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WHAT IS researchED?


researchED is an international, grassroots education-improvement movement that was founded in 2013 by Tom Bennett, a London-based high school teacher and author. researchED is a truly unique, teacher-led phenomenon, bringing people from all areas of education together onto a level playing field. Speakers include teachers, principals, professors, researchers and policymakers.


Since our first sell-out event, researchED has spread all across the UK, into the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Australia, the USA, with events planned in Spain, Japan, South Africa and more. We hold general days as well as themed events, such as researchED Maths & Science, or researchED Tech.


WHO ARE WE?


Since 2013, researchED has grown from a tweet to an international conference movement that so far has spanned six continents and thirteen countries. We have simple aims: to help teaching become more evidence-facing; to raise the research literacy in teaching; to improve education research standards; and to bring research users and research creators closer together. To do this, we hold unique one-day conferences that bring together teachers, researchers, academics and anyone touched by research. We believe in teacher voice, and short-circuiting the top-down approach to education that benefits no one.


HOW DOES IT WORK?


The gathering of mainly teachers, researchers, school leaders, policymakers and edu-bloggers creates a unique dynamic. Teachers and researchers can attend the sessions all day and engage with each other to exchange ideas. The vast majority of speakers stay for the duration of the conference, visit each other’s sessions, work on the expansion of their knowledge and gain a deeper understanding of the work of their peers. Teachers can take note of recent developments in educational research, but are also given the opportunity to provide feedback on the applicability of research or practical obstacles.
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FOREWORD


BY TOM BENNETT


The ability to converse easily with one another is like many valuable things: only noticed when it is absent, like air, or warmth. When possessed it can be taken for granted, and when it is not, its want can lead to desperation. Once, on a visit to Jerusalem, my eyes were opened and astonished by my multilingual guide who unpacked each building and stone like a storybook, and made them sing. When he was absent, they became silent again, and I became stranded once more on my island of incomprehension. Barriers of comprehension sustain schisms in the political sphere too; differences in language identification are regarded as being one of the most intractable of differences for countries to resolve, especially when they are experienced internally. Many separatist movements in, for example, Quebec, Catalonia and Scotland, centre language as a key lever of dispute and identity.


I moved from the relatively monolingual, gravelly patois of Glasgow to the swirling soup of London’s international chorus in my early twenties, and noticed for the first time (however slightly) the tiny pitfalls that even a different dialect and accent offered. This was compounded when I worked in Soho clubs, which was a heaving stream of peoples, an inn at the end of the world where every traveller converged. Even there – or perhaps especially there – at the bottom rung of the workforce, heaving cases of beer in dark, wet basements, language was at once an indicator of caste, competence, presumed intelligence and status. Those who could converse in the lingua franca of English moved quickly out of the galleys, while those who could not sweated over the oars. I scrubbed floors with men and women who had been doctors and soldiers in their native lands, and now found themselves in steerage. Some of them focused their wits like lasers on the acquisition of the words that would open the world up to them once more, and I was amazed by the fruits of their perspicacity and perseverance.


Years later I moved into the very different world of teaching, but words remained a vitally important currency. The first primary school I trained in had a poster that made me boggle: ‘At this school we speak 150 languages!’ and my first and only thought was, ‘My God, how on earth do you get anything done?’ – correctly. Of course, that school, and countless like it, perform small miracles every day, but you can’t count on miracles, and for many children, the obstacles that unfamiliarity presented to them caused huge barriers to their participation in the life of the classroom and the school.


And those barriers bled into every crease and pore of their school lives: difficulty in understanding leads to lost learning time, which leads to incremental and exponential difficulties further up the curricular pipeline. Being unable to follow what the teacher is saying leads to children somewhat naturally deciding to occupy themselves in other ways, often behaviourally aberrant. The fear of looking stupid, or clownish, or different, or weak, drives many into behaviour designed to locate and obtain alternative sources of esteem: comedic performance, defiance, attention-seeking, withdrawal, loutishness, and on and on.


This is exactly the category of space in education where evidence-informed techniques are essential. These children do not have a moment to waste; they already start the race with a sack of stones tied to each foot. We need to be desperate for their support, and hungry to see equality of access and opportunity for them; to be their advocates and enablers. As with so many other areas, schools lack the funds to easily secure the levels of support that EAL children may need, and consequently many children find themselves being taught by extremely well-meaning but untrained staff. I call this non-competence, rather than incompetence, because how can you be incompetent at something you have never been shown how to do?


One way to short-circuit this situation is by making sure that educators – all educators – are as research literate as possible. And by making sure that the best of what we can reasonably and probably say about the most effective methods and strategies, is disseminated and discussed widely within the EAL community and beyond to everyone who interacts with them.


Hamish Chalmers is the ideal person to edit and assemble this catwalk of polyglot superstars, and he, and they, are your perfect guides through the Escherian staircases and chambers of this Tower of Babel in which we find ourselves. But it is far more than simply a discussion about how to solve the problem of enabling fair access to education; it is a collection of love letters to language itself, and I hope you find as much joy and wisdom in its pages as I did.


Tom Bennett


Founder of researchED




















SECTION 1


UNDERSTANDING EAL LEARNERS





















INTRODUCTION


HAMISH CHALMERS


The UK is unquestionably a multilingual nation. By custom, though not by law, English is the official language of government, business, and education. Alongside English, Cymraeg is officially recognised in Wales, Gàidhlig and Scots are used in Scotland, and Gaeilge and Ulster Scots in Northern Ireland. But these indigenous languages are merely the capstone of our Tower of Babel. Since time immemorial, what is now the UK has become home to people hailing from all corners of the earth. Their influence is seen not only in our culture, but also sitting neatly in our language, all but unnoticed. How many of us consider the Turkish roots of the kiosk where we buy a train ticket? Do you think much about India when you dust off your khakis for the summer, or Latin America when you’re eating a slice of toast in your chinos? These days, would it be passé to send a telegram to France or Greece? How about an emoji to Japan? This linguistic richness can only happen through what linguists call ‘language contact’; when speakers of different languages interact and influence each other.


The UK is unquestionably a multilingual nation because it is also unquestionably a multicultural nation. The sheer breadth and variety of language contact in Britain is on the back of, yes, conquest, but also a long and gloriously varied history of migration. Taking the 1950s and the Windrush generation as a starting point – but recognising that migration goes back much further than that – Hindi, Patwa, Urdu, Panjabi, Bengali, Sylheti, and Cantonese have all contributed to shaping our linguistic landscape. After 1973, when we joined the EU, French, Spanish, Portuguese, Polish, Albanian, Romanian, Italian, and countless other languages had the freedom of movement to do likewise. And the war in Ukraine in 2022 is just the latest tragedy to precipitate languages, and the people who speak them, to seek sanctuary in the UK, just as Pashto, Somali, Vietnamese, and Kurdish did before them. An estimated 300 different languages are spoken in the UK (Bailey & Marsden, 2017). In the 2011 census for England and Wales, 4.2 million people indicated they had a main language other than English (ONS, 2011). In our schools, 19% of the school population in England speak a language other than English; 10% in Scotland; 8% in Wales; and 5% in Northern Ireland (Chalmers & Murphy, 2022). The UK is thus characterised by a kaleidoscope of speech communities, bringing texture to our society and variety to our national linguistic profile.


We are lucky that we enjoy this gift of linguistic and cultural richness. But with that gift comes responsibility. While the languages of society may be multiple, the language of education is almost exclusively not. English is used in most classroom discourse, for instruction, feedback, play and socialisation, and is the medium by which we assess children’s educational attainment. Proficiency in English is among the most important influences on our children’s educational success (Strand & Hessel, 2018). Children who come from backgrounds where English is not the language of the home – children who we refer to as learning English as an additional language (EAL) – are often at a disadvantage relative to their monolingual English-speaking peers. They face the dual challenge of learning in English, while still learning the language itself. This is not easy. It takes on average no fewer than six years of good-quality instruction for children who enter school with little or no English to reach similar levels of proficiency as their monolingual English classmates (Strand & Lindorff, 2020). For the one in five students in our schools who are considered EAL, educators have a legal as well as moral responsibility to understand these learners and to plan effective support for them.


The national curriculum makes this clear:


‘Teachers must also take account of the needs of pupils whose first language is not English. Monitoring of progress should take account of the pupil’s age, length of time in this country, previous educational experience and ability in other languages. ... Teachers should plan teaching opportunities to help pupils develop their English and should aim to provide the support pupils need to take part in all subjects.’


DfE (2014:9)


To do this effectively, educators also have a responsibility to base that understanding and support on evidence.


This book is a primer on EAL, for all educators. While it does not claim to be exhaustive, this volume addresses the key principles for practice that will help schools maximise the chances of educational success for EAL learners. It explores research evidence that has framed our theories about how languages are learned and taught, and describes ways in which schools and teachers can use this evidence to develop the conditions necessary for EAL learners to thrive in a largely monolingual education system.


EAL is a peculiarly British term, defined by the Department for Education (DfE) as children who are ‘exposed to a language at home that is known or believed to be other than English’ (DfE, 2019:9). This somewhat broad definition has corollaries in other parts of the world, such as English-language learner (ELL), limited English proficient (LEP), English as a second language (ESL), newcomers, and so on. While the reader will find that much of the discussion in these pages is centred on the UK, and specifically in some cases on England, those discussions will be relevant to anywhere where the language of education is different to the languages of the home. Regardless of what we call these learners, they share many of the same characteristics and benefit from many of the same approaches to helping them to succeed at school. Moreover, such is the relative neglect of robust EAL effectiveness research in the UK that we must look to other countries for evidence to inform our practice. Accordingly, the reader will find reference to research in the USA, Canada, Germany, Taiwan, Cyprus, and many more, coming together to help paint a picture of effective practice for EAL learners by any name.


The research on EAL, as I have noted, is somewhat limited. In particular, fair tests to help us understand the relative effects of our teaching on important educational outcomes for EAL learners (randomised trials, for example) are rare, and hardly any have been conducted in the UK (Murphy & Unthiah, 2015; Oxley & de Cat, 2019). This book, therefore, borrows from the late great Robert Slavin in using the principle of a ‘best evidence’ approach (Slavin, 1986). Where randomised trials and other experiments exist, these will be foregrounded. Where the only evidence we have comes from theory and observation, and other non-experimental designs, these will be used to inform what we know. Any research-engaged reader will know that this is characteristic of educational research more generally, and will know that a critical eye on the strength of the available evidence helps us to make well-reasoned decisions about practice and, just as importantly, to be honest when uncertainty exists.


The book is divided into three sections. Section 1, Understanding EAL Learners, takes a macro view of EAL, discussing related government policy and what it means to be a language minority learner in a majority language context.


In chapter 1, Tracey Costley provides an overview of the history of policy and provision for EAL learners in the UK. Using the post-war period as a starting point, she summarises government legislation and related educational policies for EAL learners across 70 years. Her account takes us from the laissez-faire approaches of the 50s and 60s, through well-meant but ultimately counterproductive reforms in the 70s and 80s, to the impact of introducing the national curriculum and related curricular reforms from the early 90s to the present. Costley finishes by identifying four persistent policy issues that deserve special attention from anyone wishing to promote equality of educational opportunity for all learners.


In chapter 2, Victoria Murphy explores evidence bearing on bilingual language development, and discusses what this means for our understanding of when and how the language needs of EAL learners are best met. She identifies how ‘folk knowledge’ about the way we learn languages is often at odds with the research evidence: for example, the notion that younger is better, or that children soak up languages like a sponge. She draws our attention to the relationships between important background characteristics of EAL learners, such as socio-economic status, mobility, English proficiency, and achievement in school. And she addresses research that feeds into media-grabbing headlines about the putative advantages of being bilingual, suggesting that bilingualism itself is the clearest and most important of these. She concludes by inviting us to consider what our aspirations for bilingualism and bilingual learners are.


Experience tells us that effecting meaningful change requires vision and coordination at a systems level. If we want to ensure the best educational environment possible for our EAL learners, it is necessary for all stakeholders to have a clear and shared understanding of the objectives of related policy, and their responsibilities within the system. The London Challenge serves as a good example. This was a school improvement programme established in 2003 that sought to raise standards in historically underperforming boroughs in London, many with above average proportions of EAL learners. Over eight years, considerable resources and expertise were directed at helping schools to improve outcomes for their pupils, and the programme is largely seen as having contributed significantly to raising attainment (Ofsted, 2010). Among those successes was the raising of levels of English proficiency among that large body of EAL learners. All London boroughs now enjoy significant proportions of EAL pupils attaining high levels of English proficiency (Bell Foundation, 2022). That success was due in part to collaboration and shared understanding across the city. In their review of the literature assessing factors contributing to the success of the London Challenge and related programmes, Macdougall and Lupton (2018) cite as important: shared understanding of the context, shared understanding of the diverse needs of pupils, their families and communities, bespoke professional development around ethnic and cultural diversity, appropriate assessment and data monitoring, and, especially germane to this volume, ‘physical and virtual teacher networks such as a pan-London EAL group’ (Macdougall & Lupton, 2018:13).


With the lessons from the London Challenge in mind, section 2, Teaching EAL Learners – The Bigger Picture, builds on the understanding of EAL learners developed in section 1 towards implications for institutional policy and practice. Section 2 addresses developing a whole-school ethos that reflects our responsibilities towards EAL learners. It provides insights into the value of appropriate English language assessment practices that involve all teachers. It demonstrates the value of good data collection and analysis and data sharing. And it shows how involving the EAL community beyond the school gates helps to promote an institution-wide culture promoting equity and growth.


In chapter 3, Eowyn Crisfield outlines three competences, which, when adopted wholeheartedly across a school, help to create a culture that recognises and understands the needs of EAL learners and how they differ (and where they are similar) to those of their monolingual classmates. Crisfield stresses the importance of language awareness – knowledge of languages and about them – among educators, and how this knowledge can be leveraged for effective teaching of curriculum content and language simultaneously. She also highlights the importance of a shared understanding of who EAL learners are, suggesting that effective whole-school policy demonstrates shared values around the cultural, political and economic backgrounds of EAL learners. The chapter provides practical advice on how these aims can be achieved across the curriculum.


In chapter 4, Constant Leung asks, ‘What is an appropriate approach to assessment for EAL in school?’ EAL is a discipline that has no recognised curriculum in the UK, and therefore no pre-delineated body of knowledge and skills that could be codified into an assessment protocol on the model used for other curriculum areas (e.g. SATs and GCSEs). The way in which English is learned is always contextualised by what is going on in the classroom at any given time. Leung takes a conceptual view of the implications of this for assessing English development, and provides a set of principles that schools must consider when planning and evaluating their related policies. Using the Bell Foundation’s EAL Assessment Framework as a model (Bell Foundation, 2017/2019), he shows how these principles are put into practice.


In chapter 5, Feyisa Demie demonstrates the value of appropriate assessment and careful data monitoring and data sharing. Using a case study of one London local authority, Demie breaks down the ‘big picture’ on EAL classification and wider attainment at school. His analysis shows that there is more to it than the false binary between EAL and non-EAL status, which has led to misleading headlines averring that EAL pupils tend to do better than monolingual English learners at curriculum milestones such as GCSEs. By exploring how ethnic and linguistic background and proficiency in English relate to overall achievement, he underscores the importance of these sorts of data in helping schools to be better informed about which children are likely to be at risk from underachievement, and to use these data to inform planning, budgeting, and support.


In chapter 6, Xiao Lan Curdt-Christiansen completes the section on ‘the bigger picture’ by venturing outside the school gates to explore family language policies among EAL learners, their parents, and siblings. She acknowledges that parents are often unsure about what to do when their language is different to the school language, and often receive conflicting advice. Working from the assumption that bilingual families want their children to do well at school and want them to maintain and develop their home languages, Curdt-Christiansen uses case studies of bi- and multilingual families to describe a variety of ways in which bilingualism is approached by parents, how their bi/multilingualism can be supported, and the related implications for overall academic and personal development.


Up to this point, the book explores the key overarching topics that teachers and schools must consider if they wish to understand EAL learners, foster an EAL-aware ethos and develop appropriate systems-level policies, with respect to EAL learners’ distinctive characteristics, aspirations and needs.


In the third section of the volume, Teaching EAL Learners – EAL in the Mainstream Classroom, we explore appropriate pedagogic strategies and approaches. In addition to the fundamentals of speaking, listening, reading, and writing, we take to the evidence to explore two common areas of interest for schools: the intersection between EAL and special educational needs, and the place of EAL learners’ mother tongues in the classroom.


This volume can only begin to scratch the surface of the huge variety of approaches, strategies, and activities that are informed by evidence. Nonetheless, the chapters in this section take the reader through the principles underpinning our understanding of what counts as effective practice, describe activities that respond to this understanding, and provide a jumping-off point for teachers wanting to learn more.


In chapter 7, Naomi Flynn addresses how teachers can support the development of their EAL learners’ speaking and listening proficiency in English. She invokes the principle of ‘linguistically responsive teachers’, who understand in detail the linguistic and cultural backgrounds of their EAL learners and how to work with these to promote opportunities that help to develop spoken communication. Drawing on research that has demonstrated that progress is made when EAL learners are given access to spoken communication just above their current level of competence, and for which appropriate scaffolds are in place to facilitate their engagement, she describes the kinds of linguistic aims teachers should have in mind, and related strategies to help meet those aims.


In chapter 8, Holly Joseph begins with an overview of the reading process, highlighting the importance both of decoding skills and linguistic comprehension skills (or word knowledge) if reading is to be successful. It is the distinction between these two that is often characteristic of EAL learners. Specifically, EAL learners tend to be good at decoding, but they tend to lack the English linguistic comprehension required to fully make sense of the texts they read. Joseph explores the implications for teaching of this mismatch between skills, and reports on effectiveness research that proposes ways to address it.


In chapter 9, Jonathan Bifield explores approaches to writing instruction for EAL learners. Given the importance of writing – it is the main mode by which pupils demonstrate their other learning, increasingly so as they get older – it is important that EAL learners develop the skills necessary to be effective writers. Bifield begins by reporting on research that identifies common areas of difficulty in writing for EAL learners. These findings help to suggest areas that teachers should focus on when planning writing activities and support. He describes the ‘mode continuum’ of language, which differentiates between more spoken-like language and more written-like language, and how explicit discussion of how these differ can help EAL learners ‘notice’ the language they use, and how it might need to be adapted. He finishes by describing an approach to writing that integrates language teaching into content teaching, such that one does not come at a cost to the other.


In chapter 10, Anne Margaret Smith addresses an issue that comes up time and again in discussions about EAL learners: how can we differentiate between difficulties based on developing English proficiency and difficulties based on underlying special educational needs and disabilities? Smith identifies approaches teachers can take to help disentangle one from the other. She emphasises the importance of careful observation of children while they engage in social and academic activities, and engagement with parents to understand the potential influences of cultural norms and the child’s past educational experiences on their behaviours.


In chapter 11, Hamish Chalmers turns to a centuries-old argument about the place of EAL learners’ mother tongues in the English language classroom. It is not uncommon to find formal or informal policies that ban the use of any language but English for communication in school. The presumed benefit of this is that enforcing an English-only policy will maximise exposure to the language and therefore facilitate learning more effectively than if mother tongues are allowed to ‘interfere’. Chalmers demonstrates that there are good reasons to believe that this approach may be counterproductive, but cautions that more, and better, research is needed to help teachers in linguistically diverse contexts understand how EAL learners might capitalise on their multilingualism.


Readers will be in different positions to influence the policy choices of the establishments in which they work. Nonetheless, in the spirit of the grassroots character of researchED, readers can use the lessons in this book to encourage their colleagues, line managers, and school leaders to take evidence seriously on what constitutes quality provision for EAL learners. I hope that this book will provide a useful addition to the libraries of those of us already invested in the field, and a valuable introduction for colleagues who are just getting to grips with it.


Hamish Chalmers, Oxford, July 2022
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CHAPTER 1


A SHORT HISTORY OF PROVISION FOR MULTILINGUAL LEARNERS IN STATE-FUNDED EDUCATION IN ENGLAND


TRACEY COSTLEY




Introduction


This chapter looks at some of the different ways in which learners for whom English is an additional language have been conceptualised and provided for in educational policy and practice. A key goal of the chapter is to locate these policies and practices within the broader sociopolitical contexts of which they are a part. As with any overview of this type, the discussion presented here makes no claims to be an exhaustive account, but rather, I present some of the key themes and policy trajectories that I suggest reflect the dominant ways in which multilingual learners have been conceptualised and catered for over the last 70 years in state-funded education in England.1


The chapter is organised into four sections. The first explores what we might call the early years of EAL provision and charts a point in the country’s history that saw a large influx of migration from different parts of the Commonwealth, and during which many schools and local authorities across the country experienced significant change to their school populations. The discussion then moves on from the 1950s and 1960s, to the period from the late 1960s through to the early 1980s. For the purposes of this chapter, I will call these the middle years. During this period, migration and multiculturalism came to characterise large parts of British society and, in response to this, many policies were developed with respect to organising provision for learners with varying degrees of familiarity with English and English-style schooling. The third section – the recent years – charts a period of approximately 30 years from the 1980s through to the present, during which we can see the formation and stabilisation of what we know today as nationalised provision. The chapter ends with a discussion of where we might go in the future years and the kinds of directions EAL may take.








EAL: the early years – post-war to the late 1960s


The British Nationalities Act of 1948 is an important place to begin this discussion. It was through this legislative change that the expanded definition of British citizen – citizen of the United Kingdom and colonies (CUKC) – was brought into law. This Act conferred rights of migration and settlement to a wider number of people. The Act coincided with the British government’s push to rebuild post-war Britain, which saw it actively reach out to recruit labour from across the Commonwealth to offset labour shortages in the UK. Although the 1948 Act conferred permanent rights of settlement to Commonwealth citizens, the extent to which their arrival in the UK was considered likely to be permanent (by either government or the broader UK population) is less clear. Whitfield (2006) reports that little was done to prepare people, either those arriving or those already in the country, for managing the changes that were taking place. The dominant assumption was that for as long as these new citizens remained in the UK, they would simply blend in and assimilate, and everyday society would go on as ‘normal’.


With assimilation the default, no expectations were made on schools to undertake any far-reaching or long-lasting systemic changes to accommodate their new learners, at least at the national policy level. Similarly, little or no detailed information as to the kinds of pedagogical support and provision that might be needed was given to schools or included on teacher training programmes. It was largely a case of ‘business as usual’ as the best way of ensuring that these new learners were settled into the language and learning habits of school as quickly as possible. Although it was recognised that these new learners would need a period of adjustment, the understanding was that through participating in the day-to-day life and practices of school and society they would, in time, simply become indistinguishable from any other learner (see Conteh et al., 2007; Edwards, 1984; Levine, 1996; and Stubbs, 1985, for further discussion of this period). Beyond being a welcoming and supportive environment, there was no specific policy or formal guidance on the support teachers should offer their newly arrived learners.


As migration continued to increase and expand from across the Commonwealth through the 1950s and 1960s, many schools and local authorities across the country saw their school population change significantly (DES, 1971; Rogers, 1972). Many found themselves struggling to ensure that the increasing numbers of learners for whom English, and specifically ‘British’ English, was an unfamiliar language, were able to participate effectively in their education. Alongside the continued pressure and expectation to assimilate (See Whitfield, 2006, for an account of police forces being required to inspect for evidence of assimilation within communities), there was growing recognition that the population had changed and society was increasingly multicultural and multilingual. ‘Immigrants’ were not, as was previously assumed, ‘going back’, but rather they were legally entitled, full and permanent residents of the UK (Edwards, 1984; Levine, 1996; Stubbs, 1985).


Where the late 1940s and 1950s were characterised by a distinct lack of centralised government involvement in how schools (and society more broadly) were to adjust to a changing population, increasing social/racial tensions and hostility in the 1960s and 1970s led to a number of significant immigration policy revisions, notably the 1962 and 1968 Immigration Acts, and a raft of educational publications in response (DES, 1965; Schools Council, 1967; DES, 1971). These publications are important as they not only give us insight into what government felt were the priorities with regard to these learners at this time, but they also significantly shaped the ways in which these learners were conceptualised and provided for in schools.


In keeping with the dominant focus of the time, a key concern that crosscuts these publications was the need for ‘immigrant children’ to assimilate as quickly and effectively as possible. To that end there is a broad focus on the role that language and cultural background play in helping and hindering the success of these children in the classroom. The quote below is taken from ‘The Education of Immigrants’ (DES, 1965:2-3) and gives a sense of what was being recommended to schools at the time:


‘From the beginning the major educational task is the teaching of English. Where a school contains a number of children with little or no knowledge of English, it is desirable to arrange one or more special reception classes in which they may learn English as quickly and as effectively as possible. … Children whose English, although fluent, does not conform to the pattern normally used in this country may also need special attention.’


The text goes on to say that:


‘Successful assimilation of immigrant children depends a great deal in the early stages on the teacher’s knowledge and understanding of the children’s heritage and of the religious, social and cultural habits and traditions that have influenced their upbringing. Sympathetic handling of the children, based on a realistic understanding of the adjustments that they have to make to a new and completely unfamiliar environment, can do much to help them.’


(DES, 1965:3)


As can be seen in the quotes above, successfully acquiring English and/or adopting a specific variety of English, and overcoming cultural differences, were considered priorities for these learners and were viewed as necessary for them to be successful in both school and society. A similar perspective is reiterated in advice put forward by the Department for Education and Skills in its ‘Education of Immigrants: Education Survey 13’:


‘A knowledge of English is essential if the immigrant child is to develop self-confidence in his [sic] new social relationships, to grow culturally in his new environment, to become part of his new community. Inability to speak the language of the community in which one lives is the first step towards misunderstanding, for prejudice thrives on lack of communication.’


(DES, 1971:9)


Against a backdrop of increased concern about maintaining social harmony and reducing racial tensions within society, notions of linguistic homogeneity and cultural assimilation are powerful. Yet, importantly, they appear to be predicated on the assumption that the language and culture of the community are English and ‘British’. There is no recognition within these documents that the community may be made up of people representing a variety of other linguistic and cultural backgrounds. Nor any recognition that space for multilingualism in that community might exist. The overwhelming message in these publications (and in many since) is that linguistic and cultural diversity are not only barriers to education and success, but may be active threats to it. As such, the prevailing wisdom was that these should be overcome as quickly as possible (see Costley, 2014; Derrick, 1977; Edwards, 1984; and Leung & Franson, 2001 for further discussion). What characterises the early years, then, is the establishment of the idea that schooling and society in England are monolingual and monocultural, and a laissez-faire approach to assimilating newly arrived learners into both of these as quickly as possible.







EAL: the middle years – late 1960s to the early 1980s


Increasing migration in the 1960s, while celebrated in many areas of society, was also met with increasing hostility. Government concerns about the impact of immigration were reflected in the Immigration Act of 1971. This heralded significant changes to the rights of citizens (the devastating effects of which were laid bare in, for example, the Windrush scandal that broke in the 2010s) and emboldened groups such as the National Front to become increasingly outspoken about their discontent with the changing face/s of British society. The media reported stories of schools being ‘swamped’ and ‘overrun’ by immigrants (Edwards, 1984; Stubbs, 1985), and recommendations were made for some authorities to ‘disperse’ learners more widely to reduce pressures (see DES, 1965).


Nonetheless, an important positive first step had been taken via the Local Government Act of 1966. Section 11 of the Act committed funds specifically to meet the needs of Commonwealth learners (funding that became known eponymously as ‘Section 11 funding’). The laissez-faire approach that had characterised the early years was no longer seen as tenable. New arrivals would not just assimilate if left to their own devices. Nonetheless, assimilation was still the goal, with a sense that shared language and culture was the main route by which school, community and social cohesion could be established and maintained. The Act was predominantly concerned, therefore, with how best to organise these learners to ensure that (British) English and ‘culture’ were acquired as quickly as possible and with minimal disruption to their peers and the wider community.


Although there were notable differences across the country in terms of numbers of learners eligible for Section 11 funding, as well as in the ways that schools responded to the needs of their EAL students, the prevailing approach developed with the aid of Section 11 funding tended to be withdrawal (Leung & Franson, 2001). In some schools and local authorities, learners would be withdrawn for the full day, whereas others operated more time-restricted withdrawal classes. Some withdrew learners within the school (i.e. to other classrooms and spare spaces) whereas others required learners to be bussed to schools and community centres in different towns and local authorities to attend classes. For some, these English classes were timetabled in regular school hours, whereas for others the classes took place before and after school, as well as at weekends (Leung & Franson, 2001; Safford & Drury, 2013). The thinking was that by withdrawing Section 11 learners from their classes, they would acquire English as quickly as possible, and at the same time they would not disrupt the learning of their peers.


In the same way that there was no specified model for provision under Section 11, there was equally no specified English curriculum that these learners were required to follow. As the focus was on these learners gaining fluency in English, materials and practices were often drawn from ESL and English language teaching textbooks (Costley, 2014; Leung, 2016). Over time, it became increasingly apparent that, while learners may be acquiring English, their withdrawal from the wider curriculum meant that they were not being exposed to the same language and curriculum content as their peers. They were, therefore, being denied opportunities to succeed more generally. It is also important to note that, running alongside the discourse of English being the route by which learners could overcome ‘disadvantage’, there was a significant expansion in the recognition and use of home and community languages in schools to support learners. Across the country, many practitioners highlighted the need to recognise multilingual learners’ linguistic resources not as a barrier to learning, but rather as important resources to be valued, nurtured and included in school and wider society (see Conteh et al., 2007; Leung, 2016; Levine, 1990; 1996; CACE (Plowden), 1967; and Safford & Drury, 2013).


Across the country there was increasing concern from teachers, parents, successive2 governments and members of society more broadly about the widely different approaches, practices, experiences, and levels of achievement of learners in schools. Tomlinson notes that although 228 policy recommendations were put forward with regard to provision for ethnic minority children between 1970 and 1981 (a clear indication of the levels of debate and dissatisfaction), there was also a ‘marked reluctance from all directions to implement recommendations and an eagerness to “pass the buck”’ (1982:649). Among the many reports and recommendations there are two that are particularly important for this discussion and that had important implications for the ways in which provision for EAL learners would be shaped at the time and on into the future.


The first was a report commissioned in 1972 into the teaching of English in schools by then Secretary of State for Education, Margaret Thatcher. This was known as the Bullock Report (DES, 1975). The second was the Rampton Report (DES, 1981), commissioned in 1979 by then Education Secretary, Shirley Williams. The Rampton Report was commissioned in response to mounting evidence and increasing concern about the systematic underachievement of ethnic minority pupils in schools, particularly those from West Indian communities (Tomlinson, 2005; Warmington, 2014).


One of the central messages of the Bullock Report was that ‘no child should be expected to cast off the language and culture of the home as he [sic] crosses the school threshold’ (DES, 1975:286). This commonly cited quote is important in that the message it conveys urges recognition, understanding, and celebration of the variety of languages and linguistic resources represented in schools (see also CACE (Plowden) 1967). Nonetheless, the report stressed the need for a continued focus on supporting the development of English in learners from minority ethnic backgrounds. It noted the importance of English for success at school, engagement in society, and for future employment, and it took issue with the withdrawal model of separate English teaching that had become de rigueur. Importantly, the report also called for teachers to receive training in teaching language across the curriculum, particularly with respect to understanding and addressing the needs of all learners. A key finding of the Rampton Report (DES, 1981) was that the underachievement of ethnic minority pupils was unequivocally linked to racial prejudice both in school and in wider society. Its recommendations highlighted the need for all schools to be fairer, more inclusive institutions that not only reflected and served their school populations more justly, but also reflected the wider community.


It is fair to say that neither of the reports were particularly welcomed by the then Thatcher-led Conservative government, but the Rampton Report in particular and its presentation of such powerful findings of institutional racism and inequality was heavily criticised in the more right-wing sections of government and media. Government replaced the leadership of the committee with Michael Swann and published ‘Education for All’ – or the Swann Report – in 1985. The report similarly recommended that schools needed to change the ways in which they accommodated and included ethnolinguistic minority pupils, and that multiculturalism and multiracialism were topics for all learners. Arguably the most powerful legacy of the report is that education needed to be better for all learners regardless of background and that no learners should be excluded.


What characterises the middle years, then, is an increasing sense of frustration and anger on all sides of the sociopolitical spectrum with regard to perceived inequities within the education system and the impact of these on teaching and outcomes. How schools catered for the needs of learners, communities and society more broadly was becoming an increasingly political concern particularly with regard to what was, and should be, taught in schools, as well as how and by whom. The publication of the Swann Report in 1985 laid the groundwork upon which the biggest changes in the way that post-war education was organised in Britain were laid. It also marked a shift away from overtly assimilationist approaches to ones that set out to be more inclusive and/or integrationist in nature (Leung, 2016).








EAL: the recent years – 1980s to post-Brexit Britain


While the government did not necessarily celebrate the findings of those high-profile reports of the middle years, they could not simply ignore the recommendations. The 1988 Education Reform Act enabled through law the introduction and implementation of the first national curriculum for England and Wales. Published by the government in 1989, it spelled out the statutory learning aims and objectives for all learners between the ages of 5 and 16 and marked a significant change in the role of government in both the organisation and orientation of state-funded education in the countries (DES, 1989). The national curriculum sought to ensure that through statutory provision, with clear learning outcomes and standardised assessments in place, all learners would be given fair and equal access to success in school – irrespective of their backgrounds. Mainstreaming – educating all learners according to age level through a common curriculum – provided an important counternarrative to the continued concerns of inequity and underachievement. It also addressed the significant concerns raised by the Commission for Racial Equality about English language teaching practices that they found were not only academically disadvantageous but also racially discriminatory (CRE, 1986).


While it was never an overtly stated aim nor intention, the national curriculum has operated as a de facto language policy since its implementation. Standard English is positioned as the language of instruction and assessment for all staff, learners and subjects, except modern foreign languages (MFL). Reflecting in part the findings of the Bullock (1975) and Swann (1985) Reports, the national curriculum guidance recognises that, while Standard English is the assumed language of the curriculum, it is not necessarily the language of all learners, both EAL and non-EAL, when they arrive at school. As such, Standard English is framed as a commonly shared learning goal for all. It follows that, as all subjects are taught and assessed through Standard English, all teachers regardless of subject specialism are teachers of Standard English. The mainstream classroom offers learners the opportunity to be immersed in the Standard English of the subject and to be exposed to ‘good’ models of language use (through teachers, feedback and classroom materials). This, according to the guidance, is considered the most effective way of students learning.


This approach to language learning is grounded very much in principles of first language acquisition (Leung, 2016), despite evidence that second language acquisition does not mirror this process. For EAL learners this means that learning English as an additional language is wrongly understood to be the same process as learning English as a first language, and thus absolves the writers of the national curriculum from the responsibility of providing a designated EAL curriculum (Leung, 2001; 2016). Consequently, EAL is not a curriculum topic or a specific curriculum issue and therefore there is no assumption that teachers require specific training for EAL in the same way that there is for every other area of the curriculum (Leung, 2001). This is not to say that there has not been some acknowledgement of EAL in initial teacher education, but many providers as well as learners acknowledge that input specifically in relation to EAL usually occupies a maximum of 1-2 hours over the course of the training programme, rather than it being an on-going topic/area of focus (Safford & Drury, 2013; Cajkler & Hall, 2009). Unsurprisingly, in the government’s annual survey of newly qualified teachers, preparedness to teach EAL has come dead last in every iteration of the survey since they began asking the question (DfE, 2018). Training programmes have been developed to support newly qualified teachers as well as for continuing professional development, for example via private companies, charities, and local authorities, but this is piecemeal and optional. At the government level there is no specific provision (or requirement) for this training.


Until 2011 a version of Section 11 support continued to be available to schools through ring-fenced funding in the form of the Ethnic Minority Achievement Grant (EMAG). Schools and local authorities were able to spend these funds on supporting EAL learners in a variety of different ways, for example by buying in specialist provision, providing training for schools, and running specialist support for learners (DfES, 2004). However, in 2011 the ring-fencing of EMAG was lifted. Funding is available for schools to overcome disadvantages and is worked out on a per capita model with additional monies for EAL learners available only in their first three years of schooling. As these funds are not ring-fenced, schools can decide how they use the money to meet the needs of their learners, with no expectation that this will be in the form of specific EAL support. A powerful example of the impact these changes to funding have had can be seen in Derby. In 2009 Derby had nine EAL specialists who were funded through EMAG; by 2014 none of these posts remained (Ofsted, 2014). This pattern has been replicated across the country and is a result of schools being required to make choices not on the basis of the needs of individual learners but on what they can afford.


The lack of a codified and organised curriculum and training model, as well as a shifting and diverse group of learners and staff, means that at present (as has been consistent across the last 50 years) EAL refers more to a group of very diverse people and practices rather than a coherent set of behaviours, knowledge and pedagogic principles. One of the great ironies of mainstreaming is that, while it sought to ensure consistency and continuity across the country, it is arguably a system in which localisation and local practice is the de facto setting and in which provision and practices are consistently inconsistent.







EAL: the future years


As Ball (1997) suggests, policies are not ready-made fixes and solutions to issues and challenges but rather they are messy and pose problems. The problem is that policies require responses. In looking back over the last 70 years, as presented in this chapter, it is possible to identify four interdependent policy problems that have persisted:
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