.9% 21.2% 26.5% 27.3% 32.5% 23.7% 29.3% 16.3% 14.8% 
Malta 24.3% 41.1% 13.9% 30.4% 20.8% 41.4% 23.3% 35.7% 12.7% 27.0% 
Netherlands 9.0% 10.0% 1.3% 2.1% 16.9% 26.5% 24.4% 32.0% 11.5% 14.0% 
Poland 17.8% 12.7% 4.1% 8.1% 21.9% 22.9% 28.6% 23.7% 15.8% 14.8% 
Portugal 27.1% 27.1% 15.2% 13.9% 31.7% 36.4% 32.6% 33.9% 15.9% 12.1% 
Sweden 2.9% 8.6% 1.1% 5.2% 5.7% 15.3% 2.8% 16.9% 4.6% 15.5% 
Slovenia 23.1% 38.0% 14.3% 25.9% 29.0% 39.8% 31.5% 43.9% 19.0% 28.7% 

 

 
Figure 3.62: Teachers’ use of CEFR 
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Figure 3.63: Teachers who received training about a portfolio 
 

 
Figure 3.64: Teachers’ use of a language portfolio 
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Figure 3.63 displays the proportion of teachers who reported that they have received 
training in the use of a portfolio, either the European Language Portfolio or some other portfolio. 
These proportions are generally lower than the proportions of teachers, displayed in Figure 3.61, 
who have indicated that they have received training in CEFR. There are also differences between 
the target languages, though these are generally not large and not in one particular direction. 

 
Figure 3.64 shows the mean scores for teachers’ use of a language portfolio which ranges 

from 0 to 4 where 0 corresponds to ‘never or hardly ever used’ and 4 corresponds to ‘used almost 
in every lesson’. The use of online language portfolios is very limited for all adjudicated entities 
and target languages, with an average between 0.15 and 0.2 for both target languages in Greece 
and Bulgaria.  
 
 
3.5.4 Practical Experience 
 

The policy issue ‘Practical experience’ comprises four indices composed of the following 
teachers’ responses. 

 
 Duration of in-school teaching placement  
 Experience in teaching target language 
 Experience in teaching languages other than target language 
 Number of languages taught in the past five years  
 

 
Figure 3.65: Duration (in months) of In-School Teaching Placement  
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Figure 3.65 displays the mean duration of in-school teaching placement measured in 
months. Greece and Slovenia have the smallest mean duration of in-school teaching placement 
(close to 1 month) whereas Croatia and Portugal have a mean of about 3 months. Malta has a 
middling mean which is slightly above 2 months. There is a notable difference between teachers 
of the first and second target language in France, Greece and the Flemish- and German-speaking 
communities of Belgium. In these adjudicated entities teachers of the first target language have 
had a longer in-school teaching placement than teachers of the second target language.  
 

Figure 3.66 displays the mean years of experience in teaching the target language. Most 
adjudicated entity means are between 10 and 20 years, with the highest mean for Estonia (second 
target language) followed by Bulgaria (second target language), the Netherlands (second target 
language) and Portugal (both target languages). In Malta (second target language), Poland (both 
target languages) and Sweden (second target language) teachers have somewhat less experience.  
 

 
Figure 3.66: Experience (in years) in teaching the target language  
 

Figure 3.67 displays the mean years of experience in teaching other languages than the 
target language. In Bulgaria, France, Croatia (second target language), Greece, Malta, the 
Netherlands (second target language) and Poland teachers have somewhat less experience in 
teaching other languages than in other adjudicated entities. In the Flemish- and German-speaking 
communities of Belgium (second target language), the Belgian French-speaking community 
(both target languages), Portugal (second target language) and Sweden (first target language) 
teachers have on average of more than 10 years of experience in teaching other languages. Other 
adjudicated entities fall somewhere in between.  
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Figure 3.67: Experience (in years) in teaching languages other than target language  
 

 
Figure 3.68: Number of languages taught in the past five years 
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Figure 3.68 displays the mean number of languages taught by teachers over the past five 
years. The teachers could select different languages from a list which contained up to five of the 
most widely spoken indigenous languages and the five most widely taught foreign languages in 
the adjudicated entities. In most adjudicated entities the vast majority of teachers teach solely the 
target language. Teachers of the second target language in Portugal and the Flemish- and 
German-speaking communities of Belgium and teachers of both target languages in Spain, 
Slovenia, Sweden and the Belgian French-speaking community are the exceptions with a mean 
number of taught languages above 1.5. This pattern is in agreement with that displayed in Figure 
3.67 representing experience in teaching other languages than target language.  
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4.1 Introduction 
 

To measure and compare language proficiency levels in school settings across Europe is 
a challenging task. Languages are introduced at different ages, taught with different duration and 
intensity, and as compulsory or optional subjects. Exposure to languages outside school varies, 
as does the impact of the culture which the language represents. It is the questionnaire data that 
allow us to interpret the language test outcomes and to detect context factors that are related to 
foreign language achievement.  
 

This chapter describes the relationship between the language tests results and contextual 
factors that are related to foreign language achievement. Regression analysis is carried out to 
measure the effect (regression coefficient) of contextual factors on language scores for writing, 
reading and listening.  Each of the 12 policy issues outlined in Chapter 3 is briefly introduced 
before the effects are presented and described for adjudicated entities, languages and skills 
separately. For the skills of listening and reading there is one score per student; for writing the 
students received scores for two aspects: communication and language.  

 
Many of the Student Questionnaire indices are highly correlated and their inclusion in a 

regression model causes multicollinearity problems; hence the effects would compensate for 
each other and disappear. For pairs or groups of correlated indices only the most informative 
index was retained and the rest were excluded from the model fit. This has also been done for 
school-level indices based on Teacher and Principal Questionnaires.  

 
 

4.2 Basis for Life-long Learning for Foreign Languages 
 

4.2.1 Early language learning 
 

Starting foreign language education at an earlier age usually coincides with an increased 
duration of foreign language education and an increased total teaching time for foreign language 
education. Reasons why foreign language teaching time and onset may vary between individual 
students is that the target language may be a curricular option, the national curriculum may have 
changed during the educational career of students and changes of school and/or programmes may 
have occurred.  

4 
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The index ‘Onset of foreign language teaching’ which ranges from 0 (before international 
grade 1) to 7 (international grade 7) represents the earliest international grade in which students 
say they were taught one or more foreign languages. For the majority of adjudicated entities, 
languages and skills, the effect of ‘Onset of foreign language teaching’ is negative, which means 
that an earlier onset of foreign language teaching means a higher score on the language tests. 
This is even truer for Writing - for which the majority of the negative effects are significant - 
than for Reading and Listening. Table 4.1 displays the effects of ‘Onset of foreign language 
teaching’ in Malta on English and Italian language scores for reading, listening and writing 
skills. The effect of this contextual factor on Italian language scores is negative for all skills and 
significant for reading and writing; however, its effect on English language scores was not found 
to be significant for any of the skills.  A possible reason might be that in Malta the variance of 
this index is small since almost all students have the same onset of English teaching.  
 
Table 4.1: Effects of ‘Onset of foreign language teaching’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.0113 0.0125 -0.9043 -0.0311 0.0099 -3.1375
Listening 0.0049 0.0125  0.3913 -0.0069 0.0121 -0.5708

Writing (Communication) -0.0047 0.0110 -0.4232 -0.0648 0.0233 -2.7792
Writing (Language) 0.0134 0.0157  0.8547 -0.0579 0.0280 -2.0715

 
The index ‘Target language lesson time a week’ represents the lesson time students say 

they have for the target language per week. This index has been calculated on the basis of the 
reported number of lesson periods a week and the average duration of a lesson period for target 
language. For the majority of adjudicated entities, the effect of ‘Target language lesson time a 
week’ on language scores for reading, listening and writing skills is positive, although less than a 
half of the positive effects are significant. Table 4.2 displays the effects of ‘Target language 
lesson time a week’ in Malta on English and Italian language scores for the four skills. The effect 
of this contextual factor on English language scores is positive for all skills but not significant, 
which means that more lesson time in English per week implies a higher language test score. 
However the effect of this contextual factor on Italian language scores for writing is significantly 
negative, meaning that more lesson time goes with lower scores for writing 
 
Table 4.2: Effects of ‘Target language lesson time a week’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0299 0.0558 0.5356 0.0144 0.0366 0.3920
Listening 0.0110 0.0328 0.3365 0.0086 0.0316 0.2733

Writing (Communication) 0.0607 0.0428 1.4160 -0.2944 0.0819 -3.5963
Writing (Language) 0.1151 0.0294 3.9165 -0.4342 0.0668 -6.4956

 
The index ‘Target language learning time a week for tests’ represents the amount of time 

students say they spend for target language per week learning for tests and assignments. ‘Target 
language learning time a week for tests’ shows mixed effects, although the majority of the effects 
are negative; however, less than half of these negative effects are significant. The mixed effects 
of ‘Target language learning time for tests’ might be explained by two effects coming together. 
Students who think learning the language is easy have to spend less time preparing for tests in 
order to have the same results than students who have difficulty with learning the language. At 



            Regression Analysis 

 103

the same time, spending more time on preparing for tests if a student needs the preparation helps 
the student to gain better results. Table 4.3 displays the effects of ‘Target language lesson time 
for tests’ in Malta on English and Italian language scores for the four skills. The effect of this 
contextual factor on these two language scores is positive for all skills; however this effect is 
only significant for writing. This implies that more learning time spent on preparing for tests is 
related to higher scores for writing, reading and listening.  
 
Table 4.3: Effects of ‘Target language lesson time for tests’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0497 0.0457 1.0873 0.0893 0.0565 1.5808
Listening 0.0116 0.0557 0.2075 0.0200 0.0499 0.4011

Writing (Communication) 0.0551 0.0450 1.2249 0.2258 0.0789 2.8639
Writing (Language) 0.1840 0.0478 3.8501 0.4381 0.1101 3.9806

 
The index ‘Target language learning time a week for homework’ represents the amount 

of time students spend per week on target language learning for homework measured on a scale 
from 0 (Zero hours) to 4 (More than three hours a week).  The index ‘Target language learning 
time a week for homework’ shows the same mixed effects as ‘Target language learning time for 
tests’. Overall, for Reading and Listening, more time spent on homework for the target language 
is related to a lower score on the language tests; however, for writing, effects are about equally 
often positive as negative. The mixed effects for this contextual factor might be explained by the 
same two effects coming together as for ‘Target language learning time for tests’. Table 4.4 
displays the effects of ‘Target language lesson weekly time a week for homework’ in Malta on 
English and Italian language scores for the four skills. The effect of this contextual factor on 
these two language scores is positive for almost all skills; however this effect is only significant 
for Italian language scores. This implies that more time spent on homework for these subjects is 
related to a higher score on the language tests. 
 
Table 4.4: Effects of ‘Target language lesson time a week for homework’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0983 0.0372 2.6414 0.1112 0.0358 3.1098
Listening 0.0569 0.0431 1.3220 0.1374 0.0425 3.2330

Writing (Communication) 0.0317 0.0372 0.8535 0.3850 0.0922 4.1747
Writing (Language) -0.0031 0.0369 -0.0850 0.6148 0.1199 5.1281

 
 
4.2.2 Diversity and Order of Foreign Languages offered 
 

Research has shown that the existing knowledge of other languages can positively affect 
the learning of a new language. Pupils will use the skills and knowledge of known languages that 
are most similar to the language to be learned. The diversity of foreign language supply depends 
to a varying extent on the national curriculum, the school curriculum and the choice of the 
individual student. More than two thirds of the effects of the number of foreign and ancient 
languages on offer in a school on the school-averages of the language-test scores are positive, 
which means that the more foreign and ancient languages a school has on offer, the higher the 
average scores on the language tests. The effects are strongest for writing.  
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The index ‘Number of ancient languages learned’ signifies number of ancient languages 
that students reported having learned in primary and secondary education. For the majority of 
adjudicated entities, languages and skills, the effect of ‘Number of ancient languages learned’ is 
positive, implying that more ancient languages learned is related to higher scores on the language 
tests. Table 4.5 displays the effects of ‘Number of ancient languages learned’ in Malta on English 
and Italian language scores for the four skills. The effect of this contextual factor on Italian 
language scores is negative for all skills and significant for writing and listening. This means that 
higher scores on Italian language tests go with less ancient languages studied.  It should be noted 
that in Malta very few students study one or two ancient languages and so estimates of regression 
coefficients are based on few student responses and are not very reliable. 

 
Table 4.5: Effects of ‘Number of ancient languages learned’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.8152 0.50078 -1.6278 -0.4787 0.4692 -1.0203
Listening 0.1014 0.3615 0.2805 -1.2041 0.4570 -2.6346

Writing (Communication) 0.3573 0.4745 0.7531 -2.8726 1.0746 -2.6731
Writing (Language) 0.0005 0.5328 0.0009 -3.1830 1.0420 -3.0547

 
The index ‘Number of modern foreign languages learned’ represents the mean number of 

foreign languages that the students learn or have learned in primary and/or secondary education, 
including the target language. For the majority of adjudicated entities, languages and skills, the 
effect of ‘Number of modern foreign languages learned’ is positive. Table 4.6 shows the effects 
of ‘Number of modern foreign languages learned’ in Malta on English and Italian language scores 
for the four skills. With the exception of listening skills the effects of this contextual factor on 
English and Italian language scores is positive for the other skills. This implies that more modern 
foreign languages learned means a higher score on the language tests, particularly for writing and 
reading skills for which most positive effects are significant.  
 
Table 4.6: Effects of ‘Number of modern foreign languages learned’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.1385 0.0547 2.5309 0.0918 0.0711 1.2913
Listening -0.0096 0.0491 -0.1955 0.0809 0.0539 1.5020

Writing (Communication) 0.0918 0.0711 1.2913 0.3817 0.1084 3.5224
Writing (Language) 0.1064 0.0487 2.1858 0.4545 0.1275 3.5646

 
 

4.3 Language-friendly Living Environment 
 

4.3.1 Informal language learning opportunities 
 

Communities in Europe can become more language-friendly by making better use of 
opportunities to experience other languages and cultures. Students can be exposed informally to 
foreign languages through direct contact with native speakers in their living environment 
(relatives, friends, neighbours and tourists) and through visits to adjudicated entities where the 
foreign language is spoken. Another form of foreign language exposure is through media. 
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The index ‘Number of first languages’ represents the mean number of first languages 
(languages spoken before the age of five) that the students have. For all target languages mostly 
no significant effects of the number of first languages are found on scores for listening and 
reading. Table 4.7 shows the effects of ‘Number of first languages’ in Malta on English and 
Italian language scores for the four skills. Most of the effects are negative; however none of 
these effects are significant since the ratios (Effect/S.E) lie between 2 , which means that more 
first languages is related to a lower score on the language tests, particularly for writing skills.  
 
Table 4.7: Effects of ‘Number of first languages’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0660 0.0498 1.3239 -0.0598 0.0688 -0.8699
Listening 0.0410 0.0598 0.6852 -0.0126 0.0774 -0.1633

Writing (Communication) -0.0371 0.0655 -0.5657 -0.0664 0.0849 -0.7819
Writing (Language) -0.0319 0.0735 -0.4334 -0.0455 0.1271 -0.3579

 
The index ‘Parents’ target language knowledge’ is based on questions about the target 

language knowledge of the respondents’ father and mother. In general, for all adjudicated entities 
the effect of parental target languages knowledge on language skills attainment is positive, 
meaning that more parental target language knowledge goes with higher scores on the language 
tests. This effect is most strong for writing, followed by listening and to a lesser extent for 
reading. Besides the many positive effects some negative effects are observed. Table 4.8 shows 
the effects of ‘Parents’ target language knowledge’ in Malta on English and Italian language 
scores for the four skills. For both target languages almost all effects are positive. Moreover, the 
effect of this contextual factor on attainment in English writing and listening skills is significant.  
It should be noted that in Malta parents have above average knowledge of English and Italian. 
 
Table 4.8: Effects of ‘Parents’ target language knowledge’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0944 0.0795 1.1878 -0.0094 0.0577 -0.1624
Listening 0.2506 0.0597 4.1995 0.0235 0.0478 0.4908

Writing (Communication) 0.2537 0.0522 4.8618 0.0589 0.1043 0.5650
Writing (Language) 0.3268 0.0647 5.0513 0.1441 0.1701 0.8467

 
The index ‘Target Language Use in the Home’ represents whether students report they 

regularly speak the target language at home or not. Target language use in home generally has a 
positive effect on the respondents’ Listening and Reading scores, which means that regular use 
of the target language at home is related to higher Listening- and Reading-scores. In the majority 
of adjudicated entities, however, the effect of target language use in home on Listening and 
Reading scores is not significant. For Writing a more mixed picture emerges. Positive effects are 
found in the majority of adjudicated entities, but also some negative effects are found of this 
index on Writing-scores. Table 4.9 shows the effects of ‘Target Language Use in the Home’ in 
Malta on English and Italian language scores for the four skills. For both target languages almost 
all effects are positive. Moreover, the effect of this contextual factor on attainment in Italian 
writing and listening skills is significant. It should be noted that the use of English (first target 
language) at home among Maltese respondents is high compared to other adjudicated entities.  
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Table 4.9: Effects of ‘Target Language Use in the Home’ on English and Italian scores 
English Italian  

Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 
Reading 0.0191 0.0996 0.1918 0.0880 0.1518 0.5802
Listening 0.0840 0.0820 1.0237 0.3515 0.1557 2.2570

Writing (Communication) -0.1240 0.0803 -1.5441 0.8843 0.2080 4.2523
Writing (Language) 0.1720 0.1278 1.3462 1.5824 0.3145 5.0319

 
The index ‘Target language exposure through the living environment’ represents whether 

students come into contact with target language outside school in different ways, for example 
through friends living in a target language-speaking country. In general, few effects of target 
language exposure through home environment are found significant on scores for listening and 
reading tests. For writing, the majority of the effects are negative, which means that more 
exposure is related to lower writing-scores. Table 4.10 shows the effects of ‘Target language 
exposure through the living environment’ in Malta on English and Italian language scores for the 
four skills. Although the majority of these effects are negative only a couple of these effects are 
significant; however, the effect of this contextual factor on Italian writing scores is positive.  
 
Table 4.10: Effects of ‘Target language exposure through home environment’ on English, Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.0101 0.0269 -0.3748 -0.0621 0.0250 -2.4835
Listening -0.0419 0.0228 -1.8353 -0.0153 0.0255 -0.5989

Writing (Communication) -0.0761 0.0247 -3.0884 0.1112 0.0421 2.6429
Writing (Language) -0.0151 0.0381 -0.3956 0.0904 0.0667 1.3545

 
The index ‘Target language exposure and use through visits abroad’ represents students’ 

responses to a question how often they have travelled abroad or had visitors from abroad in the 
past three years. For the majority of adjudicated entities and languages, the effect of ‘Target 
language exposure and use through visits abroad’ on scores on the language tests is positive, 
although less than a half of the positive effects are significant. However, overall more target 
language exposure and use through visits abroad means a higher score on the language tests, at 
least for Reading and Listening. Table 4.11 shows the effects of ‘Target language exposure and 
use through visits abroad’ in Malta on English and Italian language scores for the four skills. 
Although for reading and listening most of these effects are positive, for writing these effects are 
negative, meaning that more lesson time goes with lower scores for writing. However, only one 
of these negative effects was found to be significant. 
 
Table 4.11: Effects of ‘Target language exposure and use through visits abroad’ on English, Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0249  0.0408 0.6104 ‐0.0582 0.0479  ‐1.2151
Listening 0.0010  0.0427 0.2339 0.0542 0.0392  1.3838

Writing (Communication) ‐0.1328  0.0450 ‐2.9499 ‐0.1310 0.0791  ‐1.6579
Writing (Language) ‐0.0802  0.0485 ‐1.6551 ‐0.0403 0.1089  ‐0.3700

 
The index ‘Target language exposure and use through traditional/new media’ represents 

students’ responses to a question how often they come into contact with the target language 
through media in different ways, such as playing computer games spoken in the target language. 



            Regression Analysis 

 107

In general, exposure and use through traditional and new media is higher for English than for the 
other target language in each adjudicated entity. Table 4.12 shows the effects of ‘Target language 
exposure and use through media’ in Malta on English and Italian language scores for the four 
skills. For both target languages all effects are positive and most of them are significant; this 
means that more exposure and use goes together with higher test-scores for all language skills. 
This also holds for almost every adjudicated entity.  
 
Table 4.12: Effects of ‘Target language exposure and use through media’ on English, Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.1098 0.0851 1.2900 0.1175 0.0537 2.1898
Listening 0.0981 0.0585 1.6771 0.1529 0.0544 2.8109

Writing (Communication) 0.2309 0.0850 2.7179 0.2576 0.1257 2.0492
Writing (Language) 0.2665 0.0875 3.0468 0.2019 0.1168 1.7278

 
 

4.4 Language Friendly Schools 
 

4.4.1 School’s Foreign Language Specialization  
 

Content and Language Integrated Learning is a provision in which students are taught 
subjects in more than one language. Although some schools do not offer Content and Language 
Integrated Learning they can profile themselves as specialized in foreign languages. Table 4.13 
shows the effects of ‘Content and Language Integrated Learning’ in Malta on English and Italian 
language scores for the four skills.  These effects on average school scores on the language tests 
for any of the skills are not significant.  This is also the case in the other adjudicated entities. 

 
Table 4.13: Effects of ‘Content and Language Integrated Learning’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0640 0.2897 0.2209 0.0232 0.2500 0.0928
Listening 0.0741 0.3267 0.2268 -0.1146 0.2514 -0.4559

Writing (Communication) -0.0799 0.4527 -0.1766 -0.1890 0.7255 -0.2606
Writing (Language) -0.5014 0.6881 -0.7287 -0.1475 0.7459 -0.1977

 
The effects of a school’s specialist language profile on the average school-scores on the 

language tests are positive in more than two-thirds of the cases, meaning that more language 
specialisation is related to higher average test-scores. However, less than one-third of the effects 
are significantly positive. Table 4.14 shows that this trend also applies to Malta where almost all 
effects are positive but none significant. 
 
Table 4.14: Effects of ‘School’s Specialist language profile’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0397 0.1027 0.3865 0.0102 0.0749 0.1364
Listening 0.1529 0.0834 1.8339 -0.0273 0.0808 -0.3384

Writing (Communication) 0.1787 0.1278 1.3979 0.0419 0.1994 0.2101
Writing (Language) 0.2466 0.2074 1.1891 0.0111 0.2486 0.0448
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Provision of enrichment lessons and remedial lessons by the school for target languages might 
enhance proficiency in language skills. Participation in remedial or enrichment lessons is often 
based on students’ low or high proficiency in the target language.  At the school-level the effects 
of provision of enrichment and remedial lessons on mean school-scores are expected to be 
positive as more able students are challenged in enrichment lessons and less able students are 
helped in remedial lessons. Table 4.15 shows that in Malta the effects of provision of extra 
lessons on the school-means of scores on the language tests are mostly positive; however none of 
these effects are significant. In other adjudicated entities more than two-thirds of these effects are 
positive, although hardly any of these effects are significant.  
 
Table 4.15: Effects of ‘Provision of target language extra lessons’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.0443 0.4185 -0.1059 0.1232 0.3557 0.3464
Listening -0.1041 0.3778 -0.2758 0.1962 0.3144 0.6240

Writing (Communication) 0.1556 0.6811 0.2285 -0.1503 1.7065 -0.0881
Writing (Language) 0.1252 1.1346 0.1103 0.3341 1.6809 0.1987

 
 
4.4.2 ICT to Enhance Foreign Language Learning and Teaching  
 

Undoubtedly, ICT offers several opportunities for teachers and students to be in direct 
contact with the target language and target language communities. To address this policy issue 
the use of ICT by teachers and pupils in the context of foreign language education and the 
purpose of its use were assessed. Table 4.16 shows the effects of ‘Availability of a multimedia 
language lab’ in Malta on English and Italian language scores for the four skills. This contextual 
factor does not exhibit significant effects on the average school-scores on the language tests for 
all skills. This is also the case in the other adjudicated entities. 
 
Table 4.16: Effects of ‘Availability of a multimedia language lab on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0300 0.2926 0.1024 0.0556 0.2282 0.2436
Listening 0.0535 0.2867 0.1866 0.1131 0.2178 0.5196

Writing (Communication) 0.1722 0.4393 0.3920 -0.1283 0.5976 -0.2147
Writing (Language) 0.3467 0.6560 0.5285 -0.4035 0.6674 -0.6047

 
The presence of a virtual learning environment in the schools shows positive effects in 

two-thirds of the cases, except for listening; however, few of these effects are significant. On the 
contrary, Table 4.17 shows the effect of the presence of a virtual learning environment in Malta 
is significantly positive in both languages, particularly for writing skills. 
 
Table 4.17: Effects of ‘Presence of a virtual learning environment’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.8577 0.3060 2.8034 0.2984 0.2958 1.0086
Listening 0.5078 0.3438 1.4772 0.2742 0.2988 0.9177

Writing (Communication) 1.0019 0.4923 2.0353 1.7963 0.9000 1.9959
Writing (Language) 1.8373 0.5535 3.3197 2.1491 1.0417 2.0630
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The level of availability of software for language assessment or language teaching has a 
positive effect on average school-scores for listening and the language-aspect of writing in two-
thirds of the cases, but not for reading and the communication-aspect of writing. With one 
exception, none of these effects are significant. With the exception of Italian writing, Table 4.18 
shows that in Malta this contextual factor has positive effect on language score for all the skills; 
however, none of these effects are significant. 
 
Table 4.18: Effects of ‘Availability of software for language assessment/teaching’ on English, Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.3082 0.2849 1.0818 0.0055 0.2049 0.0266
Listening 0.1847 0.2723 0.6780 0.1241 0.2128 0.5835

Writing (Communication) 0.2523 0.4632 0.5447 -0.2073 0.5620 -0.3688
Writing (Language) 0.5477 0.6238 0.8781 -0.4232 0.6272 -0.6746

 
The three indices based on the Teacher Questionnaire ‘Teachers’ use of ICT outside 

lessons for teaching’, ‘Teachers’ use of ICT devices when teaching’ and ‘Teachers’ use of web 
content for teaching’ do not show clear effects on average scores on the language tests for any of 
the skills. Tables 4.19 to 4.21 also exhibit similar patterns for Malta where the effects are partly 
positive and partly negative and none of these effects are significant. 
 
Table 4.19: Effects of ‘Teachers’ use of ICT outside lessons for teaching’, on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.1445 0.3948 0.3660 -0.0377 0.1952 -0.1933
Listening -0.3877 0.3260 -1.1892 -0.0155 0.1362 -0.1140

Writing (Communication) -0.0720 0.4361 -0.1651 0.4476 0.4544 0.9850
Writing (Language) 0.0542 0.6317 0.0858 0.8247 0.4574 1.8029

 
Table 4.20: Effects of ‘Teachers’ use of ICT devices when teaching’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.2885 0.2924 0.9869 0.0365 0.2753 0.1326
Listening -0.1617 0.3061 -0.5283 -0.0117 0.1843 -0.0636

Writing (Communication) -0.1047 0.3378 -0.3099 -0.7970 0.7343 -1.0855
Writing (Language) 0.2494 0.5129 0.4862 -0.2592 0.7631 -0.3397

 
Table 4.21: Effects of ‘Teachers’ use of web content for teaching’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.4795 0.3321 1.4439 0.0400 0.2399 0.1669
Listening 0.1014 0.3968 0.2555 0.0923 0.2069 0.4464

Writing (Communication) 0.2445 0.3726 0.6561 -0.4086 0.6988 -0.5847
Writing (Language) 0.6875 0.6426 1.0698 -0.3361 0.7546 -0.4454

 
The index ‘Use of ICT at home for foreign language learning’ indicates how often pupils 

use computers when studying and doing homework for foreign language learning. There is a 
strong negative effect of ICT use at home for foreign language learning on students' language 
test scores. This means that a more frequent use of the computer for foreign language learning is 
related to a lower score on the language tests. The effect is equally strong for all the skills which 
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do not conform to what is expected. Table 4.22 shows that the adverse effect of ICT use at home 
for foreign language learning on language scores is also visible in Malta. This is particularly true 
for reading and listening skills were all effects are significantly negative for both languages. 
 
Table 4.22: Effects of ‘Use of ICT at home for foreign language learning’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.1353 0.0358 -3.7784 -0.1143 0.0373 -3.0595
Listening -0.1421 0.0401 -3.5444 -0.0578 0.0273 -2.1206

Writing (Communication) -0.0390 0.0296 -1.3172 0.0442 0.0815 0.5422
Writing (Language) -0.0324 0.0446 -0.7270 0.0384 0.0994 0.3863

 
 

4.4.3 Intercultural Exchanges  
 

Intercultural exchanges through the mobility schemes of several educational programmes 
(Comenius, Leonardo and Erasmus) enhance foreign language learning.  It would be beneficial 
to students to participate in Comenius school language projects, in which a class works together 
on a project with a class abroad, or in a related language exchange visit. The index ‘School trips 
to and visiting schools from foreign countries’ indicates how often students have travelled 
abroad on a school trip or had visitors from abroad in the past three years. There is a slightly 
negative effect of school trips to and visiting schools from foreign countries on students' test-
scores for writing. The effects for reading and listening also point slightly into the negative 
direction, but they are less pronounced than for writing. This indicates that the more often the 
school offered opportunities for school trips abroad or had visitors from abroad, the lower the 
score on the language-test. Table 4.23 shows this contextual factor has adverse effects on 
language scores in Malta for both languages, particularly for writing skills. 

 
Table 4.23: Effects of ‘School trips to/visiting schools from foreign countries’ on English, Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.1461 0.0773 -1.8902 -0.1148 0.0872 -1.3164
Listening -0.0550 0.0796 -0.6905 -0.0384 0.0741 -0.5179

Writing (Communication) -0.2191 0.0734 -2.9832 -0.0613 0.1559 -0.3933
Writing (Language) -0.1988 0.0843 -2.3579 -0.6451 0.2029 -3.1796

 
The index ‘Created opportunities for exchange visits’ based on the Teacher Questionnaire 

does not display a clear effect on average scores on the language tests, except for writing. The 
effect of created opportunities for exchange visits on writing-scores is positive in two-thirds of 
the cases; however, hardly any of these effects are significant. Table 4.24, shows that in Malta 
this contextual factor has weak effect on language score for all skills; in fact the effects are partly 
positive and partly negative and none are significant. 
 
Table 4.24: Effects of ‘Created opportunities for exchange visits’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.1573 0.6584 0.2389 -0.0997 0.2440 -0.4085
Listening -0.2156 0.8763 -0.2461 -0.0246 0.2710 -0.0909

Writing (Communication) 0.7418 0.7537 0.9842 -0.0616 1.1379 -0.0541
Writing (Language) 1.5716 1.3278 1.1836 -0.0380 1.4052 -0.0271
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The index ‘Created opportunities for school language projects’, also based on the Teacher 
Questionnaire, does not have a clear effect on average scores on the language tests for any of the 
skills. This is also the case for Malta as displayed in Table 4.25 where effect size is small and not 
significant at the 0.05 level of significance. 
 
Table 4.25: Effects of ‘Created opportunities for school language projects’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.2523 0.3144 0.8027 -0.2950 0.2203 -1.3393
Listening -0.2111 0.3288 -0.6421 -0.1198 0.1481 -0.8086

Writing (Communication) 0.1114 0.4216 0.2641 0.1542 0.6938 0.2223
Writing (Language) 0.4559 0.6371 0.7156 0.0101 0.7967 0.0127

 
The index ‘Received opportunities for school language projects’ indicates how often 

students have had the opportunity to participate in activities for foreign languages at school. 
There is a mixed effect visible for received opportunities for school language projects. For all 
skills, there are significantly positive and negative effects for some adjudicated entities, and no 
significant effects for other adjudicated entities. For Listening, there are more positive effects 
than negative effects, but mostly not significant. For Reading, the amount of significant positive 
effects is somewhat larger than for Listening. For Writing, however, the majority of the effects 
are positive, but there are also several significant negative effects. This mixed effect could be 
explained by the fact that in most adjudicated entities this index does not show much variance. In 
Malta this contextual factor, as displayed in Table 4.26, has significant effect on language scores 
for writing skills; however these effects are significantly positive for English writing and 
significantly negative for Italian writing.  
 
Table 4.26: Effects of ‘Received opportunities for school language projects’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.1635 0.0962 -1.6997 0.0199 0.0752 0.2646
Listening 0.1172 0.1007 1.1637 -0.0506 0.0785 -0.6442

Writing (Communication) 0.3205 0.0787 4.0708 -0.6688 0.1882 -3.5528
Writing (Language) 0.2197 0.0987 2.2261 -0.6399 0.2028 -3.1557

 
The index ‘School funding of student exchanges’ shows positive effects on mean school 

scores on the language tests in two thirds of the cases; however, these effects are hardly ever 
significant. Table 4.27 shows the effects of this contextual factor in Malta on English and Italian 
language scores for the four skills. For the English language all effects are positive indicating 
that an increase of school funding for student exchanges results in an increase in the mean scores 
for all tasks. For the Italian language the effect of this contextual factor on language attainment is 
weak for all skills and none of the effects were found to be significant. 
 
Table 4.27: Effects of ‘School funding of student exchanges’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.5085 0.2810 1.8097 -0.0027 0.1973 -0.0137
Listening 0.3472 0.2747 1.2640 0.1158 0.1640 0.7062

Writing (Communication) 0.6161 0.3730 1.6519 0.1808 0.5290 0.3419
Writing (Language) 1.0531 0.5632 1.8696 -0.0908 0.5933 -0.1530
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4.4.4 Staff from Other Language Communities  
 

Inviting staff from other language communities, including language assistants and guest 
teachers should be encouraged because such exchanges can improve the skills of young language 
teachers.  Moreover, these exchanges help revitalize language lessons and have an impact upon 
the whole school. The index ‘Guest teachers participating in exchange visits’ does not show a 
clear effect on average school-scores on the language tests, except for the communication-aspect 
of Writing for which two-thirds of the effects are positive. However less than one-third of the 
effects of guest teachers from abroad on mean communication-scores for Writing are significant.  
Table 4.28 shows that in Malta the effect of this contextual factor on language scores are not 
significant for all language skills.  

 
Table 4.28: Effects of ‘Guest teachers participating in exchange visits’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.2031 0.3168 0.6410 -0.0759 0.2601 -0.2918
Listening 0.1037 0.2497 0.4153 0.2702 0.2439 1.1078

Writing (Communication) -0.2061 0.5554 -0.3711 0.0477 0.5888 0.0810
Writing (Language) -0.1202 0.7673 -0.1566 -0.2943 0.7990 -0.3683

 
The indices ‘Target language as teacher’s first language’ and ‘Training to teach target 

language as a foreign language’ - based on the Teacher Questionnaire - do not show clear effects 
on average scores on the language tests for any of the skills. Tables 4.29 and 4.30 display similar 
patterns for Malta where the effects of these two contextual factors on language scores are rather 
small and not significant for all language skills 
 
Table 4.29: Effects of ‘Target language as teacher’s first language’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.4020 0.3811 1.0549 -0.0260 0.5777 -0.0450
Listening 0.2360 0.3960 0.5959 0.0366 0.3097 0.1181

Writing (Communication) 0.8701 0.5790 1.5027 0.4572 1.0877 0.4203
Writing (Language) 1.7434 0.9675 1.8021 1.3430 0.9994 1.3438

 
Table 4.30: Effects of ‘Training to teach target language as a foreign language’ on English, Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.1790 0.6316 -0.2834 0.3041 0.3507 0.8670
Listening -0.2446 0.7666 -0.3191 0.2215 1.0179 0.2176

Writing (Communication) -0.7566 1.0156 -0.7450 1.8284 2.2831 0.8008
Writing (Language) -1.7190 1.0994 -1.5636 1.2236 4.1274 0.2964

  
Members of host communities are encouraged to show interest in cultures of newcomers. 

To assess this issue, the index ‘Provisions for help in mastering host language’ was generated 
based on the Principal Questionnaire; however, no clear effects on mean school-scores on the 
language tests for found to be significant for the language skills. Table 4.31 shows that in Malta 
the effects of this contextual factor on language scores are positive but not significant for all 
language skills. 
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Table 4.31: Effects of ‘Provisions for help in mastering host language’ on English and Italian scores 
English Italian  

Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 
Reading 0.1028 0.2915 0.3526 0.1110 0.2543 0.4365
Listening 0.0101 0.3013 0.0334 0.2581 0.2241 1.1514

Writing (Communication) 0.0853 0.4000 0.2132 0.2823 0.6165 0.4578
Writing (Language) 0.2616 0.5772 0.4533 0.1038 0.7454 0.1393

 

 
4.4.5 Foreign Language Teaching Approach  
 

A broad holistic approach to teaching in which emphasis is placed upon communicative 
ability and multilingual comprehension rather than a specific teaching method with a defined set 
of activities is recommended. The great majority of adjudicated entities issue recommendations 
to attach equal emphasis to all four communication skills and put less emphasis on other aspects, 
such as grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation. This section assesses the emphasis on the four 
communicative skills compared to the emphasis on language content (grammar, pronunciation 
and lexis) within the national curriculum and within the teaching activities and resources used. 
Furthermore, the emphasis on similarities between known languages and the use of the target 
language during foreign language lessons was also measured.  

 
For the majority of adjudicated entities, languages and skills the effect of teachers’ 

emphasis on the four communicative skills (Writing, Speaking, Listening and Reading) within 
the teaching activities and resources used is positive, which means that the more teachers focus 
on these skills, the higher the score on the language tests. However, less than one-third of the 
effects are significantly positive. The effects are approximately the same for all skills. Tables 
4.32 to 4.35 show that in Malta the effect of teachers’ emphasis on the reading and writing skills 
on language attainment is positive for both languages, implying the larger the emphasis on these 
skills the better the attainment on the language tests. However, the effect of teachers’ emphasis 
on speaking and listening skills on language attainment is not so clear where most of the effect 
sizes are very small.  This may be attributed to the fact that in Malta teachers put relatively more 
emphasis on writing and reading and less emphasis on speaking and listening. 
 
Table 4.32: Effects of ‘Relative emphasis on Writing’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.3964 0.3117 1.2715 0.1112 0.1506 0.7382
Listening 0.2764 0.2525 1.0945 0.1591 0.1226 1.2969

Writing (Communication) 0.9336 0.4365 2.1387 0.0722 0.4885 0.1479
Writing (Language) 1.7295 0.7341 2.3561 -0.2936 0.5471 -0.5367

 
Table 4.33: Effects of ‘Relative emphasis on Speaking’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.2218 0.2204 -1.0064 0.0328 0.1191 0.2756
Listening -0.1829 0.1932 -0.9470 0.1138 0.1011 1.1259

Writing (Communication) -0.1912 0.3238 -0.5906 -0.1079 0.3872 -0.2787
Writing (Language) -0.4548 0.4596 -0.9896 -0.1402 0.4379 -0.3202
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Table 4.34: Effects of ‘Relative emphasis on Listening’ on English and Italian scores 
English Italian  

Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 
Reading 0.1244 0.3302 0.3769 0.0907 0.1581 0.5736
Listening -0.0130 0.3539 -0.0368 0.0701 0.1330 0.5267

Writing (Communication) 0.1926 0.4346 0.4432 -0.1163 0.5820 -0.1999
Writing (Language) 0.3056 0.6404 0.4771 -0.1676 0.6130 -0.2734

 
Table 4.35: Effects of ‘Relative emphasis on Reading’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0815 0.2544 0.3204 0.0800 0.1486 0.5384
Listening 0.0856 0.2799 0.3059 0.1075 0.1140 0.9427

Writing (Communication) 0.3797 0.3522 1.0780 0.5710 0.4355 1.3113
Writing (Language) 0.4913 0.5755 0.8537 0.4235 0.3913 1.0824

 
Likewise, two-thirds of the effects of teachers’ emphasis on the language competence 

‘Grammar’ and of teachers’ emphasis on the aspect of ‘Culture and literature’ are positive, 
meaning that more focus on these aspects is related to higher scores on language tests; however, 
less than a third of effects are significant. In Malta, similar to other adjudicated entities, teachers 
put little emphasis on grammar, culture and literature. Tables 4.36 and 4.37 show that in Malta 
the effect of teachers’ emphasis on grammar is positive for all skills in both languages; however, 
teachers’ emphasis on culture and literature has a contrasting effect for English and Italian.   
 
Table 4.36: Effects of ‘Relative emphasis on Grammar’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.1021 0.2264 0.4508 0.1654 0.1331 1.2431
Listening 0.3177 0.1843 1.7233 0.1796 0.1426 1.2598

Writing (Communication) 0.6676 0.2776 2.4045 0.7577 0.4345 1.7439
Writing (Language) 0.8079 0.4464 1.8098 0.3366 0.4304 0.7821

 
Table 4.37: Effects of ‘Relative emphasis on Culture and Literature’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.2516 0.1397 1.8018 -0.0260 0.1600 -0.1624
Listening 0.1945 0.1334 1.4583 -0.0724 0.1232 -0.5875

Writing (Communication) 0.3700 0.2156 1.7164 -0.1657 0.4986 -0.3323
Writing (Language) 0.5857 0.3745 1.5639 -0.1453 0.5609 -0.2591

 
Tables 4.38 and 4.39 show that in Malta, the teachers’ emphasis on ‘Pronunciation’ and 

‘Vocabulary’ do not show a clear effect on the schools’ average scores on the language tests for 
any of the skills.  Although most effects are positive none of them are significant. 
 
Table 4.38: Effects of ‘Relative emphasis on Pronunciation’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.0135 0.1780 -0.0758 0.0675 0.0949 0.7113
Listening 0.0421 0.1836 0.2293 0.0696 0.0764 0.9112

Writing (Communication) 0.1631 0.2648 0.6159 0.2362 0.2770 0.8527
Writing (Language) 0.0222 0.4140 0.0537 0.2240 0.2785 0.8043
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Table 4.39: Effects of ‘Relative emphasis on Vocabulary’ on English and Italian scores 
English Italian  

Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 
Reading 0.3022 0.3440 0.8785 0.0924 0.1784 0.5181
Listening 0.2386 0.2645 0.9020 -0.0273 0.1272 -0.2146

Writing (Communication) 0.6603 0.4158 1.5882 0.4778 0.4947 0.9659
Writing (Language) 0.7088 0.5848 1.2121 0.6704 0.5738 1.1685

 
The index ‘Perceived emphasis on similarities between known languages’ represents the 

students’ perception of the extent to which their teachers point out similarities to them between 
languages familiar to them and the target language taught by the teacher. For the majority of 
adjudicated entities the effect of ‘Perceived emphasis on similarities between known languages’ 
is negative for languages and skills, which implies that teachers pointing out similarities to 
students goes with lower scores on the language tests. This effect is equally strong for all the four 
skills. Table 4.39 shows that in Malta this negative effect of the emphasis on similarities between 
known languages on language test attainment is significant for almost all skills. 
 
Table 4.39: Effects of ‘Emphasis on similarities between known languages’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.1351 0.0416 -3.2491 -0.0886 0.0593 -1.4952
Listening -0.2028 0.0401 -5.0627 -0.1400 0.0376 -3.7194

Writing (Communication) -0.2018 0.0382 -5.2819 -0.4208 0.0934 -4.5039
Writing (Language) -0.3359 0.0602 -5.5826 -0.6440 0.0802 -8.0326

 
The index ‘Teacher use of the target language during target language lessons’ represents 

the frequency of the teachers’ target language use during lessons as reported by the teachers. For 
the majority of adjudicated entities, languages and skills the effect of teachers’ use of the target 
language during target language lessons as reported by the teachers is positive, which means that 
the more teachers speak the target language during lessons, the higher the score on the language 
tests. Similar patterns emerge for Malta, as displayed in Table 4.40; however none of these 
positive effects are significant at the 0.05 level of significance. It should be noted that Malta has 
the highest incidence of teachers speaking in English during English lessons. 
 
Table 4.40: Effects of ‘Teachers’ use of the target language during lessons’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.3348 0.3095 1.0818 0.1180 0.3114 0.3789
Listening 0.3250 0.3419 0.9504 0.1744 0.1978 0.8813

Writing (Communication) 0.7641 0.4057 1.8834 0.8850 0.8475 1.0443
Writing (Language) 1.1828 0.7652 1.5459 0.5175 0.8767 0.5903

 

 
The index ‘Students’ use of the target language during target language lessons’ represents 

the frequency of students’ target language use during lessons as reported by the teachers. For the 
majority of adjudicated entities, languages and skills the effect of students’ use of the target 
language during target language lessons as reported by the teachers is positive, which means that 
the more students speak the target language during lessons, the higher the score on the language 
tests. For Listening and Reading, less than one-third of the effects are significantly positive; for 
Writing more than one-third of the effects are significantly positive. Table 4.41 shows that in 
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Malta the positive effect of students’ use of English on English language attainment is significant 
for all skills; however, the effect of students’ use of Italian on Italian language attainment is not 
significant for all skills.  It should be noted that Italian teachers in Malta reported that the 
students speak Italian least often during target language lessons.  
 
Table 4.41: Effects of ‘Students’ use of the target language during lessons’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.4747 0.1605 2.9583 0.0522 0.1799 0.2902
Listening 0.5021 0.1666 3.0136 0.2238 0.1827 1.2248

Writing (Communication) 0.8742 0.2185 4.0007 -0.0392 0.7485 -0.0524
Writing (Language) 1.4559 0.3357 4.3375 0.0274 0.8636 0.0318

 
The index ’Perception of usefulness of target language learning‘ represents the attitude of 

students towards the usefulness of the target language for purposes like travelling, their personal 
lives, getting a good job and for computer use. For all of the adjudicated entities, languages and 
skills, the effect of ‘Perception of usefulness of target language and target lesson learning’ is 
positive, which means that the more useful students say they find learning the language for all 
sorts of purposes, for their private lives and for their working lives the higher they score on the 
language tests. Table 4.42 shows that in Malta the positive effect of the perceived usefulness of 
target lesson learning on language attainment is significant for all skills in both languages.  
 
Table 4.42: Effects of ‘Perception of usefulness of target language learning’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.1958 0.0845 2.3158 0.1351 0.0445 3.0391
Listening 0.1731 0.0637 2.7170 0.1995 0.0539 3.7043

Writing (Communication) 0.1895 0.0777 2.4381 0.3865 0.1008 3.8339
Writing (Language) 0.2776 0.0745 3.7264 0.4926 0.0855 5.7625

 
The index ‘Perceived difficulty of target language learning’ represents the students’ 

attitude towards the difficulty of learning the different language skills (Writing, Speaking, 
Listening comprehension, Grammar, Reading, Pronunciation, Vocabulary). For all of the 
adjudicated entities, languages and skills, the effect of ‘Perceived difficulty of target language 
learning’ is strongly negative, which means that the more difficult students say they find learning 
the language the lower they score on the language tests. Table 4.43 shows that the Maltese 
scenario display similar patterns where all negative effects are significant for all skills in both 
languages 
 
Table 4.43: Effects of ‘Perceived difficulty of target language learning’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.2219 0.0675 -3.2860 -0.3474 0.0416 -8.3497
Listening -0.1604 0.0676 -2.3726 -0.3331 0.0490 -6.7934

Writing (Communication) -0.4027 0.0551 -7.3158 -1.2558 0.0578 -21.719
Writing (Language) -0.6152 0.0834 -7.3772 -1.6864 0.0843 -20.011

 
The index ‘Perception of target language lessons, teacher and textbook(s)’ represents the 

attitude of students towards their target language lessons, teacher and textbook(s) for learning the 
different language skills and competences (Writing, Speaking, Listening, Grammar, Reading, 
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Pronunciation, and Vocabulary). For all of the adjudicated entities and languages the effect of 
‘Perception of target language lessons, teacher and textbooks’ is neutral for Listening and 
Reading, which means that students’ attitude of their lessons, teacher and textbooks has no 
impact on their test scores for Listening and Reading. The situation for Writing, especially for 
the aspect ‘language’, is different. The more positive students say they are about their lessons, 
teacher and textbooks, the higher the language-score on the Writing test. An explanation may be 
that textbooks and teachers using the textbooks in class may be focused on Writing rather than 
on the other skills. Table 4.44 shows that in Malta the positive effect of ‘Perception of target 
language lessons, teacher and textbooks’ on test scores is stronger for Italian than English. 
 
Table 4.44: Effects of ‘Perception of target language lessons/teacher/textbooks’ on English, Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0515 0.0577 0.8926 0.0935 0.0564 1.6578
Listening 0.0032 0.0383 0.0823 0.1123 0.0480 2.3391

Writing (Communication) -0.0058 0.0455 -0.1286 0.3708 0.0488 7.6059
Writing (Language) 0.0560 0.0566 0.9907 0.1691 0.0958 1.7641

 
The index ‘Compulsory target language learning’ represents the reason why the students 

are learning the target language. For all of the adjudicated entities, languages, and skills the 
effect of ‘Compulsory target language learning’ is more negative than positive, which means that 
when target language is compulsory students attain slightly higher test scores than students for 
which the target language is not compulsory. Table 4.45 shows that the Maltese scenario display 
similar patterns, particularly for English. 
 
Table 4.45: Effects of ‘Compulsory target language learning’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.3845 0.1245 -3.0893 0.2984 0.1473 2.0254
Listening -0.2318 0.1110 -2.0875 0.1673 0.1452 1.1525

Writing (Communication) -0.3182 0.1267 -2.5117 0.3368 0.2362 1.4257
Writing (Language) -0.1641 0.1672 -0.9812 -0.4342 0.2347 -1.8503

 
 

4.5 Teacher Initial and In-Service Training 
 

4.5.1 Teachers’ Access to High Quality Initial and Continuous Training  
 

The level of initial teacher training tends to be ISCED 5; however the duration of training 
can vary between adjudicated entities. Foreign language teachers in secondary education are in 
general specialists, but not in every adjudicated entity. Therefore, both at a national level and 
teacher level the duration, level, and specialisation of initial teacher training and the teacher 
qualifications may have an impact on language test scores. The highest educational level of the 
teachers does not show a clear effect on average scores on the language tests for any of the skills, 
probably because there is not enough variance of this index within adjudicated entities. In most 
adjudicated entities, including Malta the majority of teachers have the same educational level.  
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Table 4.46 shows that in Malta the effect of teachers’ education level on language attainment 
scores is weak and not significant for all skills. 

 
Table 4.46: Effects of ‘Educational level of target language teacher’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.4668 0.4235 1.1024 -0.0452 0.1813 -0.2492
Listening 0.1170 0.3739 0.3128 -0.0952 0.1435 -0.6634

Writing (Communication) 0.6583 0.4979 1.3223 -0.6161 0.7321 -0.8416
Writing (Language) 0.7583 0.7631 0.9937 -0.4572 0.9929 -0.4604

 
The index ‘Shortage of target language teachers’ does not show a clear effect on average 

school-scores on the language tests, except for Reading for which two-thirds of the effects are 
negative. Table 4.47 shows in Malta the effect of language teacher shortage on the language test 
scores tends to be negative however, none of these effects are significant.  
 
Table 4.47: Effects of ‘Target language teacher shortage’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.0101 0.6962 -0.0145 -0.3645 0.2371 -1.5376
Listening -0.4460 0.5590 -0.7978 0.1402 0.2246 0.6242

Writing (Communication) -0.3306 0.6314 -0.5235 -0.7781 0.6829 -1.1394
Writing (Language) -0.0247 1.5093 -0.0164 -0.9062 0.8173 -1.1088

 
The index ‘Teachers’ certification for teaching the target language’ shows positive effects 

on average scores on the language tests for any of the skills in two-thirds of the cases. Table 4.48 
shows that for the Maltese scenario none of the effects are significant. This is mainly attributed 
to the lack of variance within adjudicated entity since the majority of teachers have similar 
certification. 
 
Table 4.48: Effects of ‘Teachers’ certification for teaching target language’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.4768 0.5139 0.9278 -0.3537 0.5867 -0.6029
Listening 0.0677 0.4392 0.1542 0.0778 0.4508 0.1726

Writing (Communication) 0.4667 0.8416 0.5546 -0.4750 1.3267 -0.3580
Writing (Language) 1.2117 1.6659 0.7274 1.3893 1.3257 1.0480

 
Teachers’ language specialization does not show a clear effect on average scores on the 

language tests for any of the skills, probably because the variance of language specialization 
within adjudicated entities is limited. This is also the case for Malta as displayed in Table 4.49. 
 
Table 4.49: Effects of ‘Teachers’ language specialization’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.0140 0.2131 -0.0655 -0.0226 0.1200 -0.1883
Listening 0.0297 0.2087 0.1421 -0.0589 0.1244 -0.4732

Writing (Communication) -0.1097 0.2708 -0.4050 -0.5720 0.5132 -1.1147
Writing (Language) -0.2431 0.3688 -0.6593 -0.7240 0.5310 -1.3633
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The number of different financial incentives for in-service training from school displays 
positive effects on average school-scores on the language tests in two-thirds of the cases for 
Listening and the language-aspect of Writing, but not for Reading and the communication-aspect 
of Writing. However, less than one-third of the effects are significant. Table 4.50 shows that in 
Malta the positive effects of ‘Number of financial incentives for in-service training from school’ 
on test scores are stronger for English than Italian.  
 
Table 4.50: Effects of ‘Financial incentives for in-service training from school’ on English, Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.4265 0.1171 3.6409 0.1359 0.1414 0.9614
Listening 0.3608 0.1461 2.4689 0.0893 0.1261 0.7077

Writing (Communication) 0.6722 0.1370 4.9057 0.5349 0.4664 1.1468
Writing (Language) 0.9757 0.1864 5.2359 0.5050 0.5172 0.9764

 
The number of times teachers participated in in-service training through different modes 

throughout the past five years has a positive effect in two-thirds of the cases on average scores 
for Listening and the language-aspect of Writing, but not for Reading and the communication-
aspect of Writing.  Table 4.51 shows that the effects of this contextual factor on language scores 
are positive for almost all skills; however, none of these effects are significant.  
 
Table 4.51: Effects of ‘Number of participations in in-service training’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.2071 0.5102 0.4059 0.0467 0.2389 0.1954
Listening -0.1146 0.4548 -0.2521 0.1652 0.1800 0.9177

Writing (Communication) 0.3163 0.5747 0.5504 0.8851 0.6028 1.4684
Writing (Language) 0.7539 1.0417 0.7237 0.5605 0.6607 0.8484

 
Whether teachers’ in-service training was focused on languages rather than on teaching-

related subjects has a positive effect in two-thirds of the cases on average scores for Listening 
and the communication-aspect of Writing, but not for Reading and the language-aspect of 
Writing; for all skills hardly any of the positive effects are significant. This is also the case for 
Malta, as displayed in Table 4.52, where all the effects are weak and not significant at the 0.05 
criterion. A possible reason is that in-service training for language teachers is more focused on 
language-related themes than on teaching in general. 

 
Table 4.52: Effects of ‘Focus of in-service training on languages or teaching’ on English/Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.2792 0.5312 0.5256 0.3915 0.4310 0.9085
Listening -0.3897 0.7174 -0.5432 0.1348 0.4313 0.3124

Writing (Communication) -1.1044 0.8980 -1.2299 0.5461 1.8515 0.2950
Writing (Language) -0.5286 1.4560 -0.3631 0.2423 1.9443 0.1246
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4.5.2 A Period of Work or Study in Another country for Teachers  
 

Intercultural exchanges are beneficial to teachers as they are to pupils. Moreover, teacher 
exchanges assist contacts and networking among teachers and between educational providers. 
The extent to which foreign language teachers stay abroad for an extended period depends to a 
certain degree upon financial possibilities. The funding of such stays can be obtained through 
mobility schemes offered by European educational programmes (Erasmus, Comenius, Leonardo) 
national schemes or by opportunities found or created by the teachers themselves. The index 
‘Number of teachers participating in exchange visits in the previous school year shows no clear 
effect on average school-scores on the language tests for all skills. This is also the case for Malta, 
as displayed in Table 4.53, where all the effects of this contextual factor on language attainment 
are weak. 
 
Table 4.53: Effects of ‘Teachers participating in exchange visits’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0443 0.3868 0.1146 -0.0175 0.2733 -0.0642
Listening 0.0429 0.3994 0.1075 0.0043 0.1970 0.0220

Writing (Communication) -0.0169 0.3392 -0.0499 0.8312 0.7716 1.0773
Writing (Language) 0.4150 0.5729 0.7243 1.0059 0.9639 1.0435

 
The index ‘Number of teachers’ stays in a target language culture for different reasons for 

a period longer than a month’ does show positive effects in two-thirds of the cases on average 
scores for Listening and the language-aspect of Writing, but not for communication-aspect of 
Writing and Reading. Table 4.54 shows that the effects of this contextual factor on language 
scores are positive for almost all skills in Malta; however, none of these effects are significant. 
 
Table 4.54: Effects of ‘Number of stays in target language culture’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.1782 0.2514 0.7088 -0.1181 0.2188 -0.5398
Listening 0.0104 0.2744 0.0380 0.0133 0.1634 0.0816

Writing (Communication) 0.4653 0.3471 1.3409 -0.1024 0.7047 -0.1453
Writing (Language) 0.9492 0.5319 1.7845 0.1995 0.6383 0.3125

 
The extent in which schools report their teachers or guest teachers received funding for 

exchange visits in the previous school year shows no clear effect on average school-scores on the 
language tests for any of the skills. Table 4.55 shows that most of the effects of this contextual 
factor on language attainment in Malta are very weak for all skills. 
 
Table 4.55: Effects of ‘Funding for exchange visits’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.1499 0.3066 -0.4888 -0.1739 0.2491 -0.6981
Listening -0.2367 0.2929 -0.8080 0.0821 0.2035 0.4036

Writing (Communication) -0.3376 0.4457 -0.7576 -0.3644 0.6368 -0.5722
Writing (Language) -0.2957 0.6142 -0.4815 -0.4800 0.6956 -0.6901
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4.5.3 Use of Existing European Language Assessment Tools  
 

An effort to increase foreign language competence and motivation for foreign language 
learning of both teachers and their pupils is the use of the European Language Portfolio which is 
based upon the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR). The purpose and context 
in which foreign language teachers use the CEFR, whether they use the European Language 
Portfolio and whether they have been trained in the use of the Portfolio are assessed in this 
section. Two-thirds of the effects of teachers reporting they received training about the CEFR on 
average school-scores on the language tests are positive; this is true for all skills. Table 4.56 
shows that most of the effects of this contextual factor on language test scores in Malta are not 
significant for all skills.  

 
Table 4.56: Effects of ‘Teacher training in the CEFR’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.2044 0.5383 -0.3796 0.0516 0.3524 0.1465
Listening -0.3513 0.4706 -0.7464 0.1656 0.2322 0.7132

Writing (Communication) -0.6081 0.7881 -0.7717 -0.7851 0.9324 -0.8420
Writing (Language) -1.0940 1.2233 -0.8943 -1.3167 0.9950 -1.3234

 
The index ‘Teachers’ use of CEFR’ indicates how frequently teachers use the CEFR for 

different reasons. This index shows positive effects in two-thirds of the cases on average scores 
for Listening and Writing, but not for Reading; for both skills only one of the positive effects is 
significant. Table 4.57 shows that most of the effects of this contextual factor on language test 
scores in Malta are not significant for all skills. A possible reason is the limited use of the CEFR 
by Maltese teachers, which might explain the absence of significant effects for this index.  

 
Table 4.57: Effects of ‘Teachers’ use of CEFR’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.0703 0.3380 -0.2081 0.0582 0.1942 0.2995
Listening -0.3020 0.3024 -0.9990 -0.0027 0.1442 -0.0185

Writing (Communication) -0.1708 0.3072 -0.5558 -0.6485 0.6012 -1.0788
Writing (Language) -0.2284 0.4782 -0.4776 -0.6974 0.5995 -1.1633

 
The indices ‘Teachers’ training in the use of Portfolio’ and ‘Teachers’ use of Language 

Portfolio’ both do not show clear effects on average scores on the language tests for any of the 
skills. Tables 4.58 and 4.59 show similar patterns for Malta where all effects are weak and not 
significant. A plausible reason for the absence of significant effects might be due to the fact that 
teachers in all adjudicated entities hardly ever use these online portfolios.  
 
Table 4.58: Effects of ‘Teachers’ training in the use of Portfolio’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.3627 0.5259 0.6897 -0.1069 0.2809 -0.3804
Listening -0.3211 0.4378 -0.7335 -0.0124 0.2267 -0.0546

Writing (Communication) 0.3959 0.6480 0.6110 -0.8765 1.0822 -0.8099
Writing (Language) 0.8210 1.0544 0.7786 -1.0895 1.0637 -1.0243
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Table 4.59: Effects of ‘Teachers’ use of Language Portfolio’ on English and Italian scores 
English Italian  

Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 
Reading -0.0343 1.4455 -0.0237 0.2839 0.5574 0.5094
Listening -0.7595 1.2780 -0.5943 0.1670 0.4891 0.3414

Writing (Communication) 0.4783 1.9167 0.2495 -0.3790 1.6582 -0.2286
Writing (Language) 0.7043 2.5889 0.2721 -1.2499 2.3631 -0.5289

 
4.5.4 Practical Experience  
 

Teacher training should have a clear framework for teaching practice and a curriculum 
that integrates academic study and the practical experience of teaching. Practical experience 
attained during initial training can differ between adjudicated entities and the teaching skills 
acquired as a qualified teacher can differ significantly. Some teachers have experience solely in 
teaching the target language, while others have experience in teaching other foreign languages.  
 

The duration of teachers’ in-school teaching placement, measured in months, as well as 
the number of languages that teachers taught in the past five years, do not show clear effects on 
average school-scores on the language tests for any of the skills. This is also the case for Malta, 
as displayed in tables 4.60 and 4.61, where all the effects of these two contextual factors on test 
scores are very weak. 
 
Table 4.60: Effects of ‘Duration of in-school teaching placement’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0453 0.2042 0.2219 -0.0909 0.2212 0.0453
Listening 0.0107 0.1563 0.0681 -0.0639 0.1728 0.0107

Writing (Communication) -0.0964 0.3165 -0.3045 0.0205 0.6944 -0.0964
Writing (Language) 0.0990 0.5798 0.1708 0.2422 0.8473 0.0990

 
Table 4.61: Effects of ‘Number of languages taught in the past five years’on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading -0.2653 0.5574 -0.4759 0.3281 0.3515 0.9334
Listening -0.4727 0.5578 -0.8474 0.1992 0.3172 0.6282

Writing (Communication) -0.9330 0.7848 -1.1888 -0.4927 1.6651 -0.2959
Writing (Language) -1.8618 1.6723 -1.1133 -0.4242 2.1755 -0.1950

 
Teachers’ experience in teaching the target language shows positive effects on average 

scores on the language tests in two-thirds of the regressions, but hardly any of these effects are 
significant. Teachers’ experience in teaching other languages does not show a clear effect in one 
or the other direction. Tables 4.62 and 4.63 show similar patterns for Malta where all the effects 
of these two contextual factors on language test scores are not significant.  
 
Table 4.62: Effects of ‘Teachers’ experience in teaching target language’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0145 0.0257 0.5636 -0.0022 0.0260 -0.0866
Listening 0.0210 0.0270 0.7783 0.0213 0.0166 1.2864

Writing (Communication) -0.0219 0.0345 -0.6356 0.0460 0.0531 0.8666
Writing (Language) 0.0018 0.0535 0.0333 0.0196 0.0649 0.3024
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Table 4.63: Effects of ‘Teachers’ experience in teaching other languages’ on English and Italian scores 

English Italian  
Skill Effect St. Error Effect / S.E Effect St. Error Effect / S.E 

Reading 0.0467 0.0486 0.9620 0.0824 0.1006 0.8186
Listening 0.0141 0.0728 0.1942 0.0309 0.0595 0.5182

Writing (Communication) 0.0023 0.1007 0.0226 0.0678 0.1978 0.3427
Writing (Language) 0.1056 0.0877 1.2044 0.0108 0.2530 0.0425
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A. Maltese Students’ Responses 
 
 

Table A.1: Parents’ current job 
 Employment Status Mother Father 

Working in full-time paid employment 30.9% 87.0%
Working in part-time paid employment 17.7% 6.2%
Not working, but looking for a job 3.7% 2.5%
 

Other, e.g. home duties, retired 47.7% 4.3%
 

 
Table A.2: Parents’ education level (ISCED) 
 Highest level of schooling completed Mother Father 

ISCED 5A,6 10.6% 15.6%
ISCED5B 2.7% 4.7%
ISCED4 4.6% 5.7%
ISCED3A 12.4% 9.9%
ISCED 3B,3C 8.9% 10.4%
ISCED2 58.3% 47.5%
ISCED1 1.9% 4.5%

 

Did not complete ISCED1 or never went to school 0.7% 1.7%

 
Table A.3: Country of Birth 
 Country of birth Child Mother Father 
Malta 94.4% 90.2% 91.2%
United Kingdom 1.6% 3.0% 2.3%
Italy 0.4% 0.2% 0.8%
France 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Germany 0.2% 0.4% 0.4%
Libya 0.2% 0.2% 0.3%
Other European country 1.5% 1.6% 1.7%

 

Other non-European country 1.8% 4.5% 3.3%

 
Table A.4: Home possessions in Malta 
 Items found at home Percentage 

 A desk to study at  92.4%

 A room of your own  81.7%

 A quiet place to study  85.2%

 Books to help with your school work 87.1%

 A computer you can use for school work 97.2%

 Educational software  70.6%

 An internet connection  98.5%

 A dictionary 96.0%

 Classics from local literature  54.9%

 Books of poetry  65.5%

 Works of art 66.1%

 A dishwasher 34.4%

 

 A DVD player  97.7%
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Table A.5: Books at home in Malta 
  Number of books at home Percentage 
 0-10 books 9.3%
 11-25 books 14.8%
 26-100 books 30.9%
 101-200 books 19.5%
 201-500 books 15.0%

 

 More than 500 books 10.6%

 
Table A.6: Home ICT devices in Malta 
 ICT devices found at home Percentage 

 Own computer, laptop or notebook 79.4%

 Access to the Internet 98.6%

 A printer 93.9%

 A CD or DVD writer 93.5%

 A scanner 86.1%

 A USB (memory) stick 97.0%

 A video games console (e.g. Play station) 80.3%

 Own iPod, MP3 or similar 83.3%

 

 Own mobile phone 98.7%

 
Table A.7: Commodities found at home in Malta 
Possession of at least two commodities Percentage 

Mobile phones 98.3%
Television sets 85.0%
Computers or laptops 73.9%
Cars 58.8%

 

Bathrooms 48.0%

 
Table A.8: Frequency of computer use outside school by Maltese students 
 
Computer use outside school 

Never or 
hardly ever 

A few times 
a year 

A few times 
a month 

A few times 
a week 

Almost every 
day 

For school assignments 6.5% 15.3% 24.7% 35.9% 17.6%
For homework of target language subjects 27.8% 25.7% 25.7% 16.7% 4.1%
For finding information 2.9% 8.5% 21.9% 38.9% 27.9%
For games 11.4% 11.6% 16.7% 26.7% 33.6%
For entertainment (e.g. music, movies) 1.6% 1.7% 6.0% 19.3% 71.4%

 

For contact with others (e.g. email, chatting) 3.1% 2.0% 4.7% 16.1% 74.2%

 
Table A.9: Language exposure and usage at home by Maltese students 
 Language  Exposed at home Used at home 
Maltese 92.8% 90.5%
English 18.3% 18.9%
Italian 3.9% 3.5%
French 1.7% 2.1%
German 1.2% 1.2%
Arabic 0.8% 0.7%
Other European language(s) 1.7% 1.5%

 

Other non-European language(s) 1.4% 1.4%
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Table A.10: Target Language exposure outside school: 
Target Language exposure outside school: Yes No 

Through a friend who writes to you in target language 52.7% 47.3%
Through relatives living in a target language speaking country 40.8% 59.2%
Through friends living in a target language speaking country 39.8% 60.2%
Through target language speaking tourists who visit the place where you live 48.0% 52.0%
Through target language speaking people who live in your place of residence 25.9% 74.1%
Through people on the internet who talk to you in target language 53.0% 47.0%

 

Through target language speaking people you meet during holidays 59.9% 40.1%

 
Table A.11: Target Language use outside school 

 
How often do you: 

 
Never  

A few times  
a year 

About once   
a month 

A few times   
a month 

A few times   
a week 

Write target language with friends 33.5% 17.5% 6.4% 10.7% 31.8%
Speak target language with relatives 40.7% 19.9% 8.3% 12.7% 18.4%
Speak target language with friends 38.5% 17.9% 8.1% 11.6% 23.9%
Speak  language with people in residence 59.7% 13.2% 7.2% 8.1% 11.8%

 

Speak target language with tourists 26.2% 39.7% 12.3% 11.9% 9.9%
 Speak language with people on internet 37.1% 16.0% 7.9% 12.9% 26.1%

 
Table A.12: Target Language exposure through media 

 
How frequently do you: 

 
Never  

A few times  
a year 

About once   
a month 

A few times   
a month 

A few times   
a week 

Listen to songs in target language 10.1% 15.5% 7.0% 9.2% 58.2%
Watch movies in language (no subtitles) 11.4% 11.0% 8.7% 17.3% 51.6%
Watch movies in language (with subtitles) 29.2% 17.7% 10.6% 16.7% 25.8%
Watch TV in language (no subtitles) 9.4% 9.3% 8.4% 15.9% 57.1%

 

Watch TV in language (with subtitles) 50.8% 14.5% 9.7% 11.5% 13.5%
 Play computer games in target language 37.4% 12.4% 7.4% 11.2% 31.5%
 Read books written in target language 18.9% 26.5% 13.7% 17.5% 23.4%
 Read magazine written in target language 22.8% 22.0% 15.7% 20.6% 18.9%
 Visit websites written in target language 21.4% 13.2% 6.8% 10.0% 48.5%

 
Table A.13: Perceived competence at learning foreign languages of: 

Perceived competence at 
learning foreign languages of: 

 
Very bad 

 
Quite bad 

 
Quite good 

 
Very good 

People from Malta 2.3% 9.2% 70.8% 17.7%
Father 6.7% 23.0% 50.8% 19.5%
Mother 3.2% 15.9% 55.0% 25.9%
 

Yourself 5.9% 17.8% 54.0% 22.3%

 
Table A.14: Liking of school subjects 

Liking of school subjects Do not like at all Hardly like Quite like Like a lot 
Mathematics 17.7% 23.0% 37.0% 22.3%
Science subjects (e.g. Physics) 15.0% 21.3% 35.6% 28.1%
Human & society subjects (e.g. History) 21.5% 32.4% 30.1% 16.0%
Cultural & art subjects (e.g. Art) 14.9% 22.4% 32.2% 30.5%
Target language 16.6% 17.7% 35.9% 29.9%
Other foreign languages 44.9% 22.3% 20.3% 12.4%
Vocational skills subjects 21.7% 26.3% 35.6% 16.4%

 

Sports 9.1% 12.2% 27.2% 51.4%
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Table A.15: Usefulness of school subjects 
Usefulness of school subjects Not useful at all Hardly useful Quite useful Very useful 

Mathematics 3.8% 8.1% 28.1% 59.9%
Science subjects (e.g. Physics) 5.3% 9.3% 31.0% 54.3%
Human & society subjects (e.g. History) 13.2% 32.5% 38.9% 15.4%
Cultural & art subjects (e.g. Art) 13.9% 31.7% 35.9% 18.5%
Target language 6.2% 12.3% 36.6% 54.9%
Other foreign languages 25.3% 25.2% 29.4% 20.2%
Vocational skills subjects 16.5% 26.2% 36.4% 20.9%

 

Sports 9.5% 20.1% 36.7% 33.7%

 
Table A.16: Usefulness of target language for: 

Usefulness of target language for Not useful at all Hardly useful Quite useful Very useful 
Travelling 4.0% 9.0% 28.5% 58.4%
Your personal life 14.0% 26.4% 34.8% 24.8%
Your further education 9.2% 14.7% 29.1% 47.0%
Your future work 9.0% 14.9% 28.1% 48.0%
Getting a good job 6.4% 13.2% 28.9% 51.5%
Contact with foreigners 4.2% 9.9% 32.4% 53.5%
Your personal satisfaction 14.4% 19.0% 34.6% 32.0%
Use of computers/technical devices 15.1% 19.9% 21.7% 43.3%
Reading books, magazines, etc. 10.8% 14.7% 30.9% 43.6%

 

Entertainment (movies, music, games) 6.4% 9.7% 25.6% 58.2%

 
Table A.17: Homework time for school subjects 

Homework time for school subjects No time at all Relatively little time Quite some time A lot of time 
Mathematics 7.7% 21.1% 51.0% 20.2%
Science subjects (e.g. Physics) 11.4% 21.1% 42.2% 25.3%
Human & society subjects (e.g. History) 33.8% 40.1% 20.5% 5.6%
Cultural & art subjects (e.g. Art) 43.9% 28.9% 17.1% 10.1%
Target language 14.2% 28.9% 38.6% 18.3%
Other foreign languages 49.0% 23.5% 19.9% 7.5%
Vocational skills subjects 45.1% 32.7% 17.0% 5.3%

 

Sports 47.5% 24.0% 17.2% 11.2%

 
Table A.18: Frequency of school trips: 

Frequency of school trips to Never Once Twice Three times
To target language speaking country 77.5% 14.2% 3.9% 4.4%
To another non-target language speaking country 72.7% 17.7% 5.2% 4.4%
With your family to a target language speaking country 41.2% 21.1% 14.5% 23.3%
With your family to a non-target language speaking country 32.4% 21.3% 14.2% 32.1%
From a class from a target language speaking country 64.4% 20.1% 9.1% 6.3%
From a class from a non-target language speaking country 53.9% 23.0% 12.2% 10.9%

 

From a class from a non-target language speaking country 53.9% 23.0% 12.2% 10.9%

 
Table A.19: Compulsory target language learning 
Reasons for compulsory target language learning Percentage 
Because the subject of target language is compulsory 51.6%
Because studying a foreign language is compulsory and I chose target language 27.7% 

Because I chose target language as an optional subject 20.7%
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Table A.20: Frequency of participation in the foreign language learning activities in Malta 
Frequency of participation in the foreign language         

learning activities 
 

Never 
 

Once 
 

Twice 
Three times 

or more 
Collaboration project with schools abroad 71.4% 18.6% 6.2% 3.8%
Language clubs 85.1% 9.5% 3.4% 2.0%
Language competition 72.2% 16.5% 7.3% 4.0%
European Day of languages 76.0% 14.4% 4.6% 5.0%
Extracurricular language projects 75.3% 13.9% 6.7% 4.1%
Writing through mail, email, MSN with students from abroad 49.9% 20.6% 9.3% 20.2%

 

Excursions/ field trips related to foreign language education 73.1% 15.5% 6.7% 4.6%

 
Table A.21: Perceived difficulty of target language learning by Maltese students 

Perceived difficulty of target language learning Very easy Quite easy Quite difficult Very difficult 
Write in target language 34.1% 35.7% 20.4% 9.7%
Speak target language 37.5% 30.3% 20.9% 11.3%
Understand spoken target language 43.0% 31.6% 16.4% 9.0%
target language grammar 23.6% 32.5% 28.4% 15.5%
Read target language text 42.8% 36.3% 13.8% 7.1%
Pronounce target language correctly 33.9% 35.9% 20.9% 9.3%

 

Target language words 38.6% 34.2% 18.5% 8.7%

 
Table A.22: Frequency of target language use by teachers and students 

 
How frequently is target language used: 

 
Never  

Hardly  
ever 

Every now 
and then 

 
Usually 

 
Always 

When s/he speaks to the whole class 3.9% 5.7% 10.4% 28.6% 51.4%
When s/he talks to one or two students 8.8% 10.1% 18.8% 29.0% 33.3%
When students speak to teacher of target language 15.5% 19.3% 23.9% 25.9% 15.4%
 

When students work in groups and speak together 27.7% 29.9% 19.8% 13.6% 9.0%
 When students speak in front of the whole class 17.1% 16.5% 18.8% 25.2% 22.4%

 
Table A.23: Frequency of resources use during target language lessons 

Frequency of resources use during 
target language lessons 

Never or 
hardly ever 

A few times   
a year 

About once   
a month 

A few times   
a month 

Almost every 
lesson 

Audio-cassettes, CDs or other audio-
material in target language 

24.9% 25.1% 16.5% 26.2% 7.3%

Video cassettes, DVDs, video clips from 
YouTube or audio-visual material 

35.9% 28.7% 15.8% 15.7% 3.9%

Newspapers, magazines, comics or 
song texts written in target language 

27.2% 30.1% 19.8% 18.6% 4.3%

Internet 55.7% 20.1% 11.4% 9.1% 3.7%
Computer programmes 63.4% 17.5% 7.9% 6.9% 4.3%
Language laboratory (student PCs with  
specific language software) 

69.7% 15.1% 6.7% 5.5% 3.0%

Textbook for target language 7.8% 8.7% 10.6% 18.8% 54.1%

 

Books written in target language for 
extensive reading (e.g. fiction) 

11.7% 13.4% 12.7% 27.1% 35.0%

 
Lesson materials prepared by teacher of 
target language (e.g. hand-outs) 

6.8% 5.9% 8.5% 19.2% 59.6%
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Table A.24: Perceived usefulness of target language textbooks for learning 
Perceived usefulness of target  

language textbooks for learning to: 
 

Not useful at all 
 

Hardly useful 
 

Quite useful 
 

Very useful 
Write in target language 11.9% 20.3% 45.9% 21.8%
Speak target language 13.3% 27.9% 39.0% 19.8%
Understand spoken target language 12.7% 24.4% 40.7% 22.2%
Target language grammar 8.3% 12.1% 40.8% 38.8%
Read target language text 9.9% 17.2% 43.3% 29.6%
Pronounce target language correctly 18.2% 30.2% 33.6% 18.1%

 

Target language words 9.9% 14.3% 43.4% 32.3%

 
Table A.25: Frequency of activities during target language lessons: 

 
How frequently do: 

 
Never  

Hardly  
ever 

Every now 
and then 

 
Usually 

Most of    
the time 

The students work in groups 20.6% 30.6% 32.7% 12.9% 3.2%
The students work individually 3.4% 6.7% 11.4% 31.7% 46.8%
A group of students speak in front of whole class 22.9% 31.4% 26.2% 13.3% 6.2%
An individual student speaks in front of whole class 18.5% 26.1% 24.4% 18.8% 12.2%

 

The teacher speaks to the whole class 2.5% 3.1% 5.4% 11.3% 77.6%
 The teacher speaks with one or two students 8.7% 16.1% 33.0% 27.7% 14.6%

 
Table A.26: Perception of target language teacher 

 
Perception of target language teacher 

 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Slightly   
Agree 

 
Agree 

My teacher of target language is a good teacher 10.1% 9.6% 20.7% 59.6%
I get along with my teacher of target language 8.1% 12.8% 24.2% 54.9%
My teacher makes an effort to make lesson interesting 10.3% 13.6% 26.4% 49.7%
My teacher of target language is helpful 7.6% 10.8% 25.7% 55.9%
I like my teacher of target language 12.4% 12.3% 23.0% 52.3%

 

My teacher of target language is strict 18.4% 26.1% 32.9% 22.7%

 
Table A.27: Perception of target language lesson 

 
Perception of target language lesson 

 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Slightly   
Agree 

 
Agree 

My target language lessons are interesting 17.6% 19.6% 32.3% 30.5%
My target language lessons are enjoyable 16.8% 22.0% 32.2% 29.0%
My target language lessons are good 10.8% 14.3% 31.3% 43.6%
My target language lessons are waste of time 12.6% 15.4% 20.3% 51.6%
My target language lessons are easy 18.8% 31.8% 31.4% 18.0%

 

My target language lessons are boring 19.2% 22.5% 26.6% 31.6%

 
Table A.28: Emphasis between target language and other languages during teaching to: 
How frequently do this emphasis occur to: Never Sometimes Quite often Very often 
Write in target language 24.5% 41.9% 21.2% 12.4%
Speak target language 22.8% 36.2% 26.8% 14.2%
Understand spoken target language 21.7% 33.9% 29.0% 15.4%
Teaching the target language grammar 24.7% 32.2% 24.6% 18.5%
Read target language texts 28.4% 32.5% 24.5% 14.6%
Pronounce target language correctly 29.5% 31.7% 24.4% 14.4%

 

Use target language words 21.8% 34.0% 25.2% 19.1%
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Table A.29: Reported frequency during lessons of learning to: 
How frequently do these occur       

during lessons? 
Never  or 

hardly ever 
A few times  

a year 
About once   

a month 
A few times    

a month 
Almost every 

lesson 
Write in target language 11.0% 10.0% 10.8% 26.2% 42.0%
Speak target language 9.1% 11.9% 13.2% 23.8% 42.0%
Understand spoken target language 8.6% 7.6% 14.8% 24.7% 44.3%
Teaching the target language grammar 5.5% 5.5% 8.9% 27.8% 52.2%
Read target language texts 7.5% 7.2% 12.5% 30.6% 42.1%

 

Pronounce target language correctly 9.7% 9.4% 15.9% 28.1% 36.9%
 Know target language words 6.8% 6.7% 12.7% 27.1% 46.8%

 
Table A.30: Perceived difficulty of target language learning for others 

Perceived difficulty of target language learning Very easy Quite easy Quite Difficult Very Difficult 

For people who usually speak target language 9.9% 37.7% 41.9% 10.5%
 
For students in your target language class 20.8% 47.9% 24.9% 6.5%

 
Table A.31: Frequency of tests/assignments and feedback 

 
How frequently do these occur?        

Never  or 
hardly ever 

A few times  
a year 

About once   
a month 

A few times   
a month 

Almost every 
lesson 

 Give target language task that is marked 12.2% 21.3% 22.2% 34.9% 9.4%
 Provide comments on task you made 11.8% 16.6% 21.0% 34.4% 16.2%

 
Table A.32: Time spent studying for tests 

 
 

 
No time at all 

Less than one 
hour 

About one to 
two hours 

About two to 
three hours 

More than   
three hours 

 Time spent studying for tests 25.6% 32.5% 29.0% 8.3% 4.6%

 
Table A.33: Perceived importance for final grade of: 

 
Perceived importance for final grade 

Not important    
at all 

Hardly   
important 

Quite  
important 

Very  
important 

Write target language well 5.9% 6.2% 22.8% 65.0%
Speak target language well 4.6% 13.8% 38.2% 43.4%
Understand spoken target language well 4.5% 9.3% 31.1% 55.1%
Know target language grammar well 4.2% 6.2% 21.3% 68.4%
Read target language well 4.6% 9.0% 31.3% 55.1%
Pronounce target language correctly 5.8% 17.5% 35.3% 41.4%

 

Know many words in target language  5.0% 7.2% 26.7% 61.2%

 
Table A.34: Frequency of computer use when studying for: 

 
How frequently do these occur? 

Never  or 
hardly ever 

A few times  
a year 

About once   
a month 

A few times   
a month 

Almost every 
day 

Finding information for target language HW 31.7% 20.5% 22.6% 17.7% 7.6%
Target language homework or assignments 32.1% 20.5% 23.6% 17.4% 6.3%
Learning to write in target language 41.4% 18.8% 17.9% 15.9% 6.1%
Learning to speak target language 48.2% 16.4% 16.0% 13.2% 6.1%
Learning to understand spoken language 47.0% 16.4% 16.2% 13.0% 7.4%
Learning target language grammar 43.6% 18.5% 17.4% 14.4% 6.2%
Learning to read target language texts 46.6% 18.4% 16.3% 12.0% 6.8%

 

Learning to pronounce language correctly 50.6% 17.3% 14.2% 12.4% 5.6%
 Learning target language words 33.2% 19.3% 19.4% 17.6% 10.5%
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Table A.35: Time spent on homework and assignments for: 
 

How frequently do these occur? 
Zero hours Less than 1 

hour a week 
About 1-2 

hours a week 
About 2-3 

hours a week 
More than 3 

hours a week 
 Target language 14.6% 29.2% 31.7% 15.0% 9.5%
 For other foreign languages 22.7% 22.4% 27.9% 16.8% 10.2%

 
Table A.36: Extra lessons 

Extra lessons for Yes No 
Enrichment lessons for target language 20.0% 80.0%
Enrichment lessons for other foreign languages including Latin/Ancient Greek 20.4% 79.6%
Remedial lessons for target language 13.7% 86.3%
Remedial lessons for other foreign languages including Latin/Ancient Greek 12.7% 87.3%
Extra lessons for questionnaire language 25.7% 74.3%

 

Extra lessons in another language that is spoken regularly at your home 16.7% 83.3%

 
Table A.37: Can do when reading target language 

Can do when reading target language Yes No, not yet 
I can understand familiar words and very simple sentences, for example on posters. 88.5% 11.5%
I can find information in for example advertisements, timetables. 83.3% 16.7%
I can find the main points in simple newspaper articles on familiar subjects. 77.6% 22.4%
 

I can read quickly through long and complex texts, locating the details I need to find. 68.4% 31.6%

 
Table A.38: Can do when listening target language 

Can do when listening target language Yes No, not yet 
I can understand questions and instructions if people speak carefully and slowly. 85.1% 14.9%
I can understand what is said to me, if the speaker speaks clearly, slowly and directly. 84.9% 15.1%
I can understand the main points in radio or TV programmes about familiar subjects. 82.6% 17.4%
 

I can understand complicated speeches and lectures if the topic is reasonably familiar. 66.7% 33.3%

 
Table A.39: Can do when writing target language 

Can do when reading target language Yes No, not yet 
I can write a few words/phrases that relate to me, my family, where I live, my school. 86.6% 13.4%
I can write very short, basic descriptions of events and personal experiences. 85.6% 14.4%
I can write detailed letters about my experiences, feelings and about events. 69.0% 31.0%
 

I can write a detailed review of a film, book or play. 62.0% 38.0%

 
Table A.40: Can do when speaking target language 

Can do when speaking target language Yes No, not yet 
I can ask and answer simple questions on very familiar topics. 85.2% 14.8%
I can tell a story or describe something in short simple sentences. 80.5% 19.5%
I can maintain a conversation about familiar topics and express personal opinions. 71.2% 28.8%
 

I can explain my viewpoint on a current issue (e.g. providing advantages/disadvantages 63.7% 36.3%
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B. Maltese Teachers’ Responses 
 
Table B.1: ICT devices at home 

ICT devices at home Yes No 
 A computer or laptop 99.1% 0.9%
 Access to internet 99.1% 0.9%
 A printer 94.5% 5.5%
 A CD or DVD writer 91.7% 8.3%
 A scanner 85.1% 14.9%
 A USB (memory) stick 96.4% 3.6%
 A video games console 45.5% 54.5%
 Your own ipod, mp3 player or similar 59.6% 40.4%

 

 Your own mobile phone 98.2% 1.8%

 
Table B.2: Frequency computer use outside lessons for teaching 

How frequently do these occur       
during lessons? 

Never  or 
hardly ever 

A few times  
a year 

About once   
a month 

A few times    
a month 

Almost every 
day 

Checking students’ HW assignments 
from your [target language] classes 

53.0% 20.6% 10.0% 9.4% 7.0%

Preparing [target language] lessons 1.2% 5.7% 17.4% 38.3% 37.4%
Administrative tasks related to your 
[target language] classes  

30.5% 18.9% 19.5% 19.2% 12.0%

Creating instructional material for your 
[target language] classes 

0.9% 7.5% 23.5% 40.1% 28.0%

Finding authentic material to use in your 
[target language] classes 

0.6% 7.2% 25.4% 36.2% 30.5%

Finding information 0.3% 1.2% 9.3% 28.1% 61.1%
Games 53.6% 9.9% 16.9% 8.7% 10.8%
Entertainment (e.g. music, movies, clips) 8.7% 12.5% 23.0% 29.3% 26.6%
Contact with others (e.g. email, chatting) 5.4% 2.4% 9.3% 28.1% 54.8%

 

Online shopping 22.4% 23.6% 34.9% 14.3% 4.8%
 Personal administration and finances 19.2% 11.4% 41.1% 21.3% 6.9%

 
Table B.3: Number of languages studied by teacher 
Number of languages studied 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Percentage 2.0% 13.8% 40.1% 30.3% 10.2% 3.3% 0.3%

 
Table B.4: Frequency of stays abroad (longer than one month) 
How many times did you stay abroad 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more
For holiday 70.9% 12.6% 6.1% 2.9% 2.6% 0.6% 4.2%
For study or to take a course 76.8% 15.0% 3.8% 1.7% 1.7% 0.0% 0.9%
For teaching 96.7% 1.8% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8%
 

For other jobs than teaching 93.5% 4.3% 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4%
 For living with your family 86.1% 8.2% 2.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 2.2%

 
Table B.5: Education level of teacher 
Education level ISCED 6 ISCED 5A ISCED 5B ISCED 4 ISCED 3A ISCED 3B 
Percentage 0.3% 70.1% 22.2% 0.9% 5.1% 1.5%
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Table B.6: Content of initial training (language related subjects) 
Content of initial training Yes No 

Target language 96.0% 4.0%
Languages than target language 41.8% 58.2%
Target language literature 92.7% 7.3%
Target language culture 73.5% 26.5%
Teaching target language as a foreign language 86.3% 13.7%
Didactics and methodology of [target language] teaching 89.3% 10.7%
ICT for language teaching 47.2% 52.8%
Content and language integrated learning 38.1% 61.9%
The common European framework of reference 38.2% 61.8%
The use of a portfolio (e.g. the European language portfolio) 26.1% 73.9%
Development of reflective practice and action research skills 59.9% 40.1%
Classroom activities for language learning 91.4% 8.6%
Intercultural education 42.0% 58.0%
Special needs education 68.3% 31.7%
Dealing with mixed ability in the class 70.1% 29.9%
Behaviour management and school discipline 85.5% 14.5%
Development of course materials 89.0% 11.0%
Tests or student assessment 89.6% 10.4%
School management 37.2% 62.%
Communication skills or public relations 46.1% 53.9%
Mentoring and coaching 22.4% 77.6%

%

Accessing support networks and professional associations 19.0% 81.0%

 
Table B.7: Duration in-school teaching placements during initial training 

Duration No placement 1 month 2-3 months 4-6 months 7-12 months More than 1 year
Percentage 11.3% 4.8% 44.2% 26.6% 5.1% 4.2%

 
Table B.8: Duration stay in a [target language] speaking country during initial training 

Duration No stay in target language country 1-6 months More than 6 months 
Percentage 87.6% 12.1% 0.3%

 
Table B.9: Duration initial training in total 

Duration 0 years 1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years 5 years 6 years 
Percentage 14.0% 52.2% 6.1% 8.6% 15.0% 3.8% 0.3%

 
Table B.10: Kind of certification for target language 

 
Certification 

No        
certification 

Temporary 
certification 

Provisional 
certification 

Full        
certification 

Other 
certification 

Percentage 1.8% 6.6% 5.1% 85.6% 0.9%

 
Table B.11: Educational levels teacher is qualified to teach (More than1 option can be chosen) 
Education level ISCED 5A, 6 ISCED 5B ISCED 4 ISCED 3A ISCED 3B,3C ISCED 2 ISCED 1 

Percentage 13.2% 23.4% 28.7% 63.6% 49.2% 97.3% 62.8%

 
Table B.12: Number of school subjects that teacher is qualified to teach 

Number of subjects None 1 subject 2 subjects 3 subjects 4 subjects or more 
Percentage 1.2% 45.9% 36.6% 9.0% 7.2%
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Table B.13: School subjects that teacher is qualified to teach 
School subjects Yes No 

 Mathematics 2.7% 97.3%
 One or more science subjects (e.g. physics} 3.5% 96.5%
 One or more human and society subjects (e.g. history) 14.9% 85.1%
 One or more culture and arts subjects(e.g. music, art history) 15.4% 84.6%
 Questionnaire language (English) 24.7% 75.3%
 Target language 92.1% 7.9%
 One or more other foreign languages (including ancient languages) 25.7% 25.7%
 One or more vocational skills subjects 10.4% 10.4%

%

 Sports 3.5% 3.5%

 
Table B.14: Number of school languages that teacher is qualified to teach 

Number of subjects None 1 language 2 languages 3 language 4 languages or more
Percentage 0.3% 67.8% 22.5% 8.5% 0.9%

 
Table B.15: Employment status 

 
Employment 

Full time temporary  
employment 

Full time permanent employment Part time permanent 
employment 

Percentage 5.4% 94.0% 0.6%

 
Table B.16: Content of in-service training (language related subjects) 

Content of in-service training Yes No 
Target language 70.7%   29.3%
Languages than target language 9.2% 90.8%
Target language literature 45.4% 54.6%
Target language culture 32.5% 67.5%
Teaching target language as a foreign language 66.7% 33.3%
Didactics and methodology of [target language] teaching 82.9% 17.1%
ICT for language teaching 60.5% 39.5%
Content and language integrated learning 28.2% 71.8%
The common European framework of reference 35.0% 65.0%
The use of a portfolio (e.g. the European language portfolio) 22.0% 78.0%
Development of reflective practice and action research skills 33.2% 66.8%
Classroom activities for language learning 82.1% 17.9%
Intercultural education 20.7% 79.3%
Special needs education 31.1% 68.9%
Dealing with mixed ability in the class 64.3% 35.7%
Behaviour management and school discipline 40.4% 59.6%
Development of course materials 69.5% 30.5%
Tests or student assessment 61.7% 38.3%
School management 13.3% 86.7%
Communication skills or public relations 17.4% 82.6%
Mentoring and coaching 15.3% 84.7%

%

Accessing support networks and professional associations 16.5% 83.5%

 
Table B.17: Participation in an in-service training at the school where you teach 

Frequency of participation 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more
Percentage 33.1% 26.2% 14.8% 4.9% 2.3% 8.5% 10.2%
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Table B.18: Participation in in-service training 
Participation in in-service training is Selected Not selected 

 An obligation for teachers 85.9% 14.1%
 Optional 23.9% 76.6%
 Required for promotion 3.3% 96.7%
%

 A right for teachers 5.7% 94.3%

 
Table B.19: Frequency of participation in an in-service training at another institute 

Frequency 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more
In adjudicated entity 8.5% 8.2% 13.3% 19.9% 19.9% 20.3% 9.8%
In a target language country 92.5% 5.7% 1.1% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 

In a non-target language country 96.1% 2.3% 0.8% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
 Online 98.0% 0.4% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4%

 
Table B.20: Financial incentives for in-service training 

Financial incentives for in-service training: Yes No 
Payment of enrolment costs of training 16.0% 84.0%
Payment of other training-related expenditure 7.5% 92.5%
Paid leave during training with no loss of earnings 23.0% 77.0%
%

Increase in salary afterwards 5.3% 94.7%

 
Table B.21: Organisation of in-service training 

In-service 
training 

During your working hours with a 
substitute teacher for your classes

During your working hours but 
not during teaching hours 

Only outside your working 
hours 

Percentage 8.2% 34.5% 57.3%

 
Table B.22: Grades in which teacher teaches target language 

Grades in which teacher teaches target language Yes No 
2nd grade of isced3 5.4% 94.6%
1st grade of isced3 4.2% 95.8%
5th grade of isced2 68.3% 31.7%
4th grade of isced2 75.7% 24.3%
3rd grade of isced2 73.1% 26.9%
2nd grade of isced2 66.8% 33.2%
1st grade of isced2 59.9% 40.1%
6th grade of isced1 1.8% 98.2%
5th grade of isced1 3.3% 96.7%
4th grade of isced1 0.6% 99.4%
3rd grade of isced1 0.6% 99.4%
2nd grade of isced1 0.3% 99.7%
Starting grade of isced1 0.0% 100.0%

%

Before the starting grade of isced1 0.0% 100.0%

 
Table B.23: Frequency of use of CEFR 

Frequency of use of CEFR for Never  Sometimes Quite often Very often 
Curriculum or syllabus development 35.2% 34.8% 19.1% 10.9%
Teacher training 44.5% 36.0% 15.5% 4.0%
Testing or assessment 36.1% 36.1% 20.8% 7.0%
Development of instructional materials 36.4% 36.1% 19.6% 8.0%

 

Communication with stakeholders 47.2% 35.2% 14.2% 3.4%
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Table B.24: Target language class size 

Class Size 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 
Percentage 0.9% 3.6% 28.7% 56.4% 9.9% 0.3%

 
Table B.25: How often were you involved in the organisation of school trips? 

Number of school trips No at all Once Twice 3 times 4 times or more
Percentage 83.2% 11.3% 3.7% 0.6% 1.2%

 
Table B.26: Frequency organisation of exchange visits 

 
Frequency of exchange visit 

 
No at all 

 
Once 

 
Twice 

 
3 times 

4 times 
 or more 

School trips to another non-target language 
speaking) country 

88.4% 8.6% 1.2% 0.9% 0.9%

Visits to your school by a school class from a 
target language speaking country 

88.3% 8.6% 2.5% 0.3% 0.3%

Visits to your school by a school class from 
another non-target language speaking country

83.1% 11.0% 3.4% 1.2% 1.2%

Collaboration project with schools abroad 73.6% 17.8% 5.8% 1.8% 0.9%
Language clubs 77.6% 14.7% 4.6% 2.1% 0.9%
Language competition 40.0% 24.2% 18.5% 9.1% 8.2%
European day of languages 43.1% 22.3% 13.8% 15.6% 5.2%
Extracurricular language projects 47.4% 20.4% 13.4% 11.2% 7.6%

 

Pen friends, email or msn friends for your 
students 

76.6% 11.4% 7.1% 1.8% 3.1%

 
Excursions and field trips related to foreign 
language education 

62.5% 13.7% 9.5% 7.0% 7.3%

 
Table B.27: Frequency use of ICT devices at school for teaching target language 

 
Frequency of use of ICT devices 

Never, it is 
not available

Hardly ever 
or never 

A few times  
a year 

A few times  
a month 

Almost      
every week

A teacher pc or laptop in the classroom 8.4% 12.3% 27.5% 26.9% 24.9%
A projector in the classroom 25.4% 25.1% 24.6% 14.7% 10.2%
Interactive whiteboard in the classroom 66.5% 20.1% 7.8% 2.4% 3.3%
Multimedia language  63.0% 23.8% 9.6% 3.3% 0.3%
Multimedia lab 52.7% 28.6% 13.3% 4.5% 0.9%

 

An internet connection in the classroom 56.8% 15.1% 12.7% 9.7% 5.7%
 A virtual learning environment  76..6% 15.5% 1.2% 1.5% 5.2%

 
Table B.28: Frequency use resources for a target language class 

Frequency use resources for a target 
language class 

Never  or 
hardly ever 

A few times  
a year 

About once   
a month 

A few times   
a month 

Almost every 
lesson 

Audio-cassettes, CDs or other audio-material 
in target language 

4.5% 15.7% 11.1% 47.9% 20.8%

Video cassettes, DVDs, video clips  10.6% 23.0% 17.2% 38.1% 11.2%
Newspapers, magazines, comics, song texts 4.2% 22.2% 22.2% 43.2% 8.1%
Internet 31.0% 28.3% 12.3% 22.6% 5.7%
Computer programmes 59.2% 24.8% 7.4% 7.1% 1.5%
Language laboratory 84.8% 8.8% 3.6% 1.8% 0.9%
Textbook for target language 0.9% 0.0% 1.2% 13.8% 84.1%

 

Books written in target language for reading 1.8% 3.0% 5.7% 56.0% 33.4%
 Lesson material made by you or colleagues  0.6% 2.1% 3.0% 19.3% 75.0%
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Table B.29: Frequency use ICT facilities for a target language class 
Frequency use ICT facilities for a target 

language class: 
Never  or 

hardly ever 
A few times  

a year 
About once   

a month 
A few times   

a month 
Almost every 

lesson 
Software or websites specifically designed for 
learning languages 

40.5% 26.6% 13.0% 18.1% 1.8%

Online dictionaries and other reference works 38.1% 19.3% 15.4% 23.6% 3.6%
Online news media (e.g. TV, radio, 
newspapers) in target language 

31.3% 26.4% 15.5% 22.2% 4.6%

Other websites on life and culture in target 
language speaking country 

37.0% 28.8% 15.2% 16.7% 2.4%

Communication tools,( e.g. email, chatting, 
blogging, myspace, skype 

69.4% 15.8% 3.9% 8.2% 2.7%

Custom made tools developed in house for 
learning and teaching languages 

65.0% 16.0% 7.9% 9.1% 2.1%

 

Online portfolio 92.1% 4.5% 2.4% 0.6% 0.3%
 Language webquest 75.8% 18.1% 2.4% 3.3% 0.3%
 Tools for language assessment 70.1% 15.9% 8.2% 5.2% 0.6%

 
Table B.30: Perceived usefulness of textbook  

Perceived usefulness of textbook for: Not useful at all Hardly useful Quite useful Very useful 
Teaching to write in target language 1.2% 10.8% 48.8% 39.2%
Teaching to speak target language 2.1% 18.7% 55.9% 23.3%
Teaching to understand spoken language 1.2% 16.2% 57.1% 25.5%
Teaching target language grammar 1.5% 10.6% 48.0% 39.9%
Teaching to read target language texts 2.1% 13.2% 47.4% 37.2%
Teaching to pronounce language correctly 7.8% 34.2% 42.6% 15.3%

 

Teaching target language vocabulary 1.5% 4.8% 53.9% 39.8%
 Target language culture and literature 4.2% 17.8% 44.6% 33.4%
 For lesson planning 3.9% 8.1% 53.0% 34.9%

 
Table B.31: Frequency of using ICT for fl learning 

 
Frequency of using ICT for fl learning for: 

Never  or 
hardly ever 

A few times  
a year 

A few times  
a month 

A few times   
a week 

Almost every 
day 

Finding information for target language HW 3.9% 40.4% 419% 10.8% 3.0%
Target language homework or assignments 12.6% 35.1% 40.2% 9.6% 2.4%
Learning to write in target language 34.8% 27.6% 27.0% 8.8% 1.8%
Learning to speak target language 46.1% 23.8% 19.6% 8.1% 2.4%
Learning to understand spoken language 38.7% 29.6% 20.5% 9.1% 2.1%
Learning target language grammar 38.0% 31.1% 22.5% 7.5% 0.9%

 

Learning to read target language texts 38.5% 28.5% 22.1% 10.0% 0.9%
 Learning to pronounce language correctly 44.4% 31.8% 16.2% 6.3% 1.2%
 Learning target language vocabulary 22.1% 34.8% 30.3% 9.4% 3.3%

 
Table B.32: Perceived difficulty of learning 

Perceived difficulty of learning Very easy Quite easy Quite difficult Very difficult 
Write in target language 1.5% 24.4% 58.4% 15.7%
Speak target language 1.8% 25.4% 56.2% 16.6%
Learning to understand spoken language 6.6% 50.3% 38.6% 4.5%
Learning target language grammar 0.6% 20.8% 62.8% 15.7%

 

Learning to read target language texts 4.8% 55.8% 38.5% 0.9%
 Learning to pronounce language correctly 3.0% 30.7% 57.8% 8.4%
 Learning target language vocabulary 4.2% 48.9% 43.2% 3.6%
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Table B.33: Frequency of teacher speaking target language during lesson 
Frequency of teacher speaking target language 

during lesson: 
 

Never 
Hardly  
ever 

Every now   
and then 

 
Usually 

 
Always 

When teacher speaks to the whole class 0.0% 0.3% 5.7% 38.0% 56.0%
When teacher talks with one or two students 0.3% 4.8% 15.5% 43.6% 35.8%
When students speak to teacher 2.1% 11.1% 32.3% 35.6% 18.9%
 

When students work in groups and speak together 7.2% 26.9% 36.5% 25.1% 4.2%
 When students speak in front of the whole class 2.1% 9.9% 29.7% 32.4% 25.8%

 
Table B.34: Frequency of 

 
Frequency of: 

 
Never 

Hardly  
ever 

Every now   
and then 

 
Usually 

 
Always 

Let the students work in mixed-ability groups 4.2% 8.1% 49.1% 31.1% 7.5%
Let the students work in same-ability groups 7.5% 22.2% 49.7% 18.9% 1.8%
Let the students work individually 0.0% 2.1% 28.6% 62.7% 6.6%
 

Let a group of students speak in front of the class 3.6% 21.6% 54.7% 18.6% 1.5%
 Let an individual student speak in front of the class 1.5% 10.2% 46.2% 33.6% 8.4%

 
Table B.35: Time giving instruction to the whole class during a target language lesson 

Instruction time Some of the time Half of the time Most of the time All the time 
Percentage 32.7% 35.7% 28.2% 3.3%

 
Table B.36: Frequency of: teaching 

 
Frequency of: teaching to: 

Never  or 
hardly ever 

A few times  
a year 

A few times   
a month 

A few times   
a week 

Almost every 
lesson 

Write in target language 0.6% 1.5% 25.6% 46.1% 26.2%
Speak target language 0.3% 3.0% 13.5% 37.2% 45.9%
Teaching to understand spoken language 0.6% 0.9% 11.7% 39.3% 47.4%
Teaching target language grammar 0.3% 0.9% 21.9% 62.5% 14.4%
Teaching to read target language texts 0.9% 1.2% 22.0% 58.4% 17.5%
Teaching to pronounce language correctly 1.8% 7.8% 20.4% 36.0% 33.9%

 

Teaching target language vocabulary 0.3% 0.3% 13.0% 44.7% 41.7%
 Teaching about target language literature 1.8% 9.4% 38.1% 45.6% 5.1%

 
Table B.37: Frequency of pointing out similarities between target language and other languages 

Frequency of pointing out similarities  Never  Sometimes Quite often Very often 
Teaching to write in target language 31.3% 42.2% 19.0% 7.5%
Teaching to speak target language 35.3% 36.3% 19.0% 9.4%
Teaching to understand spoken language 28.7% 41.4% 20.2% 9.7%
Teaching target language grammar 34.7% 42.9% 16.3% 6.0%
Teaching to read target language texts 49.1% 29.0% 15.9% 6.1%
Teaching to pronounce language correctly 50.2% 30.1% 12.8% 7.0%

 

Teaching target language vocabulary 19.1% 44.4% 23.4% 13.1%

 
Table B.38: How much time do students spend weekly on study/homework for target language? 

Duration Less than one hour  
a week 

About one to two  
hours a week 

About  two to three 
hours a week 

More than hours      
a week 

Percentage 2.4% 23.8% 36.4% 37.3%
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Table B.39: Importance that student learns 
Importance that student learns Not important Hardly important Quite important Very important 

To write in target language 0.0% 2.4% 26.0% 71.6%
To speak target language 0.0% 0.0% 9.9% 90.1%
To understand spoken [target language]  0.0% 0.0% 9.9% 90.1%
Target language grammar 0.3% 7.5% 48.2% 44.0%
To read target language texts 0.0% 1.5% 30.5% 68.0%
To pronounce target language correctly 0.0% 5.7% 41.7% 52.6%
Target language vocabulary 0.0% 0.0% 22.7% 77.3%

 

About target language culture and literature 0.6% 8.7% 55.0% 35.7%

 
Table B.40: Frequency of homework for learning 

 
Frequency of homework for learning: 

Never  or 
hardly ever 

A few times  
a year 

About once   
a month 

A few times   
a month 

Almost every 
lesson 

To write in target language 0.3% 1.2% 6.0% 58.3% 34.1%
To speak target language 7.0% 103% 16.1% 45.9% 20.7%
To understand spoken target language 4.2% 8.8% 13.6% 47.7% 25.7%
Target language grammar 0.3% 0.3% 5.4% 62.3% 31.6%
To read target language texts 0.9% 2.4% 8.2% 63.0% 25.5%

 

To pronounce [target language] correctly 12.7% 13.0% 17.8% 34.0% 22.6%
 Target language vocabulary 0.6% 1.5% 6.4% 51.8% 39.7%
 About target language literature 2.1% 11.7% 23.4% 55.6% 7.2%

 
Table B.41: Frequency of 

 
Frequency of: 

Never  or 
hardly ever 

A few times  
a year 

About once   
a month 

A few times   
a month 

Almost every 
lesson 

Homework or assignments 0.6% 0.3% 0.9% 18.3% 79.9%
Written or oral comments to homework or 
assignment that your students made 

1.5% 1.2% 3.3% 49.8% 44.1%
 

A target language test or assignment that is 
marked or scored 

2.4% 23.1% 32.1% 35.4% 6.9%

 
Written or oral comments to a test or 
assignment your students made 

2.4% 17.4% 25.7% 44.6% 9.9%

 
Table B.42: Importance of 

 
Importance of: 

Not 
important 

Hardly 
important 

Quite 
important 

Very 
important 

Writing target language well for final grade 0.0% 0.0% 32.3% 67.7%
Speaking target language well for final grade 0.0% 3.9% 47.9% 48.2%
Understanding spoken target language well for final grade 0.0% 1.8% 36.3% 61.9%
Knowing target language grammar well for final grade 0.0% 4.8% 52.1% 43.1%
Reading target language well for final grade 0.0% 6.6% 45.8% 47.6%
Pronouncing target language correctly for final grade 0.6% 17.2% 53.8% 28.4%
Knowing target language vocabulary well for final grade 0.0% 1.2% 41.6% 57.2%

 

Knowledge about target language literature for final grade 1.8% 19.4% 61.8% 17.0%
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C. Maltese Heads of Schools’ Responses 
 
Table C.1: Percentage of students that 
Percentage of students that: 10% or less 11-20% 21-40% 41-60% More than 60%
Come from economically disadvantaged homes 56.8% 16.2% 13.5% 5.4% 8.1%
Come from economically affluent homes 43.2% 35.1% 10.8% 8.1% 2.7%
Come from a country other than adjudicated entity 89.5% 10.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Have lived for less than 1 year in adjudicated entity 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

 

Do not have English as their first language 89.2% 10.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

 
Table C.2: Admittance criteria 

 
Admittance criteria 

 
Never  

Hardly  
ever 

Every now 
and then 

 
Usually 

 
Always 

Residence in a particular area 42.1% 5.3% 5.3% 13.2% 34.2%
Students record of their language skills  44.7% 10.5% 15.8% 15.8% 13.2%
Students record of academic performance in all 
subjects 

31.6% 10.5% 10.5% 21.1% 26.3% 

Recommendation of feeder schools 62.2% 10.8% 8.1% 16.2% 2.7%

 
Parents’ endorsement of the instructional or 
religious philosophy of the school 

57.9% 10.5% 5.3% 13.2% 13.2%

 
Whether the student requires, or is interested, in a 
special programme 

55.3% 15.8% 13.2% 10.5% 5.3%

 
Preference given to family members of current or 
former students 

71.1% 7.9% 5.3% 7.9% 7.9%

 
Table C.3: Ability grouping 
 Ability grouping Not for all subjects For some subjects For all subjects 
Students are grouped by ability into different study 
programs 

35.1% 56.8% 8.1%

Students of the same study program are grouped by 
ability into different classes 

32.4% 64.9% 2.7% 

Students of the same study program are grouped by 
ability within their classes 

52.8% 44.4% 2.8%

 
Table C.4: School location 
  School Location Percentage 
 A village, hamlet or rural area 7.5%
 A small town 62.5% 

 A town 30.0%

 
Table C.5: Measures against teacher shortage 

Measures against teacher shortage Yes No 
Increase the teaching hours of teachers who are teaching target language   5.3% 94.7%
Cancel target language lessons 5.3% 94.7%
Reassign teachers qualified for other languages to teach target language   5.3% 94.7%
Employ teachers qualified for other languages to teach target language 10.5% 89.5%
Reassign teachers qualified for subjects other than languages to teach target language 5.3% 94.7%
Employ teachers qualified for subjects other than languages to teach target language 0.0% 100.0%
Employ teachers qualified for [target language] who are over the retirement age 21.1% 78.9%
Employ [target language] teachers who had not as yet completed their teacher training 16.7% 83.3%

%

Employ native speakers who have no teaching qualification to teach target language 5.6% 94.4%
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Table C.6: Difficulty in filling teaching vacancies 
Difficulty in filling teaching vacancies Yes No 

For languages 10.3% 89.7%
For questionnaire language 0.0% 100.0%
For target language 15.0% 85.0%
For foreign languages other than target language 10.0% 90.0%

%

For subjects other than languages 48.7% 51.3%

 
Table C.7: Number of male and female teachers in school 
Number of teachers 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 More than 40 
Male teachers 25.6% 35.9% 28.2% 2.6% 7.7%
 
Female teachers 5.3% 21.0% 13.2% 23.7% 36.8%

 
Table C.8: Participation in in-service training 

Participation in in-service training is Selected Not selected 
An obligation for teachers 97.4% 2.6%
A right for teachers 17.9% 82.1%
Required for promotion 2.6% 97.4%
%

Optional 5.1% 94.9%

 
Table C.9: Participation in in-service training 

Participation in in-service training is Selected Not selected 
An obligation for teachers 97.4% 2.6%
A right for teachers 17.9% 82.1%
Required for promotion 2.6% 97.4%
%

Optional 5.1% 94.9%

 
Table C.10: Financial incentives for in-service training from school 

Financial incentives for in-service training from school Yes No 
Payment of enrolment costs of training 30.8% 69.2%
Payment of other training-related expenditure 10.5% 89.5%
Paid leave during training with no loss of earnings 26.3% 73.7%
Increase in salary afterwards 2.6% 97.4%
Payment of enrolment costs of training 43.2% 56.8%
Payment of other training-related expenditure 24.3% 75.7%
Paid leave during training with no loss of earnings 38.5% 61.5%

%

Increase in salary afterwards 13.2% 86.8%

 
Table C.11: Organisation of in-service training 

Organisation of         
in-service training 

During working hours with a substitute 
teacher for his or her classes 

During working hours but 
not during teaching hours 

Only outside 
working hours 

 Percentage 17.9% 51.3% 30.8%

 
Table C.12: Number of teachers that participated in teacher exchange visits 

Number of teachers that participated in teacher exchange visits 0 visits At least 1 visit 
Teachers of target language 94.7% 5.3%
Teachers of languages other than target language 89.5% 10.5%
Teachers of subjects other than languages 89.5% 10.5%
%

Total number of teachers 84.2% 15.8%
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Table C.13: Number of guest teachers from abroad 
Number of guest teachers from abroad 0 guest teachers At least 1 guest teacher 

Guest teachers of target language 94.7% 5.3%
Guest teachers of languages other than target language 84.2% 15.8%
Guest teachers of subjects other than languages 100.0% 0.0%
%

Total number of guest teachers 78.9% 21.1%

 
Table C.14: Received funding for exchange visits 

Received funding for exchange visits Yes No 
Through the European Union, such as a Comenius grant 30.8% 69.2%
Through the government (including local, regional, state and national government) 7.7% 92.3%%

Through benefactors, donations, bequests, sponsorships, parent fund raising 2.6% 97.4%

 
Table C.15: Mentoring programme 

Mentoring programme Yes No 
For (almost) all teachers 11.1% 88.9%
For teachers for whom this is their first teaching job 79.5% 20.5%%

For teachers who are new to this school   56.8% 43.2%

 
Table C.16: Status of target language in the school curriculum 

Status of target language in the school curriculum Yes No 
Target language is a compulsory subject in the curriculum of all students 95.0% 5.0%
Target language is a compulsory subject in the curriculum of some students 0.0% 100.0%
Target language is the first taught foreign language for all students 94.1% 5.9%
Target language is the first taught foreign language for some students 6.3% 93.8%

%

Target language is the most widely taught foreign language in school 87.5% 12.5%

 
Table C.17: Class Size 

Class Size 16-20 21-25 26-30 
Average class size 24.3% 64.9% 10.8%
 
Average target language class size 35.0% 55.0% 10.0%

 
Table C.18: Frequency of student assessment 

 
Frequency of student assessment using : 

 
Never   

A few times  
a year 

About once   
a month 

A few times   
a month 

Almost every 
week 

Standardised tests (e.g. national examination) 23.7% 71.1% 2.6% 2.6% 0.0%
Teacher-developed tests 0.0% 12.8% 76.9% 7.7% 2.6%
Teachers’ judgmental ratings 7.7% 17.9% 35.9% 20.5% 17.9%
 

Student portfolios 43.2% 43.2% 8.1% 5.4% 0.0%
 Student assignments or projects or homework 2.6% 23.1% 10.3% 10.3% 53.8%

 
Table C.19: Measures to encourage language learning 

Measures to encourage language learning Yes No 
Content and Language Integrated Learning  33.3% 66.7%
The classes for foreign language lessons are smaller than is common or required 34.2% 65.8%
A wider choice of languages is offered than is common or required 29.7% 70.3%
More teaching hours are devoted to foreign language learning than is required 8.1% 91.9%
Students can study more languages than is common or required 34.2% 65.8%
More extra-curricular activities related to language education than is required 35.1% 64.9%

%

Foreign language lessons are offered in earlier grades than is common or required 30.6% 69.4%
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Table C.20: Grades in which foreign languages are offered as a subject 
Grades in which foreign languages are offered as a subject Not on offer On offer for some On offer for all 
Lower grades than the starting grade of ISCED1 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Starting grade of ISCED1 89.5% 0.0% 10.5%
Second grade of ISCED1 89.5% 0.0% 10.5%
Third grade of ISCED1 89.5% 0.0% 10.5%
Fourth grade of ISCED1 84.2% 0.0% 15.8%
Fifth grade of ISCED1 83.3% 0.0% 16.7%
Sixth grade of ISCED1       73.7% 0.0% 26.3%
First grade of ISCED2 10.5% 0.0% 89.5%
Second grade of ISCED2        12.8% 0.0% 87.2%
Third grade of ISCED2 5.1% 0.0% 94.9%
Fourth grade of ISCED2 5.3% 0.0% 94.7%
Fifth grade of ISCED2 5.3% 0.0% 94.7%
First grade of ISCED3       82.4% 5.9% 11.8%
Second grade of ISCED3 81.3% 6.3% 12.5%

 

Higher grades than 2nd grade of ISCED3 86.7% 0.0% 13.3%

 
Table C.21: Grades in which foreign languages are offered as a compulsory subject 

Grades in which foreign languages are offered as a 
compulsory subject 

 
Not on offer 

Compulsory  
for some 

Compulsory 
for all 

Lower grades than the starting grade of ISCED1 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Starting grade of ISCED1 88.9% 0.0% 11.1%
Second grade of ISCED1 88.9% 0.0% 11.1%
Third grade of ISCED1 88.9% 0.0% 11.1%
Fourth grade of ISCED1 83.3% 0.0% 16.7%
Fifth grade of ISCED1 83.3% 0.0% 16.7%
Sixth grade of ISCED1 70.6% 5.9% 23.5%
First grade of ISCED2 13.2% 5.2% 81.6%
Second grade of ISCED2 7.9% 5.2% 86.8%
Third grade of ISCED2 5.3% 5.2% 89.5%
Fourth grade of ISCED2 2.6% 5.2% 92.1%
Fifth grade of ISCED2 2.6% 7.9% 89.5%
First grade of ISCED3 76.5% 11.8% 11.8%
Second grade of ISCED3 81.3% 12.6% 6.3%

 

Higher grades than 2nd grade of ISCED3 87.5% 6.3% 6.3%

 
Table C.22: Frequency organisation of school language projects 

 
Frequency organisation of school language projects 

 
Not at all 

In 1 school 
year 

In 2 school 
years 

In 3 school 
years 

Collaboration project with schools abroad 25.6% 35.9% 17.9% 20.5%
Language clubs 54.1% 27.0% 2.7% 16.2%
Language competition 28.2% 23.1% 12.8% 35.9%
European Day of Languages 25.6% 23.1% 10.3% 41.0%
Extracurricular language projects 21.1% 23.7% 28.9% 26.3%
Pen friends, email or MSN friends for students 26.3% 42.1% 15.8% 15.8%
Excursions and field trips related to language education 15.4% 33.3% 15.4% 35.9%
School trips to a [target language] speaking country 50.0% 30.0% 10.0% 10.0%
School trips to another non-target language country 35.0% 35.0% 5.0% 25.0%
Visits to school by a class from a target language country 65.0% 30.0% 0.0% 5.0%

 

Visits to school by a class from a non-target language country 50.0% 35.0% 10.0% 5.0%
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Table C.22: Funding intercultural exchanges 
 

Funding intercultural exchanges 
 

Not at all 
To a small 

extent 
To a large 

extent 
 

Completely
Through the European Union, such as a Comenius grant 47.4% 15.8% 21.1% 15.8%
Through the government (including local, regional, state and 
national government) 

83.8% 13.5% 0.0% 2.7%

Through regular student fees or school charges paid by 
parents 

67.6% 16.2% 10.8% 5.4%

Through specific contributions paid by parents 51.4% 8.1% 13.5% 27.0%

 

Through benefactors, donations, bequests, sponsorships, 
parent fund raising 

85.7% 14.3% 0.00% 0.00%

 
Table C.23: Extra lessons on offer 

Extra lessons on offer Yes No 
Enrichment lessons for target language 13.2% 86.8%
Enrichment lessons for other foreign languages  10.5% 89.5%
Remedial lessons for target language 34.2% 65.8%
Remedial lessons for other foreign languages  7.9% 92.1%
Extra English lessons for students with a different home language to English   36.8% 63.2%

%

Extra lessons in students home language if this is a different language to English  0.0% 100.0%

 
Table C.24: Lack of resources 

Lack of resources Yes No 
A lack of qualified language teachers 2.6% 97.4%
A lack of qualified English teachers 0.0% 100.0%
A lack of qualified target language teachers 5.0% 95.0%
A lack of qualified teachers of foreign languages  5.0% 95.0%
A lack of qualified teachers of subjects other than languages 2.6% 97.4%
A lack of library staff 5.1% 94.9%
A lack of other support personnel 30.8% 69.2%
Shortage or inadequacy of instructional materials  10.3% 89.7%
Shortage or inadequacy of computers for instruction 20.5% 79.5%
Lack or inadequacy of Internet connectivity 23.1% 76.9%
Shortage or inadequacy of computer software for instruction 28.2% 71.8%
Shortage or inadequacy of library materials 15.4% 84.6%

%

Shortage or inadequacy of audio-visual resources 18.4% 81.6%

 
Table C.25: ICT facilities 

ICT facilities Yes No 
Multimedia language lab (teacher and student PCs with specific language software) 7.7% 92.3%
Multimedia lab (teacher PC and student PCs without specific language learning software) 56.4% 43.6%
A virtual learning environment to support teaching and learning 12.8% 87.2%
Software or access to websites specifically designed for learning languages 76.3% 23.7%
Software for communication tools, eg email, chatting, blogging,  69.2% 30.8%
Software or tools developed in house for learning and teaching languages 28.9% 71.1%
Digital student portfolio 2.7% 97.3%
Software for language assessment 7.7% 92.3%
Access to online dictionaries and other reference works 74.4% 25.6%
Access to online news media (TV, radio, newspapers) in [target language] 71.8% 28.2%

%

Access to other websites on life and culture in target language countries 82.1% 17.9%
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Table C.26: Sufficient resources for the instruction in foreign languages 
Sufficient resources for the instruction in foreign languages Yes No 

Audio cassettes, CDs or other audio-material spoken in target language 80.0% 20.0%
Audio cassettes, CDs or other audio-material spoken in foreign languages other 
than target language 

85.0% 15.0%

Video cassettes, DVDs, video clips from YouTube or other audio-visual material 
spoken in target language 

  63.2% 36.8%

Video cassettes, DVDs, video clips from YouTube or other audio-visual material 
spoken in foreign languages other than target language 

68.4% 31.6%

Newspapers, magazines, comics or song texts written in target language 60.0% 40.0%
Newspapers, magazines, comics or song texts written in foreign languages other 
than target language 

70.0% 30.0%

Textbooks for target language   85.0% 15.0%
Textbooks for foreign languages other than target language   85.0% 15.0%
Books written in target language for extensive reading   85.0% 15.0%
Books written in foreign languages other than target language for extensive 
reading 

63.2% 36.8%

Lesson materials prepared by the teachers of target language 70.0% 30.0%

%

Lesson materials prepared by the teacher(s) of other foreign languages than target 
language 

70.0% 30.0%

 
Table C.27: ICT devices available in the classrooms 

 
ICT devices available in the classrooms: 

 
No 

 
In some classrooms 

In almost all 
classrooms 

A teacher PC or laptop 15.4% 30.8% 53.8%
A projector 12.8% 74.4% 12.8%
Interactive whiteboard 25.6% 69.2% 5.1%
 

An internet connection 13.2% 39.5% 47.4%

 
Table C.28: For your school, who has considerable responsibility for selecting teachers for hire? 
For your school, who has considerable responsibility for selecting teachers for hire? Selected Not selected 
Principals 41.0% 59.0%
Teachers 0.0% 100.0%
School governing board 15.4% 84.6%
%

National education authority 64.1% 35.9%

 
Table C.29: For your school, who has considerable responsibility for firing teachers? 

For your school, who has considerable responsibility for firing teachers? Selected Not selected 
Principals 33.3% 66.7%
Teachers 0.0% 100.0%
School governing board 20.5% 79.5%
%

National education authority 64.1% 35.9%

 
Table C.30: Who has considerable responsibility for establishing teachers starting salaries? 

Who has considerable responsibility for establishing teachers starting salaries? Selected Not selected 
Principals 2.6% 97.4%
Teachers 0.0% 100.0%
School governing board 2.6% 97.4%
%

National education authority 5.1% 94.9%
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Table C.31: Who has considerable responsibility for determining teachers’ salary increases? 
Who has considerable responsibility for determining teachers’ salary increases? Selected Not selected 

Principals 5.1% 94.9%
Teachers 0.0% 100.0%
School governing board 2.6% 97.4%
%

National education authority 92.3% 7.7%

 
Table C.32: Who has considerable responsibility for formulating the school budget? 

Who has considerable responsibility for: Formulating the school budget? Selected Not selected 
Principals 46.2% 53.8%
Teachers 0.00% 100.0%
School governing board 30.8% 69.2%
%

National education authority 43.6% 56.4%

 
Table C.33: Who has responsibility for deciding on budget allocations within the school? 

Who has responsibility for: Deciding on budget allocations within the school? Selected Not selected 
Principals 71.8% 28.2%
Teachers 10.3% 89.7%
School governing board 30.8% 69.2%
%

National education authority 17.9% 82.1%

 
Table C.34: Who has considerable responsibility for establishing student disciplinary policies? 

Who has considerable responsibility for establishing student disciplinary policies? Selected Not selected 
Principals 79.5% 20.5%
Teachers 38.5% 61.5%
School governing board 30.8% 69.2%
%

National education authority 23.1% 76.9%

 
Table C.35: Who has considerable responsibility for establishing student assessment policies? 

Who has considerable responsibility for establishing student assessment policies? Selected Not selected 
Principals 66.7% 33.3%
Teachers 41.0% 59.0%
School governing board 25.6% 74.4%
%

National education authority 38.5% 61.5%

 
Table C.36: Who has considerable responsibility for establishing student assessment policies? 

Who has responsibility for approving students for admission to the school? Selected Not selected 
Principals 40.5% 59.5%
Teachers 0.0% 100.0%
School governing board 13.5% 86.5%
%

National education authority 64.9% 35.1%

 
Table C.37: Who has considerable responsibility for choosing which textbooks are used? 

Who has considerable responsibility for choosing which textbooks are used? Selected Not selected 
Principals 28.2% 71.8%
Teachers 48.7% 51.3%
School governing board 2.6% 97.4%
%

National education authority 56.4% 43.6%
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Table C.38: For your school, who has responsibility for determining course content? 
For your school, who has responsibility for determining course content? Selected Not selected 

Principals 18.4% 81.6%
Teachers 34.2% 65.8%
School governing board 2.6% 97.4%
%

National education authority 71.1% 28.9%

 
Table C.39: Who has responsibility for deciding which foreign languages are offered as subject? 
Who has responsibility for deciding which foreign languages are offered as subject? Selected Not selected 
Principals 33.3% 66.7%
Teachers 0.0% 100.0%
School governing board 20.5% 79.5%
%

National education authority 66.7% 33.3%

 
Table C.40: Who has responsibility for determining in which order foreign languages are offered? 
Who has responsibility for determining in which order foreign languages are offered? Selected Not selected 
Principals 35.9% 64.1%
Teachers 2.6% 97.4%
School governing board 15.4% 84.6%
%

National education authority 61.5% 38.5%
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