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Less-Widely Taught Languages Teaching Survey Report 2016 

 

1. Introduction   

This report follows on from results of the University Council of Modern Languages’ (UCML; 

http://www.ucml.ac.uk/) first Language Teaching Survey that was published in the association’s 

website towards the end of 2014 

(http://www.ucml.ac.uk/sites/default/files/pages/160/UCML%20language%20survey%20report%

202014.pdf). In line with the aims and objectives of the first study, this report continues to explore 

key information relating to the language teaching practices across the HE (Higher Education) sector 

in the UK. In particular, it focuses on the less-widely taught languages in HEIs (Higher Education 

Institutions) as part of a degree in foreign languages. 

To this effect, a questionnaire was created in the summer of 2015 with the purpose of surveying 

those language modules focusing on the acquisition and development of language competencies as 

core elements of a given degree programme which are often taught in combination with other 

modules in ‘cultural’ studies. The survey was open to any world languages taught at degree level 

with the exception of French, German, Italian, and Spanish which were instead surveyed the 

previous year. 

Some 48 providers responded from across a wide-ranging number of languages taught as single or 

joint honours subjects, as part of major-minor combinations, or as part of ever-increasing flexible 

honours degree programmes. Elective or Institution-Wide Language Programmes (IWLP) modules 

were not included in this survey (a survey for IWLP modules is published separately each year: 

http://www.aulc.org/documents/UCML_AULC_2014-2015.pdf).  

The four core areas of interest in the present survey closely mirror the 2014 survey in relation to: 

a. the number of contact hours taught per core language module per HE institution; 

b. the credit weighting assigned to each core language module; 

c. the number of students per core language class; 

d. the mapping of core language modules against the CEFR  

(Common European Framework for Languages: 

http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/cadre1_en.asp). 

A number of supplementary questions were also introduced to address additional needs of the 

languages surveyed. In particular, other areas of interest covered: 

a. the health of the discipline; 

b. the split of teaching into different language skills; 

c. the percentage of students studying the language as single or joint honours; 

http://www.ucml.ac.uk/
http://www.ucml.ac.uk/sites/default/files/pages/160/UCML%20language%20survey%20report%202014.pdf
http://www.ucml.ac.uk/sites/default/files/pages/160/UCML%20language%20survey%20report%202014.pdf
http://www.aulc.org/documents/UCML_AULC_2014-2015.pdf
http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/cadre1_en.asp
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d. the level of proficiency achieved by students during their period of residence abroad. 

The survey was open to all UK HEIs and was distributed through the UCML language constituency 

channels and some of the languages’ learned societies’ distribution lists.  

 

2. Design of the survey 

The survey was created and administered using the Form tool in Google drive in order to give 

consistency and ease of data comparability with the 2014 study. It comprised an identical set of 

questions, both in form and content, to the first survey.  

Additionally, a number of extra questions were created to offer a further degree of granularity and 

refinement in the collection of data. These questions were collated from a number of suggestions 

put forward by HE language practitioners who were interested in finding out specific information the 

original questions did not investigate. In particular, and given the acknowledged degree of additional 

contact hours many of the less-widely taught languages require, these questions focussed on the 

possible split in the teaching of the different skills, the different provision, if offered, to false 

beginners (students with a home knowledge of the language and no formal learning of it), the type 

of textbook used in the teaching of the modules, the intake figures for the discipline(s) in the last 

four years, whether students need to have achieved a certain level of proficiency in the target 

language after the year spent abroad (in order to progress into final year), whether other core 

language-related modules are taught at the named institutions, and finally, what percentage of 

students are studying the language as single, joint, combined honours or as part of a major/minor 

combination. 

The survey was based on conventional four-year long degree courses, in which year two or three of 

the degree is spent abroad. 

 

3. Responses 

The survey was first circulated in July 2015. In the period between July and August, it returned 28 

questionnaires. It was circulated again in September, and it returned a further 32 questionnaires 

between September and October. Two additional responses were collected in November 2015 

following the specific targeting of one language through its learned society’s distribution list in order 

to achieve a more statistically significant return.  

Of the 62 responses obtained, four were discarded either because it was not possible to establish for 

what language they had been completed or because they had been returned empty. One additional 

response was discarded because it had been filled in for one of the languages surveyed in 2014 and 

two others because they were returned for IWLP modules. 

Nine additional questionnaires were also discarded as they constituted duplicate (in one case 

triplicate) answers. In this case, duplicated questionnaires were compared for consistency of 

information; most of the information in all surveys was found to be the same. However, in a few 
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instances in which information differed considerably (e.g. on the number of students in language 

classes, on the use of CEFR or on whether students were required to have achieved a certain degree 

of language proficiency upon returning from the year abroad), an executive decision was made to 

select the questionnaire with the least ‘I don’t know’ responses thus favouring the questionnaire 

which had put forward the most informative (in the case of open questions) and completed answers 

(in the case in which questions had not been answered altogether).  

The choosing of one questionnaire over another in any one duplicate set of pairs based on the 

amount of information offered by the respondents also helped to solve issues relating to the 

averaging of the numerical data collected. For instance, the choosing of one set of data helped in 

cases in which such data could not be easily compared (i.e. the number of students in a given class 

for which the answering options were based on bands with an upper and lower figure: 1-7, 8-12, 13-

16, etc.). The assumption here was that the questionnaire with the most informative and complete 

answers and the least ‘I don’t know’ would also provide a more accurate response in terms of 

figures. 

 

4. Respondents  

In total, 46 responses were obtained from 27 different HEIs: 17 from the Russell Group (71% of the 

total of RG institutions) and 10 from outside the Russell Group providers. As it was the case with the 

2014 survey, not all HEIs responded for all languages. Responses were entered from a minimum of 1 

language per provider to a maximum of 7 languages per provider, averaging 1.9 languages per HEI 

for the Russell Group Universities and 1.2 languages per provider for the remaining institutions. 

 

5. Languages 

Returned questionnaires were obtained for 14 different languages. The most returned language was 

Portuguese, followed by Chinese, Japanese and Russian, as the box below shows. Several entries 

consisted only of one language, which closely reflects the scarcity of provision across the sector, as 

the table below shows. 
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Languages Responses 

Arabic 2 

Bulgarian 1 

Chinese 8 

Czech 2 

Danish 1 

Dutch 1 

Japanese 6 

Korean 3 

Polish 1 

Portuguese 13 

Russian 4 

Serb-Croatian 1 

Slavonic 1 

Ukrainian 1 

 

Overall, when considering the number of providers in which at least one of these languages is taught 

according to UCAS figures (149) the response rate has been positive: one HEI in three returned a 

questionnaire with a response rate ranging from a minimum of 12.5% for some languages to a full 

return rate for others (100%), as the table below shows: 

 

 

 Responses HEIs 
(UCAS 
figure) 

Response 
rate % 

    

Arabic 2 16 12.5% 

Bulgarian 1 1 100% 

Chinese 8 39 20.5% 

Czech 2 6 33% 

Danish 1 1 100% 

Dutch 1 3 33% 

Japanese 6 24 25% 

Korean 3 3 100% 

Polish 1 3 33% 

Portuguese 13 24 54% 

Russian 4 21 19% 

Serb-Croatian 1 3 33% 

Slavonic 1 3 33% 

Ukrainian 1 2 50% 

 46 149 30.8% 

 

Table A: Number of responses 

Table B:  Response rates 
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6. Results 

For comparative purposes, results have been divided in three groups of languages. The first group 

includes languages which have each returned at least four questionnaires: Portuguese (13), Chinese 

(8), Japanese (6), and Russian (4). The second group comprises those languages which returned two 

or three questionnaires: Korean (3), Arabic (2), and Czech (2). The third group is formed by the 

remaining languages returning one questionnaire each: Bulgarian, Danish, Dutch, Polish, Serb-

Croatian, Slavonic, and Ukrainian.  

 

6.1 Group 1: Portuguese, Chinese, Japanese, Russian  

Language teaching: how many contact hours per week?  

The number of contact hours taught within each institution for the first group of languages returned 

interesting results. As the table below shows, the average language degree in Portuguese averages 

3.64 language contact hours per week, much in line with the results obtained for German and the 

other Romance languages surveyed. On the other hand, Chinese, Japanese, and Russian average, 

when combined, 5.16 language contact hours per week. Chinese emerges as the language with the 

most contact time (on average 5.78 hours per week), followed by Japanese (4.95) and Russian (4.75).  

Hardly surprisingly, non-Romance languages, and in particular languages with a different alphabet, 

require additional class time; section 6.5 of this study expounds how such additional time is 

employed by the different languages. 

Overall, these results mirror the results of the first survey in terms of contact hours offered to ab 

initio level students: complete beginners are taught the most hours compared to students with a 

post-A level qualification in the language. After the first year, the ab initio hours tend to decrease 

incrementally and in some cases in final year they match the number of hours taught to post-A level 

students (in most institutions, at final-year level the two groups of students are merged and taught 

together). 

 

 Portuguese Chinese Japanese  Russian 

Yr 1 ab initio 5 6.25 5.8 5.75 

Yr 1 post-A 2.85 5.6 4.75 4 

Yr 2 post-ab initio 4.16 6.4 5.8 5.75 

Yr 2 post-A 3.14 5.6 4.75 4 

Final Yr 3.69 5.3 4.3 4.25 

Final Yr ab initio 3 5.5 4.3  

     

Average 3.64 5.78 4.95 4.75 

 

 

Table C: Group 1. Average of teaching hours 
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A detailed visual breakdown of contact hours by HEI can be seen in Appendix A. The ab-initio and 

post-A level groups have been kept separate for comparative ease. In those cases in which providers 

do not offer dedicated post-beginner modules in final year, results from both levels have been 

merged and given in one column. 

It must be noted that not all providers routinely offer the conventional streaming in different 

language groups based on the qualifications students have achieved. This issue is particularly 

relevant for those languages with a strong social community background whereby, for example, 

students who start a language degree are already familiar with the spoken language but lack 

grammar, writing, or reading skills. For this area of the survey, these groups of students have been 

added to the relevant, and already existing, year groups (e.g. in some institutions, community 

language students are placed in a second-year language modules when they start their degree in 

their first year) without differentiating between them. Additional details on differentiation of 

provision for these students are offered in section 7. 

 

6.2 Group 2: Korean, Arabic, Czech  

Language teaching: how many contact hours per week?  

As was the case for the first group of languages surveyed, the second group shows similar results in 

terms of contact hours taught at various levels. Overall, the number of contact hours offered weekly 

on average by the three languages combined (4.66) is higher than the figure afforded by German 

and the Romance languages surveyed (3.28). The table below shows that Czech averages the most 

hours (5.33), followed by Arabic (4.5), and Korean (4.16). 

 

 Korean Arabic Czech 

Yr 1 ab initio 4.16 5 5.5 

Yr 2 post-ab initio 4.16 5 5.5 

Final Yr 4.16 3.5 5 

    

Average 4.16 4.5 5.33 

 

It must also be noted that, for the HEIs surveyed within this group of languages, post-A level 

modules are not routinely offered. One provider for Czech differentiates provision at first-year level; 

however, details for such provision were not provided. In this respect, in the calculation of average 

of contact hours for Czech, the strand with the clearest details was selected. 

 

  

Table D: Group 2. Average of teaching hours 
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6.3 Group 3: Bulgarian, Danish, Dutch, Polish, Serb-Croatian, Slavonic, and Ukrainian 

Language teaching: how many contact hours per week?  

Data for this set of languages was mainly entered by one provider, with the exception of Danish and 

Dutch, which were returned by two different HEIs. To this effect, Polish was selected as the language 

that would provide the most straightforward data for comparative purposes with Danish and Dutch 

both in terms of similarities in the language modules set up and degree structure offered by the 

three institutions.  

The remaining languages (Serb-Croatian, Slavonic, and Ukrainian) seem to form part of a different 

degree structure offered by one provider which does not lend itself to being compared easily with 

Danish, Dutch, and Polish when using the same metrics of judgement. 

Interestingly, the number of contact hours offered for modules in Danish, Dutch, and Polish are 

strikingly similar to the ones obtained for German and the Romance languages surveyed previously. 

Overall, the average language module for the three languages combined offers 3.22 contact hours 

per week with both Danish and Dutch averaging 3.33 hours and Polish 3 weekly hours respectively. 

As was the case for the second group of languages, the language provision for these three HEIs only 

caters for ab-initio students. 

 

 Danish Dutch Polish 

Yr 1 ab initio 4 4 3 

Yr 2 post-ab initio 4 3 3 

Final Yr 2 3 3 

    

Average 3.33 3.33 3 

 

A visual breakdown of contact hours at all levels for the languages surveyed in group one, two and 

three is given in Appendix A. The next section consists of a written summary of the same data. 

 

6.4 How many contact hours? 

6.4.1 Group 1. Portuguese: how many contact hours? 

At first-year level, all providers who returned a questionnaire offer language modules for the ab-

initio cohort. The amount of contact hours varies between 3 and 10, with an average of 5 teaching 

hours per week. A post-A level strand is offered by 7 HEIs: the variation in contact hours ranges from 

a minimum of 1 to a maximum of 5, with an average of 2.85 hours per week. 

In year two, the number of contact hours decreases for the ab-initio modules, averaging 4.16 hours 

per week (range 1-9). On the other hand, the post-A level modules seem to increase their weekly 

contact time to an average of 3.14. It is worth noting that different HEIs entered different data for 

the post-A level group set: not all providers entered data for the first year but did so for second year 

Table E: Group 3. Average of teaching hours 
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(or vice versa); since no explanation was given, it is possible to attribute these variations to 

fluctuations in student recruitment. 

In final year, most providers have indicated that the ab-initio and post-A level groups are merged 

and taught together resulting in an average of 3.69 hours per week (range 1-10). However, for those 

providers who keep teaching the ab-initio group separately, the average weekly contact hours 

decrease to 3. 

6.4.2 Group 1. Chinese: how many contact hours? 

All nine institutions surveyed offer language modules at ab-initio level whereas only seven providers 

deliver modules for the post-A level cohort. At first-year level, the ab-initio strand averages 5.7 hours 

of teaching per week (range 2-10) and the post-A level modules average 5.14 hours (range 2-8) per 

week respectively. 

In second year, a similar scenario to Portuguese occurs: one HEI who has entered data for one level 

in year one has not entered data for year two. This variation may explain why the average weekly 

contact hours increase slightly to 5.8 for all HEIs taken together for the ab-initio modules (range 2-

10). The same figure of 5.14 weekly contact hours is obtained for the post-A level modules. 

In final year, most providers merge the ab-initio and post-A level teaching averaging 5.3 hours of 

contact time per week (range 2-10). The two providers who continue to deliver modules to the ab-

initio students separately, however, have a higher figure of 5.5 hours per week. Notably, one 

institution did not enter data for final year; again, this could be attributed to possible fluctuations in 

recruitment. 

6.4.3 Group 1. Japanese: how many contact hours? 

For Japanese, all six providers offer ab-initio modules and two thirds also deliver modules for 

students with an A-level qualification. Overall, the picture emerging from the Japanese data is a 

consistent one: teaching hours decrease as the level of students increases in final year. In particular, 

the ab-initio modules offer on average 5.8 hours of contact time per week for both years one and 

two (range 3-8); in final year, regardless of whether the ab-initio group is taught separately from the 

post-A level group or not, the figure decreases to 4.3 hours per week. 

For the post-A level modules, all four HEIs offer the same number of contact hours per week in years 

one and two averaging 4.75 hours of weekly teaching (range 3-6). 

6.4.4 Group 1. Russian: how many contact hours? 

The figures collected for Russian also offer a consistent set of data. All four providers offer both ab-

initio and post-A level language modules. For the ab-initio level, the average figure for both year 1 

and two is of 5.75 teaching hours per week (notably, ab initio students in one HEI are offered on 

average 12 hours per week during their placement abroad). For the post-A level modules, the weekly 

contact time is 4 hours (range 3-6) for both first and second year. In final year, providers do not 

differentiate between levels and teach their ex beginners and post-A level students together: in this 

case, the average weekly figure is 4.25 hours.  
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6.4.5 Group 2. Korean, Arabic, Czech: how many contact hours? 

The three HEIs which returned data for Korean only offer modules at ab-initio level. Each provider 

delivers the same number of teaching hours across years one, two, and final year averaging 4.16 

hours per week (range 3.5-5). 

In Arabic, both HEIs provide the same number of contact hours (5) for ab-initio students in years one 

and two of their language degree. In final year, the combined data average 3.5 hours per week for 

both providers. It was not possible to determine whether the data entered by one HEI in the post-A 

level slot for year two was an inaccuracy or whether a course is offered at this level; in this respect, 

that figure has been omitted from the calculation of averages. 

The data collected for Czech shows the most variations for this group of languages. One HEI (Cze 1 in 

figure 13 in Appendix A) offers modules to both ab-initio and post-A level students. In the latter case, 

3 hours of weekly contact time are offered across all years. For the ab-initio group, however, figures 

present wide ranges for years two and final year when the two providers are analysed together (3-8 

and 3-7 respectively); the average weekly contact time is 5.5 in the first and second year of a 

representative language degree in Czech and 5 hours in final year. The provider named as Cze 1 

continues to teach the ab-initio group separately in final year. 

6.4.6 Group 3. Danish, Dutch, Polish: how many contact hours? 

All three languages seem to offer modules at ab-initio level exclusively. Danish offers 4 hours of 

weekly teaching time in first and second year and 2 contact hours at final year level. 

Dutch delivers four hours of teaching in year one weekly and two hours in second and final year, 

whereas Polish offers 3 contact hour per week at all levels of the curriculum. 

6.4.7 Group 3. Bulgarian, Serb-Croatian, Slavonic, Ukrainian: how many contact 

hours? 

Data for these languages have been entered by the same institution. Bulgarian, Serb-Croatian and 

Slavonic are taught at introductory level from year two for 8 hours per week; the same number of 

hours is also taught at final-year level. Ukrainian is taught for one weekly hour at introductory level; 

it is assumed that this module can be taken by students at any point and at all levels of their 

curriculum. 

 

6.5 Language teaching and language skills 

This section of the survey enquired whether the teaching of language for the less-widely taught 

languages (LWTL) is divided into separate skills across HEIs. In particular, the request to survey this 

area of teaching was put forward by non-European languages. Results show that, to some extent, 

split-skill teaching is common practice across the sector; the most common split is between writing 

and speaking skills with most of the institutions surveyed providing classes to practise oral skills 

separately. However, nomenclature for separate skills appears to be problematic in that the way in 

which such skills are referred to varies from provider to provider. The tables below shows, per 
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language, the named skills that are taught separately also specifying the level at which split-skill 

teaching takes place when the information was volunteered. 

 

6.5.1 Group 1: Portuguese  

 

HEI Separate skills? Language skills taught separately 

1.  Yes Yr 1 & 2: writing, oral, vocab/listening  
Yr 2 (post-ab initio): reading and translating, writing, oral  
Final yr: writing/reading/translating, oral  

2.  Yes Oral  

3.  Yes Writing, grammar, listening, oral 

4.  Yes Grammar, writing, oral & vocab 

5.  Yes Lower levels: grammar, writing, comprehension, listening/oral 
Intermediate level: grammar, writing/translation, listening/oral 
Advanced levels: writing, translation/interpretation, listening/oral 

6.  Yes Oral/aural, writing  

7.  Yes  

8.  Yes Grammar, language/translation, oral 

9.  Yes Oral, essay and guided writing, translation to and from TL, grammar 

10.  No  

11.  No  

12.  Yes Grammar, grammar workshop, writing workshop, oral, contextual studies 

13.  Yes Oral/aural 

 

6.5.2 Group 1: Chinese 

 

HEI Separate skills? Language skills taught separately 

1.  Yes Listening/speaking, grammar, reading, writing 

2.  No  

3.  Yes Comprehension, listening and speaking, writing and reading 

4.  No  

5.  Yes Listening, speaking, vocabulary, grammar, textbook exercises 

6.  Yes Speaking 

7.  Yes Conversation, literacy (except yr 1) 

8.  No  

 

  

Table F: Portuguese. Language skills split 

Table G: Chinese. Language skills split 



11 
 

 

 

6.5.3 Group 1: Japanese 

 

HEI Separate skills? Language skills taught separately 

1.  Yes Ab initio: grammar, speaking, listening, reading & writing  

2.  Yes Grammar & speaking, listening and speaking, reading, writing 
Final yr (advanced): for grammar, reading and translation, listening, 
speaking, writing  
Final yr (further advanced): reading, writing, speaking, Business Japanese, 
translation from and into TL, community interpreting, writing (further 
advanced) 

3.  Yes Varies from year to year 

4.  No  

5.  Yes Reading and writing 

6.  No  

 

6.5.4 Group 1: Russian 

 

HEI Separate skills? Language skills taught separately 

1.  Yes Yr 1: grammar, reading, conversation, writing/exercises 
Yr 2: grammar, conversation, translation into TL, writing 
Final Yr: corpus training/advanced grammar, conversation, writing, 
translation into TL 

2.  Yes Grammar, multimedia class, oral 

3.  Yes Yr 1 (ab initio): grammar, practice of new grammar and writing, oral 
Yr 1 (post-A)/Yr 2: grammar, oral, translation into L1 alternated with 
writing in TL 
Final yr: translation into L1, translation into TL / writing in TL, oral/aural  

4.  Yes Post-A and Final yr: grammar, translation from and into TL, essay, 
conversation, discourse, listening  

 

  

Table H: Japanese skills split 

Table I: Russian skills split 
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6.5.5. Group 2: Korean, Arabic, Czech 

 

 

HEI Separate skills? Language skills taught separately 

Kor 
1. 

Yes Grammar lecture 

Kor 
2. 

Yes Grammar, listening and vocabulary, speaking, reading 

Kor 
3. 

No  

Ar 
1. 

Yes Written: grammar, translation from & into TL, composition; oral 
3rd / 4th yr: Arabic literature 

Ar 
2. 

No  

Cz 
1. 

Yes Integrated skills: comprehension, grammar, speaking, listening, 
translation; oral/aural  

Cz 
2. 

No  

 

6.5.6 Group 3: Danish, Dutch, Bulgarian, Serb-Croatian, Slavonic, Polish, 

Ukrainian 

 

HEI Separate skills? Language skills taught separately 

Da No  

Du No  

Bu Yes Yr 2: grammar, vocabulary and reading 
Final yr: history of the language; modern linguistic structure 

Cr Yes Yr 2: grammar, vocabulary and reading 
Final yr: history of the language; modern linguistic structure 

Sl Yes Structure and history of language, reading and analysing texts 

Po Yes Advanced level: grammar, conversation / vocabulary, translation. 

Uk No  

 

  

Table J: Korean, Arabic, Czech skills split 

Table K: Group 3 skills split 
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7. Special provision 

7.1.1 Introduction 

This area of the survey enquired whether the surveyed HEIs offer some degree of separate provision 

for those students who start their modules as ‘false beginners’ and in particular for those students 

who are already familiar with the TL alphabet in the case of non-European languages. 

Interestingly, three Portuguese HEIs responded to this question. In HEI 1, if students have had 

contact with the Portuguese language prior to the start of their language degree, the institution 

allows them not to attend the first four weeks of the module. Such students will join the main core 

language module in the fifth week of learning alongside the complete beginners. In both HEIs 4 and 

5, students will be allocated to suitable stages or modules that are separate from the ones attended 

by complete beginners.  

For Chinese learners already familiar with the alphabet, HEI 2 assigns them to a higher level, 

whereas HEI 3 puts them on a bespoke language module. In the latter case, it is assumed that 

students who take this option are a small minority. HEI 6, on the other hand, assigns students 

(reading) texts of different ability in order to match each learner’s individual needs during tutorials. 

HEI 7 requires instead an Accreditation of Prior Learning (APL) from students who have had contact 

with the TL prior to the start of their degree. 

For Japanese, HEI 4 recognises that cases in which students are already familiar with aspects of the 

target language are rare. In these instances, additional weekly work is set for students by their 

language tutors. A similar practice is followed by HEI 5, which, in some cases, advises students to 

move to the post-A level module. In this circumstance, an APL is required. 

For Russian, HEI 1 has the option to move ‘false beginners’ to the post-A level module. For Arabic, 

HEI 2 sets similar students additional and more challenging weekly tasks, whereas in Czech, HEI 2 

teaches these learners separately. The Ukrainian provider states that Ukrainian ‘is routinely taken by 

students with knowledge of Russian who know the Cyrillic alphabet’. Other languages did not reply 

to this question. 

7.2 Additional provision 

The question on additional provision enquired whether the HEIs surveyed offered language-related 

modules other than the core language modules or ‘content’ modules currently being taught 

(modules through which students learn about various cultural aspects of the target country, such as: 

history, literature, visual studies, etc.). 

Whilst most institutions teach modules relating to the target language culture, only a few providers 

offer additional language modules and mostly largely for specialist purposes such as ‘language for 

Business’. For Portuguese and Chinese, only three HEIs do so (Portuguese: Advanced Translation 

from/into Portuguese; Portuguese for Business; Translation and Linguistics; Chinese: Chinese for 

Business; Business Management and Chinese). For Japanese, one provider offers Translation and 

Interpreting whilst another teaches ‘Languages carousel; Languages in the Workplace; Translation in 

the workplace’ and a research project module on Languages. For Russian, one HEI offers Russian 

Reading Skills in year one, Business Russian and Russian>English translation in year two, and 
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advanced translation in year three; two additional institutions teach modules in advanced 

translation. Both Arabic HEIs offer modules on the Media; one also provides an additional Business 

module. In Dutch, one module in Linguistics is offered. 

The scarcity in the offer of additional language modules other than the more widespread ones 

(Translation; Language for Business) may be speculated to be linked to, or be a direct consequence 

of, the lack of human resources within each language department as section 14 on ‘Additional 

comments’ below expounds. In particular, the issue relating to restricted human resources is 

perceived by some HEIs to be counterproductive to the health of the discipline(s) as further 

opportunities for development and learning are lost or not exploited to their full potential – despite 

the fact that student numbers seem to be stable or steadily growing. 

 

8. Credit weighting and Degree combinations 

8.1 Credit weighting and distribution of credits 

This part of the survey asked about the number of credits attached to the core language modules of 

providers, given in CATS (Credit Accumulation and Transfer Scheme). 

Overall, the data obtained for each language broadly reflects the data from the first language survey 

in that providers seem to be consistent with the number of credits attached to their language 

modules throughout the life of a given degree. Wide ranges of credits can be found across all 

providers in comparable language degree courses (from 15 to 60 credits).  

Results show that, in general, modules targeted to post-A level students tend to maintain the same 

or a similar number of credits across the degree pathway, whereas ab-initio modules tend to have a 

higher number of credits attached to modules in year one when compared with second and final 

year in some institutions, as average figures in the table below show. This pattern is in line with the 

intensive nature of ab initio language modules through which students are exposed to a higher 

number of classes per week and which usually requires additional study time.  

For comparative purposes, credits returned in ECTs (European Credit Transfer) have been converted 

to CATS. For those HEIs whose entry appears blank, either the number of credits was given as ‘Other’ 

and not specified or a credit-rating system is not currently in use. 

Appendix B shows details for each language module at the various levels in each institution with a 

differentiation between ab-initio and post-A level modules in relevant cases. It is worth 

remembering that not all providers offer modules at each level. 
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Language  Ab initio Post-A 

 Yr 1 Yr 2 Final yr Yr 1 Yr 2 Final yr 

Portuguese 33 25 25 30 31 25 

Chinese 39 36 34 37 37 34 

Japanese 37.5 34 31 35 35 31 

Russian 37 23 23 23 23 23 

Korean 30 20 20 - - - 

Arabic 30 20 17.5 - - - 

Czech 20 20 20 - - - 

Danish 30 30 30 - - - 

Dutch  20 20 20 - - - 

       

Total average 31 25 24.5 31 31.5 28 

 

 

8.2 Language degree combinations  

This area of the survey elicited information on the type of degree programmes offered by the HEIs in 

terms of studying a language as a Single Honours (SH) subject or in combination with another subject 

as part of a Joint Honours (JH) programme. Additionally, the survey enquired about the possibility of 

studying one of the given languages as part of a Combined Honours (CH) or as part of a Major-Minor 

degree programme. 

Unsurprisingly, results show that the number of students taking one of the languages as SH is very 

small; additionally, in some HEIs studying a language as a single-subject specialism is not an option at 

all. The vast majority of students in the less-widely taught languages choose to study one of the 

minority languages in combination with one of the most-widely taught languages as is the case for 

Portuguese with Spanish or Bulgarian with Russian. 

A growing number of providers are also offering students the possibility to study languages as part 

of a Flexible Honours degree, in which students may be allowed to study up to three languages at 

one time. In this case, the allocation of credits per language seems to vary from institution to 

institution; in some instances, however, the lesser-taught language cannot exceed a given number of 

credits and in the case of a Major-Minor combination, the lesser-taught language seems to make up 

the ‘Minor’ side of the degree. Appendix C show results per language; as was the case for the 

nomenclature of language skills, terminology in this area is also varied and complex. Therefore, in 

order to provide as correct information as possible, a decision was made to keep nomenclature as 

provided by the participating HEIs. As before, blank cells indicate that an answer has not been 

provided. 

 

  

Table L: Average of credit rating 
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9. Health of the discipline  

The less-widely taught languages sector has been particularly interested in finding out information 

relating to the number of students that have been recruited in the last few years per language per 

institution in order to assess the health of the discipline based on data taken as a whole. Despite 

HESA recently releasing general figures for UK HE enrolments in 2014-15 

(https://hesa.ac.uk/pr/3771-statistical-first-release-224) and UCAS releasing data on HE 

acceptances (https://www.ucas.com/sites/default/files/eoc_data_resource_2015-

dr3_015_01.pdf), these figures are often not detailed enough to offer a snapshot of the languages 

surveyed here.  

This area of the survey considers intake figures in the last four years, which are broken down by HEI 

and presented in Appendix D. As is to be expected, the LWTLs surveyed here have a much lower 

student intake when compared even with the UCAS data relating to SH degree programmes for 

French, Spanish, and German. However, despite the low figures, student numbers seem to have 

remained quite stable in the last few years. Additionally, a common trend seems to be emerging for 

the less-widely taught languages as an increasing number of students choose to study one of such 

languages as a third subject in the institutions in which degree combinations with three languages 

are available. 

For the collection of data for this part of the survey, providers were asked to select an approximate 

figure based on five options for student numbers: <10, 20-30, 30-40, 40-50, and >50. HEIs who 

recruit over 50 students were also asked to provide additional details. The data collected here does 

not offer a precise figure on recruitment for the providers participating in the survey but it allows 

institutions to observe general trends whilst remaining aware of the limitations such data affords (i.e. 

not all UCAS-listed providers responded; not all respondents filled out every answer). 

One Portuguese provider noted that, whilst recruitment consistently has remained above 50 

students per year in the last four years, numbers are higher in the first year of the degree 

programme (70-80 students) and  progressively diminish by the last year of the degree (year 2: 50-60, 

final year: 50). A similar trend was also observed by one of the Arabic providers whose students 

choose to study Arabic as a third subject in the first year of their degree (ca. 70-100 students). Some 

of these students later decide to switch degree programme and continue to study Arabic to honours 

level (year 2: over 40 students, final year: over 20 students). One other Portuguese provider noted 

that each year 8-12 students are recruited as subject specialists and 30 more join the discipline as CH 

students who take up Portuguese generally as a third language. For this particular provider, the data 

inserted in table AA refers to the subject specialists. 

For Chinese, one provider noted that student numbers increased in the last two years with students 

registering to study Chinese as complete beginners (ca. 40), post-A level (ca. 20) and intermediate 

(ca. 10) students. For the provider with incomplete data, Chinese as a degree programme was set up 

in 2013. 

Two Japanese providers reported that student recruitment for elective Japanese language modules 

remains healthy; one provider in particular noted that Japanese represents the most popular 

language in degrees programmes including a language and a different subject. 

https://hesa.ac.uk/pr/3771-statistical-first-release-224
https://www.ucas.com/sites/default/files/eoc_data_resource_2015-dr3_015_01.pdf
https://www.ucas.com/sites/default/files/eoc_data_resource_2015-dr3_015_01.pdf
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It must be noted that for Dutch the figure provided (70-80 students) refers to the total number of 

students across the degree programme. In this respect, it has been assumed that ca. 20-30 new 

students are recruited each year. 

 

10. Language teaching and group sizes 

In this area of the survey, information on the number of students attending core language modules 

at every level of the curriculum was sought. Results show that, in most cases, group sizes tend to be 

smaller than in other areas of the Arts and Humanities, much in line with the findings from the first 

language survey. These findings corroborate current practice nationally and reinforce the anecdotal 

view that language teaching, in order to be effective, should be carried out in small groups. 

Overall, group sizes seldom go beyond 30 students; only one provider for Portuguese specified that 

the core language course consistently reach above 30 students in year one at their institution. The 

smallest group sizes are to be found amongst the less-widely taught languages in group three, which 

recruit consistently 1-3 students yearly with the exception of Danish, Dutch, and Polish.  

It is worth noting that two providers, one in Portuguese and one in Russian, cap oral classes to 8 and 

between 8 and 10 students respectively. 

One HEI in Japanese which did not provide a figure for year two sends its students on the year 

abroad during this time. 
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Group 1 

 

Group 1: 
Portuguese 

1-7 8-12 13-16 17-20 20+ Number of 
respondents 

Ab initio Yr 1 0 3 1 3 6 13 

Post-A Yr 1 5 1 0 0 1 7 

Post-ab initio Yr 2 0 2 2 2 5 11 

Post-A Yr 2 3 1 1 1 1 7 

Final Year 1 3 1 5 3 13 

Final Year (post-ab initio) 0 0 0 0 2 2 

 

 

Group 1: 
Chinese 

1-7 8-12 13-16 17-20 20+ Number of 
respondents 

Ab initio Yr 1 0 2 5 0 1 8 

Post-A Yr 1 5 0 1 0 0 6 

Post-ab initio Yr 2 1 2 5 0 0 8 

Post-A Yr 2 5 0 1 0 0 6 

Final Year 1 2 3 0 0 6 

Final Year (post-ab initio) 0 0 2 0 0 2 

 

 

Group 1: 
Japanese 

1-7 8-12 13-16 17-20 20+ Number of 
respondents 

Ab initio Yr 1 1 2 1 1 1 6 

Post-A Yr 1 2 0 1 1 0 4 

Post-ab initio Yr 2 1 0 1 2 0 4 

Post-A Yr 2 1 1 0 1 0 3 

Final Year 0 3 1 1 0 5 

Final Year (post-ab initio) 1 1 0 1 0 3 

 

 

 

Table M: Portuguese group sizes 

Table N: Chinese group sizes 

Table O: Japanese group sizes 
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Group 1:  
Russian 

1-7 8-12 13-16 17-20 20+ Number of 
respondents 

Ab initio Yr 1 1 0 0 2 1 4 

Post-A Yr 1 2 1 1 0 0 4 

Post-ab initio Yr 2 1 0 0 2 1 4 

Post-A Yr 2 2 0 1 0 1 4 

Final Year 1 0 1 0 2 4 

Final Year (post-ab initio) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Group 2 

 

Group 2: 
Korean, Arabic, Czech 

1-7 8-12 13-16 17-20 20+ Number of 
respondents 

Ab initio Yr 1 K = 1 
C = 1 

K = 1 
 

A = 1 
 

 K = 1 
A = 1 
C = 1 

K = 3 
A = 2 
C = 2 

Post-ab initio Yr 2 C = 2 K = 1 
 

A = 1  A = 1 
 

K = 1 
A = 2 
C = 2 

Final Year C = 2 K = 1 
 

A = 1 
 

 A = 1 
 

K = 1 
A = 2 
C = 2 

 

Group 3 

 

Group 3: 
Danish, Dutch, Polish 

1-7 8-12 13-16 17-20 20+ Number of 
respondents 

Ab initio Yr 1 Da = 1 
Po = 1 

   Du = 1 Da = 1 
Du = 1 
Po = 1 

Post-ab initio Yr 2 Da = 1 
Po = 1 

   Du = 1 
 

Da = 1 
Du = 1 
Po = 1 

Final Year Da = 1 
Po = 1 

  Du = 1  Da = 1 
Du = 1 
Po = 1 

 

  

Table P: Russian group sizes 

Table Q: Korean, Arabic, Czech group sizes 

Table R: Danish, Dutch, Polish group sizes 
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11. Language teaching and the Common European Framework for Languages 

This section of the survey queried the use of the CEFR and yielded interesting results as the tables 

below show. Much in line with the European languages already surveyed, the majority of the 

Portuguese HEIs reference their core language modules to the CEFR. Interestingly, two thirds of the 

Chinese providers and half of the Japanese ones also map their modules against the same 

framework despite the fact that these languages have an independent framework of proficiency 

accreditation approved and verified by their respective Ministry of Education in their home countries 

(Chinese: HSK http://english.hanban.org/node_8002.htm; Japanese: JLPT http://www.jlpt.jp/e/. 

Additional frameworks of accreditation for other languages surveyed include Korean: TOPIK 

http://www.topik.go.kr/usr/lang/index.do?home_seq=221). The Russian providers, however, do 

not appear to have adopted the CEFR or seem unaware of it.  

 

  

 

  

 

Two thirds of the Korean HEIs surveyed map their modules against the CEFR whilst the remainder 

third does not; for Arabic, one provider does not map against the CEFR and the other is unsure. 

Neither Czech institutions use the European framework.  

For the remaining languages, both Dutch and Polish reference their core language modules to CEFR 

whilst Danish and Ukrainian do not. No answer was received from Bulgarian, Serb-Croatian, and 

Slavonic. 

77% 

23% 

0% 0% 

Course reference to 
CEFR: Portuguese  

Yes

No

Don't know

DNA

75% 

12% 

0% 
13% 

Course reference  to 
CEFR: Chinese 

Yes

No

Don't know

DNA

50% 

16% 

17% 

17% 

Course reference to 
CEFR: Japanese 

Yes

No

Don't know

DNA

0% 

50% 

0% 

50% 

Course reference to 
CEFR: Russian 

Yes

No

Don't know

DNA

Figure 1: Portuguese. Reference to CEFR Figure 2: Chinese. Reference to CEFR 

Figure 3: Japanese. Reference to CEFR Figure 4: Russian. Reference to CEFR 

http://english.hanban.org/node_8002.htm
http://www.jlpt.jp/e/
http://www.topik.go.kr/usr/lang/index.do?home_seq=221
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When prompted about the involvement of the External examiner with the CEFR, mixed answers 

were received. In many HEIs, External examiners seem to be familiar with the CEFR (Portuguese: 

Y=85%, DK=15%; Chinese: Y=75%, DK=12.5%, DNA=12.5%; Japanese: Y=50%; DK=33%; DNA=17%; 

Russian: DK=25%, DNA=50%, not mapping=25%; Korean: Yes=33%; DK=67%; Arabic: DK=100%, 

Czech: not mapping=100%; Danish and Ukrainian: not mapping=100%; Polish and Dutch: Y=100%; 

Bulgarian, Serb- Croatian, and Slavonic: DNA=100%) despite the fact that in several cases examiners 

do not seem to be directly involved in the ratification of language modules according to the 

European framework as the table below shows. 

 
‘Does the CEFR mapping fall under the scrutiny of the External Examiner?’ 
 

 Yes No I don’t know Didn’t answer Not mapping 

Portuguese 6 (46%) 5 (38%) 2 (15%) - - 

Chinese 2 (25%) 2 (25%) 3 (37.5%) 1 (12.5%) - 

Japanese 1 (16.6%) 1 (16.6%) 3 (50%) 1 (16.6%) - 

Russian - - - 2 (50%) 2 (50%) 

Korean 1 (33.3%) - 1 (33.3%) - 1 (33.3%) 

Arabic - 1 (50%) 1 (50%) - - 

Czech - - - - 2 (100%) 

Danish - 1 (100%) - - - 

Dutch - 1 (100%) - - - 

Bulgarian - - 1 (100%) - - 

Serb-Croatian - - 1 (100%) - - 

Slavonic - - 1 (100%) - - 

Polish - 1 (100%) - - - 

Ukrainian - 1 (100%) - - - 

 

 

Overall, when analysing the level of proficiency achieved at the end of each core language module, 

both ab initio and post-A level language modules seem to progress quite evenly mirroring the 

progress exhibited by the European languages already surveyed. In this respect, the ab initio 

students seem to progress at one lower level in years 1 and 2 when compared with students with a 

post-A level qualification in the language. After the year abroad, which anecdotally functions as a 

language leveller, the ab initio students seem to have ‘caught up’ with the more advanced group to 

the extent that, upon their return to the UK, they are in most cases taught together with the post-A 

level students.   

Across the board, despite the fact that post-A level students naturally start their degree with a much 

higher level of proficiency in the target language, they seem in fact to obtain a similar exit level to 

the post-ab initio students. Notably, for Portuguese, in HEI 5 the students in the ab initio module 

who are still taught separately in the final year of their degree reportedly achieve a C1 exit level 

compared with C2 obtained by their post-A level counterparts. For Japanese, the same trend can be 

observed for HEIs 2, 5, and 6 as the post-ab initio students seem to achieve a lower level than post-A 

Table S: CEFR and External examiner 
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level students. Interestingly, despite the fact that Danish claim not to reference their modules 

against the CEFR, an indication of the exit level achieved after the first two years of language study 

has been provided. 

The charts in Appendix E show exit levels for those institutions that are currently mapping their core 

language modules against the CEFR. 

When asked how confident the surveyed institutions are regarding the accuracy of mapping their 

modules against the CEFR, the results of this survey indicate results similar to the outcomes of the 

previous survey. Interestingly, two languages commonly included within the same department have 

achieved the highest degree of confidence amongst the two groups of languages surveyed: 

Portuguese (from this set of responses) and Spanish (from the previous set of responses). 

 

 Average  

Portuguese 7.4 

Chinese 6.5 

Japanese 5.7 

Korean 5 

Danish 5 

Dutch 6 

Polish 7 

 
 

However, differently from the first survey, when prompted about additional comments on the use of 

the CEFR, the providers from this survey did not seem to have many further points to make. In 

particular, one Portuguese institution clarified that they are considering referencing to the CEFR so 

that their modules can be aligned with the practices from the Spanish department; one Chinese 

provider claimed that they ‘cross moderate across all four languages (European and non-European) 

to ensure that all are roughly at the same level; [however, the] CEFR does not realistically reflect any 

language achievement [but] this is not an issue with [the] lesser taught languages.’ The same 

institution added that C2, the highest level of proficiency that can be achieved in the target 

language, cannot realistically be achieved in an undergraduate degree. One Japanese institution 

feels that the J-standard framework ought to be used first and then subsequently mapped against 

the CEFR. The Dutch provider added that the level in the target language achieved by students in 

their final year of their degree ‘varies depending on whether the students have been on the year 

abroad. Some reach C1 level;’ they also clarified the ‘mapping is informal and only based on tutor 

impression.’ 

When asked whether another internationally-recognised language proficiency framework for the 

taught languages is currently being used in lieu of the CEFR, the two Chinese HEIs which do not apply 

the European framework claim to be using the HSK, one Japanese provider the JLPT, and one Korean 

institution the TOPIK. The latter, however, appears only to be referring to the TOPIK guidelines 

whilst referencing to the CEFR at the same time. 

Table T: CEFR and confidence in mapping 
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12. The Year Abroad experience 

Another area of language teaching and learning that raised interest for the lesser-wide taught 

languages group was the period relating to residence abroad. In particular, HEIs were surveyed on 

the areas of study and / or work destination and on whether their students are required to have 

achieved a certain level of language proficiency in L2 upon returning to their home institution. Wide-

ranging results were obtained as the tables below show. 

 

Group 1: Portuguese 

 

HEI Required proficiency Destination 

1.  B2 or C1 Portugal and Brazil 

2.   Portugal and Brazil 

3.  B2 Portugal or Brazil 

4.  B2 minimum Portugal and Brazil 

5.  Varies depending on degree programme Portugal, Brazil 

6.  No pre-requisite, but informally C1 Portugal and Brazil 

7.    Brazil and Portugal 

8.    Portugal, Brazil 

9.  No  Portugal or Brazil 

10.  No Brazil and Portugal 

11.  Intermediate Portugal or Brazil 

12.  Yes (unspecified) Portugal and Brazil 

13.  Yes (unspecified) Portugal, Brazil and Mozambique 

 

Group 1: Chinese 

 

HEI Required proficiency Destination 

1.  Yes (unspecified) China or Taiwan  

2.  Required to pass the language examinations at host 
HEIs China 

3.  HSK-5 China, Hong Kong and Taiwan 

4.      

5.  Required to pass the language examinations at host 
HEIs China 

6.  Yes (unspecified) China 

7.  HSK 4 taken in TL country China 

8.  Yes, at one higher TL level than before the YA China 

 

  

Table U: Portuguese. Proficiency after year abroad 

Table V: Chinese. Proficiency after year abroad 
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Group 1: Japanese 

 

HEI Required proficiency Destination 

1.  No pre-requisite, but informally JLPT N2/N3  Japan 

2.  Only for the students who progress to Further 
Advanced JLPT N2 Japan 

3.    Japan 

4.  
Not going abroad 

In the country(ies) in which they 
major 

5.  No Japan 

6.  Yes, examination(s) upon return Japan 

 

Group 1: Russian 

 

HEI Required proficiency Destination 

1.  No Russia 

2.  No Russia 

3.  
Yes, examination(s) upon return 

Russia; other destinations e.g. 
Ukraine, Latvia possible 

4.  

No  

Russia; other destinations e.g. 
Ukraine, Kazakhstan, Georgia 
possible 

 

Group 2: Korean, Arabic, Czech 

 

HEI Required proficiency Destination 

Ko 
1. 

  

Ko 
2. 

 Korea 

Ko 
3. 

 South Korea 

Ar 
1. 

Required to pass the language examinations at host 
HEIs 

Morocco, Cairo, Beirut 
Arranging Qatar and Oman 

Ar 
2. Required to pass the language examinations at host 

HEIs 

Jordan, Morocco 
Istanbul, Israel will stop in 
2016/17 

Cz 
1. 

 
Czech Republic 

Cz 
2. Yes (unspecified) 

Czech Republic 

 

Table W: Japanese. Proficiency after year abroad 

Table X: Russian. Proficiency after year abroad 

Table Y: Korean, Arabic, Czech. Proficiency after year abroad 
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Group 3: Danish, Dutch, Bulgarian, Serbian Croatian, Slavonic, Polish, Ukrainian 

 

HEI Required proficiency Destination 

Da Required to pass YA project Denmark 

Du No pre-requisite, but informally B2  Netherlands, Belgium 

Bu No pre-requisite, A-level +1  Bulgaria 

Cr No pre-requisite, A-level +1 Serbia, Croatia 

Sl N/A N/A 

Po No pre-requisite, but informally B2  Poland 

Uk No Ukraine 

 

 

13. Resources 

This area of the survey elicited information on the type of resources used in language classes with 

particular emphasis on the type of course book(s) selected. Notably, several institutions for 

Portuguese do not adopt a set text book at all and prefer to create tailored, in-house resources to 

suit the specific learning needs of their students.  

All other surveyed languages seem to have adopted at least one course book each, whilst several 

institutions added that they integrate text books with genuine material created within the language 

team. Appendix F offers a summary of the text books used by the different practitioners in the 

different languages. 

14. Additional comments 

The last area of the survey offered respondents the opportunity to add open-ended comments on 

any (other) area of the survey or issues relating to the teaching of languages that the survey had not 

covered. Whilst the majority of participants did not have anything to add, some HEIs provided 

additional and interesting views. In particular, some comments relate to the current situation of 

crisis departments of modern languages are facing in the present economic climate, and more 

specifically to the reduction in human resources several HEIs have been experiencing. According to 

the comments below, such cuts are negatively affecting both personnel, who are left with low 

morale and a heavy workload, and the more general health of the discipline(s). 

For one Portuguese HEI, the small size of the language teaching team has a negative effect on the 

development and enhancement of the degree programme as “[teaching] provision and student 

numbers in each cohort” are naturally restricted around the amount of teaching that is possible to 

allocate to tutors. In similar fashion, another Portuguese provider corroborates this view. Despite 

the fact that undergraduate numbers for Portuguese are increasing substantially both nationally and 

at the named institution owing largely to the developing economic status of Brazil, 

“in some institutions ongoing lack of staff resources (i.e. fewer than 2 full-time academics in 

Portuguese Studies) is the main hurdle to fully developing and supporting [the potential of the 

discipline] at degree level. Two full-time academics is the absolute minimum required to staff a 

Table Z: Group 3. Proficiency after year abroad 
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degree programme with Portuguese as a named element and/or a Joint Hons degree. The historic 

and chronic understaffing of the Spanish and Latin American programme portfolios within which 

Portuguese Studies nearly always resides is often passed on and intensified in the case of 

Portuguese with negative results in terms of staff dissatisfaction and turnover.” 

In Japanese, additional comments relate to the need of creating more suitable benchmarking and 

assessment criteria in one HEI; another provider, whilst confirming this statement also adds that the 

“pressure on the Japanese programme to comply with the 'European' frameworks and teaching 

pedagogy […] is not always productive and sometimes demotivating” for the teaching staff. 

Similar pressures on the less-widely taught languages have resulted in the closure of some 

departments to the advantage of others, as one Czech institution reports: “Czech is very healthy in 

our department since our University supported the development of the programme when elsewhere 

in UK there have been cuts. Czech is very popular as an optional third language for many students [in 

our] School of Modern Languages.” 

Additional comments relate to the HEI in which Bulgarian, Serb-Croatian, and Slavonic are taught; 

these languages are also offered in post-graduate taught degree courses. 

15. Conclusions and recommendations 

This survey has sought to collect data relating to the teaching practices of the lesser-taught 

languages whilst also seeking additional information that may help to draw a picture on their current 

state of affairs.  

The set of data emerging from this round of responses can be compared with the results from the 

original 2014 language survey. Despite the inevitable and inherent differences between the two 

language groups (French, German, Italian, and Spanish vs. the less-widely taught languages), some 

common practices can be derived overall. All languages allocate a higher number of teaching hours 

to the first year, and especially to the ab initio student population. As degree courses progress, less 

contact time is offered in second and final year. However, the major difference between the two 

groups of languages resides in the acknowledged fact that the LWTLs require additional contact time 

at beginners level overall if students are to achieve results, within a similar time frame, that can be 

compared with the most widely taught languages. This survey corroborates that. 

Language groups continue to remain fairly small throughout when compared with other subjects in 

the Humanities. In particular, the smaller language groups are to be found in oral classes or 

throughout the degree course for languages such as Polish, Bulgarian or Slavonic. 

Credit rating continues to vary from provider to provider. The modules with the highest credit rating 

are at ab initio levels across all languages. In year two and in final year, as the number of contact 

hours diminishes so does the number of credits allocated to the various language modules. Within 

this practice, HEIs seem to offer a substantially coherent conduct despite institutional variations at 

local level. 

With regards to the use of the CEFR, the results of this survey reveal that the use of the European 

framework is widespread amongst the non-European languages (with the notable exception of 
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Russian), too, alongside the use of other officially-recognised systems of accreditation that pertain to 

specific languages, such as the HSK for Chinese. 

This survey also obtained additional information that strictly relate to the LWTLs and that was not 

included in the original round. One particularly interesting area concerns the ‘health of the 

discipline(s)’, for which respondents were asked to supply intake data for the last four academic 

years. The results presented here are encouraging. Despite the times of economic crisis, overall the 

LWTLs continue to recruit well; for some of them, indeed the number of students starting a degree 

in these languages is on the rise. This phenomenon may be linked, arguably, to the increased 

number of degree combinations HEIs offer: the survey reveals that the LWTLs are often studied as 

part of a Joint Honours degree of as part of a Flexible Honours degree. In the latter respect, the 

LWTLs are frequently selected as a third language. 

However, whilst student numbers continue to be stable or rise steadily, a number of providers are 

operating managerial cuts that are seemingly putting staff under increased pressure. As such 

managerial decisions have a clear detrimental effect on personnel, they also seem to restrict the 

variety of provision languages may be able to offer; as some respondents have pointed out, such 

behaviour may yield negative consequences on the ability to recruit additional students and 

continue to enhance the health of disciplines overall. 

Other areas surveyed concerned the splitting of language teaching in different skills, the use of set 

textbooks and teaching resources, the destination of the year abroad and whether students are 

required to have achieved a certain level of language proficiency upon their return to their alma 

mater. The answers to these questions vary from institution to institution, despite the fact that, by 

and large, similar trends seem to emerge allowing for comparisons between different HEIs. 

It is recommended that similar surveys continue to be carried out at regular intervals of three years 

in order to offer updated snapshots of a fast-changing landscape. In particular, a higher level of 

participation is envisaged from Arabic and Russian so that more statistically relevant data can be 

obtained in the future. 

It is hoped that the results of this survey will be of use to colleagues in the language teaching sector 

at HE level at large. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This survey was carried out on behalf of the University Council of Modern Languages (UCML) by Dr 

Elena Polisca. The author wishes to thank all participating institutions.  
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Appendix A – Contact hours 

Group 1: Portuguese 
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Figure 5: Portuguese. Contact hours, ab initio 

Figure 6: Portuguese. Contact hours, post-A 
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Group 1:  Chinese 
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Figure 7: Chinese. Contact hours, ab initio 

Figure 8: Chinese. Contact hours, post-A 
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Group 1: Japanese 
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Figure 9: Japanese. Contact hours, ab initio 

Figure 10: Japanese. Contact hours, post-A 
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Group 1: Russian 
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Figure 11: Russian. Contact hours, ab initio 

Figure 12: Russian. Contact hours, post-A 
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Group 2: Korean, Arabic, Czech 

 

 

 

Group 3: Danish, Dutch, Polish 
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Figure 13: Korean, Arabic, Czech. Contact hours, ab initio 

Figure 14: Danish, Dutch, Polish. Contact hours, ab initio 
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Appendix B – Credit rating 

Group 1: Portuguese 
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Figure 15: Portuguese. Credits, ab initio 

Figure 16: Portuguese. Credits, post-A 
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Group 1: Chinese 
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Figure 17: Chinese. Credits, ab initio 

Figure 18: Chinese. Credits, post-A 
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Group 1: Japanese 
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Figure 19: Japanese. Credits, ab initio 

Figure 20: Japanese. Credits, post-A 
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Group 1: Russian 
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Figure 21: Russian. Credits, ab initio 

Figure 22: Russian. Credits, post-A 
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Group 2: Korean, Arabic, Czech 

 

 

 

Group 3: Danish, Dutch, Polish 
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Figure 23: Korean, Arabic, Czech. Credits, ab initio 

Figure 24: Danish, Dutch, Polish. Credits, ab initio 
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Appendix C – Degree combinations  

Group 1: Portuguese 

 

HEI % of Single Honours 
students 

% of Joint Honours 
students 

Combined Honours / Major-Minor 

 50% SH Hispanic 
Studies students 

25% of total Yes BA in Modern Languages:  
o 80/40 (Port Minor) 
o 60:40:20 (Port 20%) 

 Not offered 50% of total   o 75/25 (Port as Minor) 
o 62.5/37.5 
o 37.5/37.5/25 (three langs degree) 

 Not offered 25% of total Yes o 60/40 
o 70/30 
o 50/50 

   100% No   

 <10% of total 100% Yes   

 <10% of total <75% Yes o 75/25 

 Not offered 50% of total Yes o CH with three subjects 

 <10% of total 25% of total No   

 50% SH Hispanic 
Studies students 

50% of total Yes o 80/40  
o Major/Minor from 2016-17  

 Not offered 100% No o 50/50 

 20-30% SH Spanish 
and Portuguese 
students 

25% of total Yes o BA in Modern languages: Port as 
third language 

o CH take 40 credits. 

 100% SH Spanish and 
Portuguese students 

Option from 2015/16 Yes o 75/25 

 Not offered 100% No   

 

Group 1: Chinese 

 

HEI % of Single Honours 
students 

% of Joint Honours 
students 

Combined Honours / Major-Minor 

 Not offered 

100% Yes 

o with Modern language 
o with other related subject  
o with International relations 

 20-30% of total 25% of total No   

 20-30% of total 75% of total Yes   

 <10% of total Not offered Yes o Port as Wild modules 

 
10-20% of total 50% of total Yes 

o 70/30  
o 60/40 

 
10-20% of total 50% of total Yes 

o 67/33 (Ch as Major) 
o  1:1:1 three langs 

 <10% of total 50% of total Yes o 66.67/33.33 

Table AA: Portuguese. Honours 

Table AB: Chinese. Honours 
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<10% of total >75% Yes 

o 50/50  
o 75/25  
o 25/75 

 

 

Group 1: Japanese 

 

HEI % of Single Honours 
students 

% of Joint Honours 
students 

Combined Honours / Major-Minor 

1.  20-30% of total 25% of total No   

2.  10-20% of total 75% of total Yes o 40/60 

3.    100% No   

4.  Not offered Not offered Yes o 75/25 (Jap as Minor) 

5.  Not offered 
25% of total Yes 

o CH with English lit  
o CH English lang and linguistics 

6.  Not offered 50% of total Yes o 70/30 

 

Group 1: Russian 

 

HEI % of Single Honours 
students 

% of Joint Honours 
students 

Combined Honours / Major-Minor 

 10-20% of total 75% of total Yes   

 

20-30% of total 75% of total Yes 

o 50/50 with Philosophy or Politics 
o Three langs degree (Ru 40% of 

total) 

 

 Offered Yes 

o Flexible BA in Modern Languages 
with two or three lang; 
proportions vary 

o Flexible CH; only Ru language; 
proportions vary 

 

<10% of the total 75% of total Yes 

o 50/50 
o 60/40 
Available with 
English, Classics, History, Linguistics, 
Philosophy, and Middle Eastern 
languages (Turkish, Hebrew, Persian 
and Arabic) 

 

  

Table AC: Japanese. Honours 

Table AD: Russian. Honours 
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Group 2: Korean, Arabic, Czech 

 

HEI % of Single Honours 
students 

% of Joint Honours 
students 

Combined Honours / Major-Minor 

Kor 
1. 

Not offered 
0 

Yes 
o Korean with Japanese Studies 

Kor 
2. 

50% 
25% of total 

Yes 
o 50/50 

Kor 
3. 

Not offered 

100% 

Yes o TESOL and Korean 
o Asia Pacific Studies (Korean 

pathway) 
o Modern Languages 

Ar 1. Not offered 100%, but there is 
also an option for a 
three language degree 

Yes 
o Three-ways degree with flexible 

proportions 

Ar2. 20-30% of total 25% of total Yes o 80/40 

Cz 1. Not offered 100% Yes o 40/30/30 Three langs degree 

Cz 2. 10-20% of total <25 No   

 

 

Group 3: Danish, Dutch, Bulgarian, Croatian, Slavonic, Polish, Ukrainian 

 

HEI % of Single Honours 
students 

% of Joint Honours 
students 

Combined Honours / Major-Minor 

Da 10-20% of total 75% of total Yes  

Du Not offered 

Not offered Yes 

o 2/3:1/3  
o 1/2:1/3:1/6  
Dutch only 1/3 of a degree prog 

Bu 
<10% of total 

  
Yes 

o Optional with Russian SH 
o Optional with Russian or Czech 

Cr 
<10% of total 

  
Yes 

o Optional with Russian SH 
o Optional with Russian or Czech 

Sl 

<10% of total 

  

Yes 

o Optional with Russian SH 

o Optional with Russian 

combinations 

Po Not offered Not offered Yes o 70/30 

Uk Not offered 
Not offered No 

o Uk optional in Modern 
Languages degree 

 

Table AE: Korean, Arabic, Czech. Honours 

Table AF: Group 3. Honours 
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Appendix D – Health of the discipline  

 

Group 1: Portuguese 

 

HEI 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 Sparkline 

1.  30-40 30-40 30-40 20-30 
   

2. 20-30 20-30 30-40 20-30 
  

3. 20-30 20-30 20-30 <10 
  

4. 20-30 20-30 20-30 30-40 
  

5. 20-30 20-30 20-30 20-30 
  

6. 20-30 20-30 30-40 20-30 
  

7. >50 >50 >50 >50 
  

8. 20-30 20-30 20-30 20-30 
  

9. 20-30 20-30 30-40 30-40 
  

10. <10 <10 <10 <10 
  

11. 20-30 20-30 20-30 20-30 
  

12. <10 <10 <10 <10 
  

13. 20-30 20-30 >50 >50 
  

 

 

Group 1: Chinese 

 

HEI 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 Sparkline 

1.  30-40 30-40 30-40 20-30 
 

2. 20-30 20-30 30-40 20-30 
 

3. 20-30 20-30 20-30 <10 
 

4. 20-30 20-30 20-30 30-40 
 

5. 20-30 20-30 20-30 20-30 
 

6. 20-30 20-30 30-40 20-30 
 

7. >50 >50 >50 >50 
 

8. 20-30 20-30 20-30 20-30 
 

 

  

Table AG: Portuguese. Health of discipline 

Table AH: Chinese. Health of discipline 
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Group 1: Japanese 

 

HEI 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 Sparkline 

1.    20-30 20-30 20-30  
2. 20-30 20-30 20-30 20-30  
3. 30-40 20-30 20-30 20-30  
4.       <10  
5. <10 20-30 20-30 <10  
6. 40-50 40-50 >50 >50  

 

 

Group 1: Russian 

 

HEI 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 Sparkline 

1.  20-30 20-30 20-30 20-30  
2. 40-50 30-40 40-50 30-40  
3. 20-30 20-30 20-30 20-30  
4. 30-40 30-40 30-40 30-40  

 

  

Table AI: Japanese. Health of discipline 

Table AJ: Russian. Health of discipline 
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Group 2: Korean, Arabic, Czech 

 

HEI 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 Sparkline 

Kor 1. <10 <10 <10 <10  
Kor 2. <10 20-30 30-40 30-40  
Kor 3.     20-30 30-40  
Ar 1. >50 >50 >50 >50  
Ar2. >50 >50 >50 >50  
Cz 1. 20-30 30-40 40-50 40-50  
Cz 2. <10 <10 <10 <10  

 

 

Group 2: Danish, Dutch, Bulgarian, Serb-Croatian, Slavonic, Polish, Ukrainian 

 

HEI 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 Sparkline 

Da <10 <10 <10 <10  
Du 20-30 20-30 20-30 20-30  
Bu <10 <10 <10 <10  
Cr <10 <10 <10 <10  
Sl <10 <10 <10 <10  
Po <10 <10 <10 <10  
Uk <10 <10 <10 <10  

 

  

Table AK: Korean, Arabic, Czech. Health of discipline 

Table AL: Group 3. Health of discipline 
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Appendix E – CEFR mapping 

Group 1: Portuguese 
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Figure 25: Portuguese. CEFR referencing, ab initio 

Figure 26: Portuguese. CEFR referencing, post-A 
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Group 1: Chinese 
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Figure 27: Chinese. CEFR referencing, ab initio 

Figure 28: Chinese. CEFR referencing, post-A 
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Group 1: Japanese 
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Figure 29: Japanese. CEFR referencing, ab initio 

Figure 30: Japanese. CEFR referencing, post-A 
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Group 2: Korean 

 

 

 

Group 3: Danish, Dutch, Polish 
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Figure 31: Korean, Arabic, Czech. CEFR referencing, ab initio 

Figure 32: Danish, Dutch, Polish. CEFR referencing, ab initio 
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Appendix F – Set text books  

 

Language Set text book 

Portuguese o Ponto de Encontro, Gramatica Ativa (ab initio; all levels) 
o Janet Lloyd and Amelia Hutchinson's Portuguese, an Essential Grammar (all 

levels) 
o Klobucka et al. 2012. Ponto de Encontro: Portuguese as a World Language 

(2nd Edition) (ab initio and post-ab initio in year 2) 
o Portugues XXI (all levels) 
o Novo Portugues sem fronteiras; gramática ativa (ab initio) 
o Ponto de Encontro, Gramatica Aplicada (Portugues para Estrangeiros) 
o Falas Portugues? 

Chinese o New Practical Chinese Reader. Vol. 1-4. Beijing 
o Chinese in Steps 
o New practical Chinese 
o Advanced business Chinese 
o Integrated Chinese  
o Reading into a New China 
o Contemporary Chinese 
o Open for Business 
o Business Chinese  
o Road to Success 

Japanese o Genki I & II (The Japan Times) (ab initio) 
o Intermediate Japanese (The Japan Times) (post-A level 1) 
o Tobira (Kuroshio): (post-A level 2, final year) 
o Minna no Nihongo series (3A) (all levels) 
o Chuukyuu kara joukyuu no Nihongo(Japan Times) 
o Jidai o yomitoku nihongo (3A) 
o Role play de manabu Business Japanese (3A) 
o Erin's Challenge  
o Live from Tokyo 
o Basic Kanji Book vol. 1 and 2 

Russian o Ruslan 1 & 2 (ab initio) 
o Colloquial Russian 1 (Routledge) 
o Colloquial Russian 2 (Routledge) 
o Nicholas Brown, Penguin Russian Course 
o Rus' (ab initio) 
o Terence Wade and Derek Offord books 

Korean o Korean for Beginners 
o Korean for Intermediate 
o Korean for Advanced 
o Ewha Korean series by Ewha Woman's University Press (Seoul, South 

Korea) 

Arabic o Al-Kitaab 1 and 2 
o Julia Ashtiany, Media Arabic 
o Hafez and Cobham, Modern Arabic Short Stories 

Czech o Czech step by step series  
o Czech Grammar in a Nutshell 
o Josef Fronek, English-Czech Czech-English Dictionary (Anglicko-český a 

Table AM: Groups 1, 2, 3. Text books 
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česko-anglický slovník), Prague: Leda, 1998  
o Ivan Poldauf, ed., Anglicko-český česko-anglický slovník, Prague: SPN, 1994 
o Josef Filipec et al., Slovník spisovné češtiny pro školu a veřejnost, Prague: 

Academia, 1994 (2nd ed.) 
o Phrase-books: e.g. Berlitz, Collins, BBC, Rough Guide, Oxford Photo  
o James Naughton, Colloquial Czech (Routledge, 2011), third edition 
o James Naughton, Czech: an Essential Grammar (Routledge, 2005) 

Dutch o Nederlands in gang (at level 1) 
o Electronic sources such as dutchgrammar.info 

Bulgarian o Alexander and Mladenova: Intensive Bulgarian (University of Wisconsin) 

Serb Croatian o Hawkesworth: Colloquial Croatian (Routledge) 
o Hawkesworth: Colloquial Serbian (Routledge) 
o Alexander: Bosnian - Croatian - Serbian (University of Wisconsin) 
o Magner: Introduction to the Serbo-Croatian Language (Pittsburgh) 

Slavonic o Vaillant: Manuel du vieux slave (Paris)  
o Diels: Altkirchenslavische Grammatik (Heidelberg) 

Polish o 'Cześć, jak się masz', vols. 1-2 (Universitas) (ab initio, pre-intermediate) 

 


