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This paper charts deteriorating state school provision for speakers of languages other
than English in the 15 years or so since 1984, when the first edition of Language in the
British Isles (Trudgill (ed) 1984) was published.  It focuses primarily on England and it
addresses the teaching of English as a second/additional language (ESL/EAL) ias well as
the teaching of minority ethnic languages.  It begins with a brief characterisation of the
approach to multilingualism epitomised in the 1985 Swann Report (Section 1), and it
then points to ways in which this has been profoundly altered by the cluster of social,
cultural and economic processes associated with globalisation (Section 2).  The
educational response/contribution to these processes is outlined, particularly as it has
affected pupils with a family knowledge of other languages (Section 3), and there is a
critical discussion of the role that linguistic research has played in these shifts (Section 4).
Government showed little interest in research on language diversity in the 1990s, but this
has not deterred researchers, and if/when/as government rediscovers multilingualism, it
will be able to connect with a substantial knowledge base (Section 5).

We should make two general points about this paper right at the outset.
First, in any review covering complex areas of policy, it can very difficult

periodising the life and impact of particular policy initiatives.  In some cases, especially
with the benefit of hindsight, the purpose and effects of particular acts and interventions
on the part of government may be plain enough, but more generally, within any given
set, policies often move in different directions.  As a result, it is easy for an overview like
ours to miss some of the nuances, tensions and consequences associated with official
policies and discourse, and while we are confident in our description of the main
tendencies over the period we consider, some over-simplification is unavoidable.

Second, there are a number of conspicuous gaps in our discussion and we
say very little, for example, about other countries in the British Isles (see e.g. CERES
1999, Landon 2000, LoBianco 2001, Netto et al 2001), about education post-16 (see e.g.
DfEE 1999), or about schools in the private sector (though see, of course, the other
chapters in this volume).  On the other hand, it is perhaps worth noting that language
education in England has not been alone in its inability/reluctance/failure to engage
constructively with the effects of globalisation, with the realities of the global city and
with the new diaspora relations.  A broadly comparable pattern of education policy
reactions can be found in the US, Canada and Australia (Mohan, Leung and Davison
2001), and so while the chapter may not be as comprehensive in its account of UK
particularities as it might, we hope that it provides a basis for contextualised comparison
with language education processes in other parts of the world.

We can begin this historical account by looking back to 1985 and the
Swann Report (DES 1985).
.

1. Education, language and ethnicity c. 1970-1985: The ‘Swann Report’
Education for All: The Report of the Committee of Inquiry into the Education of Children
from Ethnic Minority Groups - ‘the Swann Report’ - was the last major government
report on linguistic and ethnic diversity in education, and it provides a useful illustration
of the discourses and political arrangements that were central to education policy in
England at around the time of the first edition of Language in the British Isles.

Power in educational policy making was distributed very differently from how it is
today.  Central government had no direct powers over the curriculum, and curriculum
decision-making lay in the hands of teachers and individual schools, who were usually
provided with strong guidance by their Local Education Authorities (LEAs) (DES
1985:221, 334). ii  Central government provided specific funds for the substantial
numbers of EAL teachers and multicultural curriculum advisers who either worked
peripatetically from an LEA base or were stationed in particular schools,iii but for the



most part, control over education spending was delegated from central government to
LEAs (Bourne 1989).  LEA services came under the auspices of local government - the
metropolitan, county and borough councils - and accountability to the local electorate
encouraged dialogue about education with the representatives of ethnic minorities in areas
where they constituted a significant proportion of the local vote.  These groups were
themselves often vocal in the expression of their educational concerns and expectations:
many were relatively well-established in the industrial work force, were sympathetic to
the labour movement, iv and could draw on discourses of equality and rights that had been
successful in relatively recent struggles for colonial independence.  Political arrangements
such as these made education policy development a matter of persuasion and dispute, and
spurred on by the urban riots of 1981, one of the Swann Report’s central objectives was
to generate a view of ethnic pluralism with which central and local government, teaching
unions and minority communities could all concur.

What kind of view was this?  Swann offered a vision of nested
communities within the framework of the nation-state: Britain as a community of
communities, v engaged in the process of reconciling itself to the legacy of its imperial
past.  For the most part, the Report conceptualised its ethnic minorities as well-known,
well-defined, settled, and stable, and it made light of any connections that they might
seek to maintain with other parts of the world   It focused primarily on people of
Caribbean and South Asian descent (DES 1985:649), drawing on the reviews it had
commissioned of the substantial research on these groups (Taylor 1981; Taylor and
Hegarty 1985).  It dismissed a European Directive on the teaching of minority languages
on the grounds that these groups were British and here-to-stay; vi it described their
thoughts of living in other countries as the ‘myth of an alternative’ and the ‘myth of
return’ (DES 1985:20-1); and it was in local social services rather than in world markets
that  minority language proficiency was envisaged as being useful (DES 1985:409-10).
Similarly, the Report’s discussion of the mass media, TV and press looked no further than
the British nation-state (DES 1985: 16ff & 38-44).

The educational strategy that the Committee proposed consisted of three
basic elements.  First, any linguistic and cultural disadvantage that minorities were
suffering should be overcome, e.g. through the teaching of English as a second language.
Second, all children, minority and majority, should be encouraged to respect the richness
of minority cultures.  Third and most consequentially for the teaching of languages other
than English, there should be no ethnic segregation within the public schooling system.
Not only should all EAL teaching take place in the mainstream classroom.  There could
also be no provision through the medium of languages other than English, since “both
bilingual education and mother tongue maintenance can only be of relevance to mother
tongue speakers of languages other than English, i.e. to pupils from certain ethnic
minority groups”(1985:406-7).  Schools and LEAs were encouraged to provide resources
to assist the mother-tongue classes organised by local communities after-hours and at
week-ends, but within the state school system itself, sustained bilingual provision risked
social fragmentation.  To help “overcome the trauma… of entering an English speaking
environment”, some transitional bilingual support could be provided for very young pupils
entering school for the first time (ibid), and in the final years of schooling, minority
languages could form a part of the exam curriculum in modern foreign languages
(1985:412-413).  Even so, in infant classes, bilingual support staff should serve as a
resource for everyone, and exam classes in minority languages should be open to all.  The
role of state schools was to eliminate segregation and disadvantage, and to ensure that
everyone shared in whatever benefits minority students brought with them.  Rather than
cultivating any specialised cultural or linguistic resources that ethnic minorities might
have, the Swann Report sought in effect to nationalise them (‘Education for All’).

The Swann Report was written against a background of considerable
contestation over ethnicity and race, and was published during the ascendance of
Thatcherism, not long after the war in the Falklands/Malvinas and a landslide
Conversative general election victory in 1983.  In certain respects - in the frontal
engagement with racism and the insistence that minorities belonged - it stands out as
important liberal text.  In other respects, it said much less than it might, and the refusal
to countenance any sustained bilingual education in the state school system was widely



criticised by those involved in the teaching of ethnic minority languages (NCMTT 1985).
Here, however, we are less concerned with its strengths and weaknesses than with the
glimpse it gives of the educational and political landscape just prior to the
transformations associated with globalisation and neo-liberal market capitalism.  It is to
these transformations that we should now turn.

2. Globalisation
In the Swann Report, the nation-state was the supreme political entity, but this is now
challenged by the processes associated with globalisation.  Flows of people, finance,
technologies and communications media criss-cross national borders, vii and it is
increasingly hard for the state to exercise effective authority within its traditional
territory (Abercrombie & Warde et al 2000:15).  Instead, it comes under increasing
pressure to act as the hopeful host to transnational business, seeking to attract inward
investment by offering a secure and stable environment, an abundance of skilled low-wage
labour, and limited state regulation (Bauman 1998; CBI 2000).

There have also been major changes in the nature of migrant labour.
Particularly in the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s, Britain encouraged the inward flow and
settlement of new peoples who were needed to work in the manufacturing, transport and
health sectors where the recruitment of indigenous labour was proving difficult (Rose et al
1969), and this led to the emergence of the relatively stable, vocal, working class ethnic
communities that Swann was primarily concerned with.  More recently in the 1990s,
however, massive political upheavals, including the collapse of the Soviet Union and the
‘Eastern Bloc’, have produced a dramatic growth of unofficial immigration, both in
Britain and across Europe and Asia (Papastergiadis 2000:48).  In the UK, there has been a
very large increase in people seeking asylum, viii and there are also very substantial
numbers without work and residence permits: “in practice, such people either exist in
limbo, outside state benefits and employment, or else are eventually granted some status
due to the passage of time” (Fiddick 1999:13).  They also tend to be politically voiceless:
“there is a strong incentive for those who are here illegally to keep as low a profile as
possible, and avoid unnecessary contact with Government agencies” (Grabiner 2000:17).
At the same time, global capitalism has altered the conditions for more established
minority ethnic groups.  For people who migrated during the 1950s, 60s and 70s, jobs in
the UK might have been low paid, but initially anyway, they were reasonably secure, and
the prohibitive costs of international travel encouraged them to build a congenial milieu
in their local vicinities.  In recent years, however, global market capitalism has reversed
this balance of opportunities and constraints, and for many, this has facilitated different
kinds of arrangement:

“[i]nternational transfers for the purposes of tourism, work and migration are now
easier than at any other period of history.  Between 1995 and 2005, travel and
tourism within Europe are expected to increase by 78% (OECD 1996a:30).
Significantly - and in contrast with earlier times - after transferring location, people
are able to maintain instantaneous links with their point of origin through media and
communications systems, strengthening the capacity of migrants to manage their
own diasporic identities while resisting full assimilation into the new nation”
(Marginson 1999:2)

In Swann’s conception, ‘minority’ status was historically linked, either in
actuality or in public perception, to forms of disadvantage that could be best remedied by
their full participation in the nation-state .  In an age of global flows, however, there can
be distinct benefits to diaspora membership, and social identity can become much more
‘deterritorialised’:

“Members of diaspora are almost by definition more mobile than people who are
rooted in national spaces.  They are certainly more prone to international mobility
and change their places of work and residence more frequently.  In previous eras and
still in some places, when periods of febrile nation-building take place, their
cosmopolitanism was a distinct disadvantage and a source of suspicion.  In the age of



globalisation, their language skills, familiarity with other cultures and contacts in
other countries make many members of diasporas highly competitive in the
international labour, service and capital markets… the scope for multiple affiliations
and associations that has been opened up outside and beyond the nation-state has
allowed a diasporic allegiance to become both more open and more acceptable . There
is no longer any stability in the points of origin, no finality in the points of
destination and no necessary coincidence between social and national identities …
What nineteenth-century nationalists wanted was a ‘space’ for each ‘race’, a
territorialising of each social identity. What they have got instead is a chain of
cosmopolitan cities and an increasing proliferation of subnational and transnational
identities that cannot easily be contained in the nation-state system.” (Cohen
1997:168-98, 175)  ix

The cosmopolitan or ‘global’ cities mentioned by Cohen serve
as centres of finance, transport and communications, and as such, they are
inhabited by populations that are both highly diverse and highly stratified, as
can be seen in major regional variations in England.  In the North East of
England, 2.6 per cent of pupils in maintained primary schools are described as
belonging to ethnic minorities, and in the South West, the figure is 2.7 per cent.
In contrast, the figures for Inner London are 56.5 per cent, Outer London 31.2
per cent, and West Midlands 15.9 per cent (DfEE 1999). x  The linguistic
consequences for schools are shown in a recent survey of the languages of
London’s schoolchildren (Baker and Eversley 2000: 5), which states that in
Greater London the range of home languages spans more than 350 language
names, with English dominant amongst 67.86 per cent of the 850,000
schoolchildren surveyed.   At the same time, wealth and income differentials
are also sharper in London than anywhere else in the UK (Abercrombie, Warde
et al 2000:126).  On the one hand, it is a home for cosmopolitan elites,
professionals and business people, while on the other, there are large numbers
of people working low-skilled, low paid jobs, often in a substantial hidden
economy xi (see also Hannerz 1996:129-31; Cohen 1997:167-9).

World cities of this kind aren’t merely ‘nodes in networks’ however.
They are also places in themselves, settings for the juxtaposition and mixing of different
cultural traditions in a range of different and distinctive combinations.  Ethnic and
cultural difference are highly salient, and subculturally specific resources - food, dress,
music, speech - can be aestheticised and/or commodified, used in artistic production or
sold commercially to a wide range of different consumers and not just to tourists and the
transnational elite.  As a point where a plurality of different transnational and diaspora
flows intersect, this is an environment that generates high levels of local meta-cultural
learning and awareness (cf Hannerz 1996:135-137; Portes 1997), and although there will
be different combinations and different processes in different locations, Hall’s discussion
of black experience in the UK resonates with the cultural dynamics of world cities more
generally (1990:235-6): xii

“[t]he diaspora experience is defined, not by essence or purity, but by the recognition
of a necessary heterogeneity and diversity; by a conception of ‘identity’ which lives
with and through, not despite, difference; by hybridity.  Diaspora identities are those
which are constantly producing and reproducing themselves anew, through
transformation and difference… Young black cultural practitioners and critics in
Britain are increasingly coming to acknowledge and explore in their work this
‘diaspora aesthetic’ and its formations in the post-colonial experience”

Hall goes on to quote the cultural critic Kobena Mercer:



“Across a whole range of cultural forms there is a powerfully ‘syncretic’ dynamic
which critically appropriates elements from the master-codes of the dominant culture
and ‘creolises’ them, disarticulating given signs and rearticulating their symbolic
meaning otherwise. The subversive force of this hybridizing tendency is most
apparent at the level of language itself where creoles, patois and Black English
decenter, destabilize and carnivalize the linguistic domination of ‘English’ - the
nation-language of master-discourse - through strategic inflections, reaccentuations
and other performative moves in semantic, syntactic and lexical codes.” (1988:57)

We will return to the linguistic dimension of these processes in due course.
But before that, we need to consider the ways in which state education has responded (and
participated) in these shifts.

3.  Changes in language education policy and provision since 1985
Three years after the publication of Swann, the Conservative Government embarked on a
major programme of educational reform, bringing in the Education Reform Act (ERA) in
1988.  At different points in what follows, we will refer to a number of aspects of this
complex set of changes, but in summary, the policy initiated in ERA can be summarised
as one of neo-liberal market economics combined with cultural authoritarianism,  xiii and
overall, it had a rather negative impact on the language education of multilingual pupils.

‘LMS’ - the ‘Local Management of Schools’ policy that was one of the
cornerstones of ERA - paved the way for a major shift of power away from Local
Education Authorities to individual schools, with the result that by the year 2000,  82%
of the money spent on school was controlled by head-teachers and school governors
compared with around 5% in 1990 (Audit Commission 2000).  As part of this process,
the responsibility for spending money on pupils in need of support with EAL shifted from
LEAs to local schools, so that rather than being able to call on an LEA service that was
provided free-of-charge, schools had to plan for EAL support in their own budgets and to
pay the LEA to provide them with specialist teachers.  EAL provision wasn’t mandatory,
and with a lot of other competing financial priorities, the pressures on schools to reduce
EAL expenditure were inevitable.

At the same time as market principles like this were introduced to the way
specialist resources were distributed, creating a competitive ‘internal market’ among
schools and LEAs within state education, responsibility for the design and specification of
the curriculum for 5 to 16 year olds was centralised.  Individual teachers and schools were
no longer the principal curriculum decision-makers, and the processes of persuasion and
debate that the Swann Report had been tuned to were replaced by legislative coercion.  A
series of national working parties were set up for the ‘core’ curriculum areas of English,
Maths and Science, as well as for a range of other subjects (though not EAL), and by the
mid 1990s, a legally binding National Curriculum for 80% or more of the school day had
been established, together with a system of national tests for 7, 11 and 14 year olds.
These tests meant that the performance of children at different schools could be
compared, and their publication in league tables was initiated and justified on the grounds
that this was essential ‘consumer information’ for another new element in education
policy, ‘parental choice’.  Prior to the 1988 ERA, children in the public education system
had been allocated to a particular school by their LEA, but parental choice now gave
parents the right to choose which school their child went to, with state funding following
the child.  In this way, a complex combination of marketisation and central control was
developed.  In order to survive, schools needed to attract parents, and they could vary
their spending priorities in order to increase their competitiveness.  But at the same time,
central government dictated curriculum input and standardised the measurement of output
(see Henry et al 1999:89; Bernstein 1999:252).

These processes had an inevitable effect on schools’ attitudes to pupils who were
learning English as a second language.  The league tables on school performance published
raw data, and made no allowance for major differences between schools in their student
intake.  In this context, pupils from homes where English speaking was limited were



increasingly seen as a threat to a school’s public performance profile, depressing its
published test scores, undermining its appeal to parents, and ultimately endangering its
funding base.  Whereas the Swann Report had called for inclusiveness, with the new
market principles it was no longer in a school’s interest to welcome refugee children and
other newcomers to England.

These structural changes undermined the position articulated by Swann and they
were accompanied by a number of major changes in the terms of debate.  We describe
some of these in the next section, but here it is worth noting that one of the factors
widely judged to have helped the Conservatives win the 1987 general election was the so-
called ‘loony London effect’, a perception that the Labour Party was dominated by
London-based radicals who were committed to a dogmatic multi-culturalism and who were
antipathetic to the traditional values of Englishness.  In other words, (what others later
came to call) the ‘global city’ was deemed a political liability, and in its place, the hearts
and minds of ‘Middle England’ became the main target of competition between the major
political parties.  At the same time, as the replacement of the phrase ‘middle class’ with
‘Middle England’ itself reflects, social class also became less and less of a reference point
in public discourse.

This decline in the usability and salience of traditional notions of social
class was partly the product of the economic restructuring attendant on globalisation. xiv

But the disappearance of class from public discourse also fitted with the ascendance of two
newer ideologies.  On the one hand, the traditional association of class with collective
solidarity, worker identities and the critique of capitalism was ill-suited to the new
emphasis on individualism, consumption and the market.  On the other, notions of long-
standing class conflict and division were at odds with an increasingly influential strand of
opinion which emphasised (high) national culture as a central unifying element in the new
national curriculum (eg Tate 1996).  In practical terms, this meant that when particular
groups continued to underachieve at school, the blame was shifted away from political
economy - in which everyone was implicated, including the government - to culture,
which laid responsibility with the underachievers themselves.  In this way, the relatively
poor performance of working class boys became a problem of masculinity, while the
disaffection of working class boys of Caribbean descent was put down to ethnicity. xv

Whereas the Swann Report made an effort to address the ways in which school
achievement was influenced by both class and ethnicity together (DES 1985:71-76),
Gillborn and Gipps’ major review acknowledges that although social class and gender are
important variables, “data on social class is often absent from research… [and] it is
exceptional to find studies of achievement by ethnic minority pupils that give full
attention to both these factors’. (1996:16; see also Gillborn 1997:377-80; Gillborn &
Mirza 2000).

In 1997, the Conservative Government finally lost power after 17 years
in which free market economics had been extended progressively further into the public
sector.  They were replaced by a ‘New Labour’ party that came to office determined to
tackle social exclusion and to eradicate the “long ‘tail’ of underachievement in Britain,
and [the] relatively poor performance from lower ability students” (Barber 1997:10).  For
the most part, however, this was not a return to class analysis, xvi and free market
philosophies continued to dominate education policy.  The state school system, it was
said, had much to learn from private schools, xvii the ‘discipline of the market’ still played
a major part in the relationship between LEAs, schools and parents, and indeed schools
and LEAs deemed ‘failing’ were privatised and taken over by educational and other
management companies. xviii

The technological dimensions of globalisation were given some
recognition, and as part of the attempt to build a “knowledge-driven society… to succeed
in this digital age” (Gordon Brown 16.2.00), the New Labour government began to invest
£1 billion over three years up to 2002 in the ‘National Grid for Learning’, a programme
to equip every school with computer technology connected to the web.  At the same
time, however, a National Literacy Strategy (NLS) was instituted first in primary and
then in secondary schools, and in many ways this seemed to intensify their predecessors’
rejection of the cultural dynamics of globalisation.   The new digital communications
systems embrace a huge plurality of expressive forms, values, interests and imaginings,



and many commentators - including the Prime Minister (Blair 1999 xix) - have suggested
that this new power presents a considerable challenge to traditional authority of parents
and teachers (see e.g. Castells 1996:374-5; Sefton-Green 1998:12; Richards 1998; Holmes
and Russell 1999; Tiffin and Rajasingham 1995:73).   The NLS looked designed to
reassert the kinds of authority that now felt threatened.  The centre piece of the NLS was
the ‘Literacy Hour’ - an hour a day that all schools in England were pressured to dedicate
to reading and writing (DfEE 1998) - and this not only dictated what to teach but also
how, prescribing a minute-by-minute programme in which whole class teaching - with
pupils’ eyes and ears tuned to the teacher - formed the main part (two thirds). xx In terms
of content, the Literacy Hour assumed native English speaker knowledge of spoken
language and cultural meaning.  Pupils’ attention was focused on the basics of print
literacy and standard English grammar, and both the multi-modality of integrated
communications systems and the heteroglossia and multilingualism of the global city were
overwhelmingly ignored.  It was confidently asserted that the NLS would “facilitate
[bilingual pupils’] acquisition of literacy” (DfEE 1997:34), but there was little evidence to
support this claim and subsequently, it was tacitly accepted that pupils who spoke
languages other than English might need more differentiated attention (DfEE 2001, DfES
2001).

In the period after Swann, then, there were a number of major structural
changes which substantially weakened the provision for teaching English as a second
language.  Through LMS and the delegation of specific purpose funds to schools, the
market-inspired creation of a competitive environment led to the disbanding of specialist
LEA language support teams, leaving EAL provision at the discretion of head-teachers.
League tables led to the stigmatisation of pupils with limited English, and although there
were some signs of recognition by the official curriculum authorities (often in the form of
supplementary advisory documents), EAL remained on the margins of the National
Curriculum.

Turning from EAL to languages other than English, in England, as we
have already noted, the Swann Report rejected the idea of sustained educational provision
through the medium of any other languages, and this rejection was reiterated in subsequent
National Curriculum texts. xxi  Admittedly, there was legal provision for teaching of
minority ethnic languages within the modern foreign language (MFL) curriculum in the
last few years at secondary school, but the scope and success of this was inhibited (a) by
curriculum specifications which assumed a monolingual English starting point (D.F.E.
1995b:6-9), (b) by the absence of support for the development of pedagogies capable of
responding to groups of pupils with mixed levels of proficiency, and (c) by  the realities
of local and national resourcing. xxii  Indeed, more generally, modern foreign language
learning has tended to languish in the state school sector, and in 2000 an independent
enquiry into the UK’s future needs in MFL concluded that government had no coherent
approach to modern language education; there was no planning for children to start other
language learning early; almost all children stopped other language learning at the earliest
opportunity (aged 16); and that there was a desperate shortage of language teachers
(Nuffield 2000).

Overall, then, since 1985, it is difficult to report any positive
developments in state school provision for the needs and potentialities associated with
multilingualism.  Outside the mainstream sector, however, there has been a very tenacious
voluntary commitment to the teaching of community languages amongst the minority
communities themselves.  Given the dearth of research in this field, it is difficult to be
very specific about patterns of coordination, growth or decline in language teaching
provision in the voluntary sector, but the most comprehensive database to date reveals at
least 2,000 supplementary and mother-tongue projects across England, with the largest
concentration in London (Kempadoo & Abdelrazak, 2001).  In fact, the Swann Report
recommended that Local Education Authorities “should offer support for community
based language provision” (DES 1985:772), and in recent years, official interest in the
sector appears to have increased. xxiii  Many of the projects reported in this national data-
base are in receipt of state funds, often channelled through LEAs, and the organisation
producing this information, the Resource Unit for Supplementary & Mother-tongue
Schools, has itself received funding from (among other sources) the DfES and the



National Lottery Charities Board.  The Resource Unit came into existence in the late
1990s; it aims ‘to improve the quality of education offered by supplementary and
mother-tongue schools by providing consultancy, advice and support’ (Abdelrazak
2001:ix); it acts as an advocate and link between community projects and mainstream
bodies such as the DfES, LEAs and schools; and it indicates a significant growth in the
institutionalisation of the sector, which sometimes reaches impressive levels. xxiv  It would
be a mistake to exaggerate this institutionalisation, and there is still a dearth of research
on curriculum and pedagogy within these voluntary schools, but whatever the vicissitudes
of state support and funding, there is clearly very substantial commitment to teaching
minority/diaspora languages outside the state school system.

So far, we have described a number of shifts in language education policy in
England since the first edition of Language in the British Isles, and apart from pointing
to the voluntary sector’s continuing commitment to multilingualism, our account has
generally emphasised a deterioration in educational provision for pupils with a family
knowledge of languages other than English.  But both the present volume and its
predecessor are research-based texts, and so in a spirit of reflexivity, it is worth asking
what part linguistic research has played in these changes.  In her 1984 paper on literacy
and education in minority languages in England, Martin-Jones referred to three
recent/ongoing research and development projects that received substantial funding from
central government, and two large projects funded by the EC. xxv  She certainly wasn’t
over-optimistic about the future, noting that “the overall picture of provision within the
[English] mainstream education system is discouraging” (p 436), but even so, she was able
to report a flurry of official interest and government-funded research that far exceeds
anything that has been witnessed since.  So we need to ask: where did research on language
stand during the decline we have charted?  How come the research on multilingualism lost
so much ground?

4 The role of linguistic research in the ideological debates about language
education
During the course of the extensive educational restructuring that we have described, both
language and language education have been major political issues, providing the focus for
intense dispute between (a) a broadly liberal coalition of teachers, local government,
teaching unions, researchers and academics, and (b) back-to-basics conservatives (central
government, its policy advisers, and much of the national media) calling for grammar,
standards, and a return to traditional teaching methods. xxvi  A full account of the complex
processes leading to the ascendance of the latter lies well beyond the scope of this paper,
but with the benefit of hindsight, it is possible to identify several aspects of research on
multilingualism during the 1980s which weakened its value as a resource for attempts to
safeguard educational provision for pupils from multilingual homes.  We will specify four
of these ‘flaws’, and then we will try to characterise a quite fundamental shift in the
prevailing notion of language that accompanied the wider changes introduced by the 1988
Education Reform Act.

Like a great deal of research elsewhere in sociolinguistics and the social sciences
(Gilroy 1987; Rampton 1998, 1999), research on multilingualism during the late 70s and
1980s tended to assume (i) that a person’s ethnolinguistic identity was fixed in place
during their early years at home and in their local community, and (ii) that this home-
based ethnicity was likely to be the most important aspect of their identity .  ‘Ethnic
absolutism’ of this underlay the Swann Report, and it was generally tied to a vision of
multilingualism in which languages, cultures and communities were seen as clearly
bounded, relatively homogenous, and principally preoccupied either with maintaining or
losing their ethnic distinctiveness (c.f. Rampton 1995:Ch 13, 1998, 1999; Harris 1997,
1999).   Unfortunately, an idiom like this is limited in the purchase it provides on the
cultural and demographic processes associated with globalisation, and it is very difficult to
make sense of flows and mixing, diaspora and deterritorialisation if notions like
‘community’ and ‘authenticity’ serve as the conceptual lodestars (Harris and Rampton



2002).  Essentialism of this kind made it very hard, for example, for educationalists to
recognise/give recognition to the emergence of new ethnicities and hybridised
sociolinguistic varieties identified by Hall and Mercer (Section 2 above), and while its own
analytic apparatus was ill-tuned to the new empirical and philosophical terrain opening up
with globalisation, it is perhaps not surprising if research on multilingualism in the 1980s
was relatively weak as a counterweight to the deleterious changes we outlined in Section 3.

This ethnic essentialism was perhaps the most fundamental difficulty with
research on multilingualism in the 1980s (and indeed sometimes much later).  But it is
also possible to suggest three more specific characteristics that flawed it as a resource.

First, the major inquiries into minority ethnic language use were overwhelmingly
oriented to the data of self-report rather than to empirical evidence of multilingual
practice in or out of school.  Survey research played a key role in establishing the fact and
degree of England's multilingualism, and apart from its practical convenience in survey
work, the principle of self-report started to recognise the importance of creating space
for the perspectives of minority language users themselves (Martin-Jones 1984:431;
Rosen and Burgess 1980:43, LMP 1985, Alladina & Edwards 1991:11).  But describing
one's own multilingualism is not necessarily easy, and spontaneous interaction can often
involve subtle mixings and renegotations of identity that can be hard to reflect on
explicitly, that one may want not to admit to, and that short descriptive labels inevitably
reify and treat simplistically (cf Roberts, Davies and Jupp 1992, Hewitt 1986:7-8).
Although it provides no guarantee against it, research on the data of spoken interaction
can be crucial in moderating these oversimplifications, and its scarcity and absence from
public discussion meant that later on in the late 1980s and early 1990s, the prevailing
ideas about ethnicity were ill-equipped to challenge the cultural essentialism that
legitimated the policy of Welsh being promoted by the Welsh state, English by the
English state, and minority languages being largely left to the minority communities.

Admittedly, there was one strand of research which did draw attention to the
diaspora language forms emerging in urban vernacular English and to new mixed cultures
that challenged the very basis of official ethnic classification.  But the impact of this
work was inhibited by a second characteristic of research in the 1970s and 1980s, and this
was quite a marked tendency to address issues related to Caribbean language separately
from other minority languages.  From the outset, research on creoles in England was as
much committed to the analysis of actual language data as to the data of self-report,
outside school as well as in, and in attempting to demonstrate the systematicity and
cultural authenticity of the speech of pupils of Caribbean descent, discussions of Creole
were linked with attempts to establish a more tolerant approach to white non-standard
dialects.  Research situated youngsters of African Caribbean descent in a wider context of
English vernacular youth culture, and pedagogically, the central concern was (a) with
providing recognition in the mainstream English curriculum for the symbolic and
expressive values associated with creole, and (b) with developing in pupils a bidialectal
capacity to use standard English as and when appropriate (D.E.S. 1981, Sutcliffe 1982).
This contrasted with the approach to pupils whose home languages were more obviously
different from English.  There, the debate was framed much more in terms of the
supposedly competing demands of school, home and adult community, and in line with
the ethnic essentialism identified above, it was assumed that for Asian pupils, minority
languages were the important vehicle for cultural identity, that English was just an
instrumental tool of learning, and that the principal task was a structured induction into
the patterns of standard English grammar and discourse (eg D.E.S. 1989:Ch 10; see
Rampton 1983, 1988, 1995 for critiques).  The result of this was that when research
started to demonstrate that white youngsters were making use of creole forms, that
inherited ethnicities were being destabilised and that new mixed ethnolinguistic identities
were emerging (Hewitt 1986, 1992; Gilroy 1987; Mercer above), the impact on official
discourse about non-Caribbean minorities was limited.  The discursive differentiation of
African Caribbean from other minority pupils obscured the new alignments developing in
the complex interaction of locality, class, generation, gender and ethnicity in English
cities, and in the official view, other minorities continued to be viewed as politely treated
but rather peripheral strangers until the time that they assimilated. xxvii



The third characteristic limiting the capacity of language education research to
contest deteriorating provision for bilingual pupils had its roots in the child-centred
philosophies that had been dominant since the mid 1960s (see pp xx below), and this
concerned the assessment of proficiency in English.  Due to a long-standing lack of both
standardisation and validity in ESL/EAL assessment (combined with an absence of central
support) (C.R.E. 1986, OFSTED 1994, Leung 1995), there was - and still is - a major
scarcity of any research which adopted methods capable of convincing the sceptical
outsider to test the levels of the linguistic proficiency produced by different pedagogies
and different forms of provision.  Classroom processes were certainly investigated in a
number of local and national language curriculum development projects in the 1980s, and
these often entailed teacher action research with a strong interest in multilingualism (c.f.
Bourne 1989:113).  Through first hand experience, they enabled participants to assess
the value of different kinds of language pedagogy; they were the form of educational
innovation most likely to have an immediate impact on pupils; they moved towards an
ideal of flexible multilingual pedagogy hospitable to the diversity of pupils' language
backgrounds and proficiencies (Bourne 1989:63-4); and the reports they provided could
be persuasive for colleagues.  But as with a great deal of action research, they did not
produce claims supported by a body of evidence - a body of publicly recognisable 'facts' -
that was capable of withstanding the scrutiny of unsympathetic outsiders, and beyond
their articulation within the broad tenets of 'good practice', loosely drawing in ideas from
first language acquisition, process writing, communicative methodology and collaborative
teaching (C.R.E. 1986:Appendix 7, Bourne 1989:63-64, Blair & Bourne 1999), they were
not elaborated into a theoretical framework capable of systematic comparative
examination (Brumfit 1995:39).  All of this meant that when EAL provision was
radically affected by the structural shifts brought in by the 1988 Education Reform Act,
there was no basis in research for arguing against - or indeed in favour of - these changes.
xxviii

Those, then, are some weaknesses specific to research on multilingualism which
might help to explain why it became increasingly peripheral to the main currents of
educational change after the first edition of Language in the British Isles.  But analysis of
worsening provision for bilingual pupils also needs to reckon with a more profound and
more extensive shift in the notions of language that education-oriented researchers
worked with.

The research and curriculum development work reported by Martin-Jones in 1984
generally emphasised the intimate relationship between language and identity, and it
aspired to a curriculum that would be hospitable to a plurality of home languages,
developing pupils’ abilities by building organically on the minority ethnic languages that
they brought to school.  As in the debates about linguistic deficit and non-standard English
that slightly pre-dated this growth of interest in minority languages, xxix  researchers
adopted a stance that tuned with the assertion in the 1975 Bullock Report that

“No child should be expected to cast off the language and culture of the home as
he crosses the school threshold and the curriculum should reflect those aspects of
his life… Every school with pupils whose original language is not English should
adopt a positive attitude to their bilingualism and wherever possible help maintain
and deepen their knowledge of their mother-tongue” (DES 1975: para 20.5,
20.17)  (cited Martin-Jones 1984:428)

This perspective provided the underpinning for an influential dialogue between
sociolinguistics and English mother-tongue teaching (EMTT), xxx and indeed, the first
government funded project on linguistic diversity was actually directed by Harold Rosen,
who had played a major role opening EMTT to vernacular spoken language and working
class culture more generally, and who took the view that it was “a fatuous exercise to lay
down a syllabus for all children, irrespective of who they are, the state of affairs in a
given school, the rest of the curriculum and the culture(s) in the community from which
they come” (1988:8; see also Barnes, Britton & Rosen 1969, Rosen & Burgess 1980)

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, then, there was substantial interest in the
possibility of providing active educational support for children’s home languages, whether



or not these were ethnic minority varieties, and in fact ‘mother tongue’ was generally a
key term. xxxi

In the period that followed, however, there was a contested but nevertheless very distinct
movement away from approaches which privileged the ties between language, home
culture and identity, towards a perspective which treated language as a determinate object,
as an autonomous code, that could be defined, broken down into parts, and imparted to
everyone in the mainstream curriculum. xxxii  ‘Mother tongue’ may have been a key term
in the 70s and early to mid 80s, but from the late 80s onwards, standard English became
the central emblem.

The first sign of this shift away from “hospitality to diversity” came with the
Kingman Committee, which was set up in 1987 to “recommend a model of the English
language as a basis for teacher training and professional discussion, and to consider how
far and in what ways that model should be made explicit to pupils at various stages of
education” (DES 1988:1).  In what was widely interpreted as a deliberate snub, the
committee contained noone with a track-record of EMT teacher education in UK schools
(Rosen 1988), and instead, the Government nominated two eminent applied linguists
(Gillian Brown and Henry Widdowson).  Much of the applied linguistic tradition
represented by Brown and Widdowson was dedicated to the development of general
models for the teaching of English to non-English speakers overseas, and their own
research focused much more on discourse than on language and social identity.  Their
appointment gave rise to an expectation that instead of treating language as a matter of
cultural politics, a technical - indeed ‘technicist’ - approach would now be adopted, and
for a while, it looked as though applied linguistics was tuning up for a dictatorial invasion
of the territories dominated hitherto by the indigenous tradition of language in education.

In the event - and in a pattern that was repeated over the next few years xxxiii  -
this new encounter between applied linguists and language educationalists working with
UK state schools turned out to be a good deal less fractious than was initially anticipated.
Widdowson submitted a dissident endnote to the Kingman Report (DES 1988:77-78; Cox
1992:243), applied linguists subsequently showed themselves to be relatively sensitive to
the wider issues of language and power that preoccupied the researchers working with UK
English teachers (see e.g. Bourne and Bloor 1989), and the convergence of applied
linguistics with UK language education reached its fullest form in the Language in the
National Curriculum (LINC) Project.  Government had been persuaded by the Kingman
Report that there was a substantial body of technical knowledge about language that could
be usefully passed on to teachers, and funded by the education ministry, the LINC
curriculum development project ran from 1989-1992, cost £21 million, and involved a
team of 25 coordinators and more than 10,000 teachers in over 400 training courses
(Carter 1992:16).  The approach developed in the LINC project, declared Carter,
“(potentially) renders distinctions between linguistics in education/language in education
passé” (1990:19).

Even so, a very different kind of linguistics now held centre stage.  In 1983,
Stubbs had argued that teachers in Britain needed to have knowledge of four aspects of
language:

“1. Language diversity in Britain… 2. Language diversity within English… 3. Practical
language planning… [which includes] questions such as: Do nonstandard dialects of
English or ethnic-minority languages have a place in schools?  If so, what?… 4.  A
model of language itself” (1983:13-14; also 1986:13).

Reflecting on teachers’ knowledge of these four areas at the time, he noted “that much
teacher-training flirts with external aspects of the sociology and psychology of language [
≈  1, 2 & 3], but avoids the issue of the central organisation of language itself [= 4].”
(1983:14).  Almost a decade later, Ron Carter, director of the LINC Project, agreed that
hitherto “attention to grammar and the forms of language has been neglected”, but now

“far from being opposed to grammar, grammar occupies a central place [in the LINC
materials].  Indeed, there is more detailed description of the grammar of English than
in any mother-tongue English curriculum materials anywhere in the world… [T]here



is systematic exploration of grammatical differences between speech and writing,
between standard and non-standard forms of the language and between different
varieties of English.  In spite of being described in certain national newspapers as a
dialect project, 97% of the examples in LINC materials are of pupils speaking,
reading and writing in Standard English” (1992:18)

Languages and dialects other than English were still recognised, but they no longer
occupied the prominent place that they had held before.  Grammar, text and discourse
were now seen as the dimensions of linguistic knowledge that were most relevant for
teachers, downgrading   sociolinguistic variability and the links between language, culture
and social group identity.  In the 1983 collection containing Stubbs’ remarks, xxxiv  the
first substantive section is entitled ‘Dialects and languages in Britain’ and it contains 8
chapters (101 pages out of the total of c. 280).  In the Carter’s 1990 collection
Knowledge about Language and the Curriculum: The LINC Reader, only one chapter
focuses on bilingual children, taking up 21 out of about 280 pages in all.

What could account for the general change that this contrast points to?
First, it synchronised with a much wider cultural shift in education that Basil

Bernstein has identified.  The last 10 to 15 years have seen a major shift from what
Bernstein identifies as ‘competence’ theories towards what he calls ‘performance’ models
(perhaps a little confusingly). xxxv  From the 1960s onwards, ‘competence’ theories were
influential in education, in sociolinguistics and in the social sciences more generally, and
in varying degrees, they involved a belief in

“1. …a universal democracy of acquisition.  All are inherently competent.  There is
no

deficit;
2.  the individual as active and creative in the construction of a valid world of

meaning and practice....;
3.  a celebration of everyday, oral language use and a suspicion of specialised

languages;
4.  official socialisers are suspect, for acquisition is a tacit, invisible act, not subject to

public regulation or, perhaps, not primarily acquired through such regulation;
5.  a critique of hierarchical relations, where domination is replaced by facilitation

and imposition by accommodation" (Bernstein 1996:150; see Rampton 1999 and
Leung 2001 for elaborations)

These assumptions tuned with the dominance at the time of liberal child-centred
pedagogy; they coincided with the respect for home languages enunciated by Bullock; and
in the Swann Report, their influence could be seen both in the rejection of segregated
EAL teaching, and in the importance attached to valuing - if not actually teaching -
ethnic minority languages.  During the late 1980s and 1990s, however, there was a shift
towards 'performance' models in education, with an emphasis on product rather than
process, on carefully graded inputs from the teacher, on the specific texts and skills the
learner was expected to produce and acquire, and on the extent to which the learner
matched these.  In performance models, evaluation focuses on what's missing and
deviance is highly visible, and Bernstein goes on to argue that 'performance' and
‘competence’ pedagogies can also be distinguished in terms of the basic social relations
that they prioritise - in pedagogies oriented to 'competence' (and e.g. 'natural growth’ or
‘acquisition'), there is a fundamental emphasis on the similarity between the participants,
whereas in a ‘performance’ approach, the emphasis is on 'otherness', difference and
deficiency. xxxvi   Crucially, Bernstein argues for a profound compatibility between
performance models and the requirements of a market economy.  Where competence
models favoured tacit socialisation and privilege the collective affiliations and the
inherited social identities that students bring to school, performance models easily lend
themselves to instrumental training, and are inclined to see the acquisition of target
knowledge as a matter of individual ability and choice.  In sum, this has been a shift in
pedagogy that has moved in step with the wider market transformation of education



system, and standard English has provided a far more tractable linguistic base for this than
community languages.

Second, we can suggest a number of more specific factors within the linguistics
community that contributed to this change in the working notions of language.  During
the 1980s, there had been an explosion of research interest in discourse analysis, and this
had now overtaken the study of dialect variation as a major focus of interest in British
socio-linguistics. xxxvii Beyond that, the linguistic background of socio- and applied linguists
was itself no doubt a factor.  Most linguists had much richer socio-linguistic intuitions -
visceral instincts indeed - about standard English than they did about, say, Panjabi or
Turkish, and among linguists as in the general public, standard English served as a potent,
condensed and multivalent symbol during the late 80s and 1990s, eliciting intense interest
from conservatives, liberals and radicals alike, either as the unifying core of national
identity, as the carrier of a great national tradition, as the prerequisite for national
economic efficiency, as the starting base for social mobility, equality of opportunity and
democratic participation, or as the hegemonic tool of the social elite (see Stubbs
1986:64-97; Rampton, Cameron and Bourne 1988; DES 1989:para 4.32).  Lastly,
growing emphasis on grammar and linguistic structure consolidated the shift of interest
from minority languages to English.  Where language education theory stressed the
communicative significance of audience and purpose, diaspora languages might be
accommodated in the curriculum by focusing on e.g. code-switching, but as soon as the
focus turned to the more detailed structural features of language code, English inevitably
moved into the foreground, since the overwhelming majority of researchers, teachers and
pupils in England could neither speak nor write in British minority languages, xxxviii  and
there was no mainstream educational provision to encourage or to teach them to do so.

Third, government encouragement, pressure and intervention also played a crucial
part in the shift in emphasis from ‘identity’ to ‘structure’ in language. The relationship
between the Conservative Government and applied linguistics that developed in the late
1980s and early 1990s was hardly beatific, but government evidently found grammar, text
and discourse more digestible as focii within language study than ethnolinguistic-diversity-
&-social-group-identity, the former being much more easily accommodated than the
latter within its mixed ideological commitment to back-to-basics fundamentalism,
meritocratic individualism and the needs of industry (see the comments on ‘performance’
models above).  And ultimately, whenever it looked like things might be getting out of
hand, government had legislative force in the new centralised education system at its
disposal, and it didn’t hesitate to redraft or indeed finally to censor the expert advice that
it commissioned. xxxix  Direct intervention took its most spectacular form in 1991 when
Government refused to allow the publication of training materials developed by the LINC
Project, objecting, among other things, to a chapter on multilingualism (Abrams 1991),
and asking, in the words of the minister of state: “Why… so much prominence [is] given
to exceptions rather than the norm - to dialects rather than standard English, for
example… Of course, language is a living force, but our central concern must be the
business of teaching children how to use their language correctly” (Eggar 1991).

Government interventions of this kind have been very unpopular among linguistic
researchers, but for the most part, applied linguists lacked a mass following among UK
teachers.  They rose to influence under the government’s patronage, and when that was
qualified or withdrawn, there was little they could do either to retain the kind of centrality
that they experienced during the late 1980s and early 1990s, or to retract the aura of
academic legitimacy that their participation in the curriculum development process had
bestowed on the government’s agenda.  Indeed, in some respects, the new National
Curriculum undoubtedly was an improvement, containing elements that these linguistic
advisers might well take some pride in.  It is hard, though, to see how these changes
benefited pupils who knew languages other than English.  Plainly, there was nothing in
any of these changes which boosted their opportunities to develop oral and literate
proficiency in diaspora/minority languages, but neither was there very much to benefit
students who were in the relatively early stages of learning English.  The mainstream
curriculum for English might have drawn on linguistic analyses that treated grammar and
discourse as relatively alien objects - as structures and codes that needed to be explicitly
taught, and that students could not be expected to acquire ‘by osmosis’ - but throughout



the 1990s, there was no centrally co-ordinated attempt to produce an explicit language
curriculum that was systematically tuned to the needs of early or intermediate learners. xl

Britain is still only at an incipient stage of debate about the contribution that functional
grammar and genre analysis might make to the 'good practice' approach to teaching
English as an additional language that dominated the 1980s, with its emphasis on pupils
participating in the mainstream, on classroom organisation, and on very general
communicative processes (Barrs 1991/2, Leung and Franson 1991, 2001; DfEE 2001b).
There is still no reliable educational assessment specifically concerned with the
performance and abilities of pupils learning English as an additional language (SCAA
1996:30-31; ), EAL lacks recognised subject discipline status, and there is no systematic
initial teacher education in EAL as a main subject.   Instead, in spite of constituting a
student group which really could gain from some explicit instruction in the linguistic and
discursive structures of English, learners of EAL have been rather left to languish in an
enfeebled afterglow from the Swann Report (Leung 2001).

5. Conclusion
In England in the 16 years since 1985, the landscape described by the Swann Report has
been transformed by globalisation and by a period of massive educational restructuring.
Globalisation has profoundly affected the contours of multilingualism in ways that we are
still struggling to comprehend, but the restructuring involved a substantial reduction in the
levels of educational support for multilinguals.  Applied and socio-linguistic research
concerned with linguistic diversity had little effect as a counterweight to this deterioration
in state educational provision, and mother-tongue has been replaced by standard English
as the main linguistic idea in official thinking.

But growing official indifference to research on multilingualism did not put a stop
to socio- and applied linguistic work in this area (see Rampton, Leung and Harris 1997).
Certainly, there was a move away from the increasingly constrained and ill-funded arena
of central government-sponsored policy research towards a more congenial involvement
with local, regional and professional groups and organisations where an active, often very
vigorous commitment to multilingualism remained. xli  But within these more limited
conditions, there were still some very impressive multilingualism surveys (e.g. Alladina &
Edwards 1991, Baker & Eversley 2000, Kempadoo & Abdelrazak 2001).  Indeed, to a
considerable degree, the narrowing of focus evidenced elsewhere was a principled choice,
motivated by a sense of the explanatory limits of the survey research that dominated the
1980s (Nicholas 1994, Martin-Jones 1991), and by a desire to find out what actually
happened inside multilingual settings (Martin-Jones 1995:90).  Substantively, the 1990s
saw a major increase in the description of everyday interaction, and much more attention
was given both to the linguistic and cultural knowledge-and-practices operating in
multilingual social networks, and to the ideologies of the dominant institutional theories,
policies or practices that multilinguals regularly engaged with.  So there are now growing
and/or already substantial bodies of research focusing
•  on interactional styles in work and bureaucratic settings (e.g. Roberts, Davies and Jupp

1992, Bremer, Roberts, Vasseur, Simonot and Broeder 1996), in pupil-teacher
interaction, (e.g Roberts, Garnett, Kapoor and Sarangi 1995, Biggs and Edwards 1991,
Ogilvy, Boath, Cheyne, Jahoda and Schaffer 1992; Creese forthcoming a, b), and in
literacy acquisition (e.g. Gregory and Williams 2000);

•  on multilingual literacies (e.g. Saxena 1994, Hamilton et al. (eds.)1994, Nwenmely
1995, Baynham 1995; Gregory (ed) 1997; Martin-Jones and Jones 2000);

•  on codeswitching in infant school settings (Moffat 1991, Moffat and Milroy 1992,
Martin-Jones 1995, Martin-Jones and Saxena 1996), in family settings (Li Wei 1994,
Li Wei and Milroy 1995, Milroy and Li Wei 1995, Sebba 1993:Ch.6) and in informal
adolescent recreation (Sebba 1993);

•  on language crossing (the use of diaspora/minority languages by ethnic outgroups -
Hewitt 1986;1992, Rampton 1995a;1995b, Back 1996);

•  on language awareness (Harris et al. 1990, Hawkins 1992, Clarke and Smith 1992,
Pardoe 1994; Bhatt and Martin-Jones 1992; Rampton 1995a:Ch. 13.5).



•  on EAL assessment (Leung and Teasdale 1997, Teasdale and Leung 2000, Rea-
Dickens 2001)

 Admittedly, there are still some of significant gaps and there is, for example, as yet
comparatively little detailed observational research
•  on multilingualism in the later years of compulsory education (ages 11-16), when the

tension between the values and priorities of formal education and vernacular culture is
sharpest (though see Pichler 2001);

•  on the new multiethnic urban vernaculars (both older and more recent variationist
studies of urban vernacular speech tend to focus only on historically white speech
forms, neglecting the extent to which white people’s urban speech now incorporates
features that were introduced by ethnic minorities);

•  on developmental trajectories in EAL
•  on diaspora language teaching in community classes outside the state sector, and on

the reproduction of language traditions within minority communities more generally
(though see Edwards and Katbamna 1988, Chao-Jung Wu 2001).

Indeed in general, even though the people studied are often at the front line of
globalisation and contemporary culture, operating everyday at the intersection of
neighbourhood and nation-state, diaspora and global markets, there is still a great deal of
work to be done in linking empirical research on multilingualism to wider debates about
late modernity in the humanities and social sciences (see Harris, Leung and Rampton
2001, Harris & Rampton 2002).  Nevertheless, our knowledge of multilingualism in
England is far deeper and more extensive than it was when the first edition of this volume
was published.

As we mentioned at the outset, government policies often move in several
different directions at the same time, and this makes it especially hard trying to predict
developments (or not) over the next few years.  As we have tried to show, at present
overall, the levels of provision for multilingualism in English state schools in England are
very inadequate, but there are now at least some signs auguring improvement.  As noted
above, there is some evidence of a recent increase in official support for community-
based language.  Beyond that, as part of its Specialist Schools Initiative, government has
provided additional funding for over 70 state schools to be designated as Specialist
Language Colleges, and this has included schools specialising in the teaching of languages
such as Panjabi, Hindi, Urdu, Gujarati, Bengali and Turkish (CILT, Autumn, 1999: 4-6).
And there have also been some highly publicised calls in Parliament for more money to
be given for the teaching of EAL. xlii  How much comes of these initiatives remains to be
seen, but if/when/as state education opens up to multilingualism, it will find a substantial
body of research to engage with, as well as some clear and purposeful policy principles to
think with, addressing language in the round (Brumfit 1995:9-15; 2000:78-84).
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ENDNOTES

i At present, EAL is the preferred official term in England, although teachers also use ESL.  Students
with EAL are often referred to as bilingual students.

ii In 1970, there were just under 150 LEAs in England.

iii For a view of work on ESL at the time, see Brumfit, Ellis and Levine (eds) 1985.

iv “... as late as the mid-1980s…while 47 per cent of employees were union members, 56 per cent of
Caribbean and Asian workers had joined.” (Goulbourne, 1998:84; see also Ramdin 1987:362).  On
voting support for the Labour Party, see Goulbourne 1998:62.

v “... as late as the mid-1980s…while 47 per cent of employees were union members, 56 per cent of
Caribbean and Asian workers had joined.” (Goulbourne, 1998:84; see also Ramdin 1987:362).  On
voting support for the Labour Party, see Goulbourne 1998:62.

vi “We believe that discussion of the provisions of the EC Directive have to a very great extent over-
shadowed and indeed distorted the debate about mother-tongue provision.  It must be recognised that
the Directive was explicitly intended to ensure that the children of Migrant Workers from EEC
countries received an education which would enable them to return to their countries of origin.  It is
surely illogical therefore to seek to extend such provisions to ethnic minority children, born and
brought up in this country, the great majority of whom are unlikely to ‘return home’ and who neither
perceive themselves, nor wish to be perceived as in any sense ‘transitory’ citizens of this country”
(DES 1985: Ch 7.3.9.  Original emphasis.)

vii Appadurai (1990) characterises globalisation as a dense and fluid network of global flows, and from
among its many dimensions (Jameson 2000), he identifies ‘ethnoscapes’, referring to flows of people
(tourists, immigrants, refugees, exiles and guest workers); ‘technoscapes’, involving the rapid
movement of high and low technologies between multinational, national, and government
organisations; ‘finanscapes’, denoting flows of money through currency markets and stock exchanges;
‘mediascapes’, referring both to information technologies (including newspapers, TV and film) and to
the images of the world they create; and ‘ideoscapes’, ideological discourses concerning freedom,
democracy and so forth.

viii Asylum applications in UK from 1985-1988 averaged about 4,000 a year, whereas in 1998 there
were 46,000 applications (Watson and McGregor 1998).  In 1998, the British Home Office estimated
that it had an outstanding backlog of 93,000 asylum seeker cases (Fiddick 1999:10).

ix In conditions such as these, the inclusion and hospitality advocated by Swann may start to feel more
like a parochial restriction, and it is easy to imagine such feelings emerging in situations where, for
example, linguistic resources with massive transnational scope are described as ‘local community
languages’.  Panjabi, for example, is described in the UK as a ‘community language’ rather than as a
‘Modern Foreign Language’, inspite of the fact that it has more than 60 million speakers worldwide,
with 15 million in India and up to _ million in Britain (Dalby 1998).

x Similarly, the figures for the number of pupils for whom English is an additional language in
maintained primary and secondary schools show 5.3 per cent for the North West and Merseyside and
3.7 per cent for the South East, but 29.4 per cent for Greater London (DfEE 1999).

xi See Grabiner 2000: “It would be impractical to arrive at a precise and meaningful figure as to the
scale [of the hidden economy].  For the purposes of this report, I have assumed that the hidden
economy… involv[es] billions of pounds, and in view of what I have learned in conducting this
review, I am quite sure this assumption is a reasonable one…  Typically, businesses in the informal
economy tend to be low-wage and labour-intensive, often with a seasonal or irregular element to their
work.  Examples include: domestic service, household building, taxis and mini-cabs, market trading,
tourism, hotels and catering, agriculture and fishing, fashion and clothing manufacture” (2000:3, 4)



                                                                                                                                           

xii See, for example, Qureshi & Moores 1999 on Glasgow, Sansone 1995 on Amsterdam, Auer and
Dirim on Hamburg, Heller 1999 on Toronto.  On processes within the UK, closely connected to Hall’s
1988 ‘new ethnicities’ framework, see also Mercer 1994, Gilroy 1987, 1993.

xiii Looking back on his introduction of ERA, the Secretary of State for Education at the time, Kenneth
Baker, had this to say: “I took away all negotiating rights from the union.  It was quite brutal… I
wanted [LEAs] to wither on the vine… I legislated for LMS [see below in main text].. and it
diminished the power of the teacher unions and the LEAs… I would have liked to bring back
selection, but if I did it, I would have got into such controversy at an early stage that the other reforms
would have been lost” (Davies 2000:40-42)

xiv More specifically: the decline of area-based manufacturing industries like mining, steel and
shipbuilding; the growth of the service sector; and with women and black people almost 50% of all
manual labour, a major shift in the demographic composition of the work force (Abercrombie & Warde
et al 2000:167; Gilroy 1987:19; Reay 1998).

xv Evidence from the last national census (1991) clearly indicates that ‘The occupational structure for
Black-Caribbean men is skewed towards the manual categories: two thirds of the men are in such
occupations in comparison with only half of the White male working population. Similarly, the
proportion in professional occupations is the least of any of the ethnic groups (2.6 per cent compared
with 7.1 per cent for White men).” (Peach, 1996:34).

xvi See e.g. Barber 1997: “Whilst general societal factors (such as the status given to school learning or
the prevalence of television viewing amongst adolescents) may be responsible for some of the poor
British performance, most are agreed that the educational system bears the main responsibility”
(1997:10)

xvii ‘This week we heard Labour's school standards minister Estelle Morris praising the private sector
and exhorting state schools to follow its lead. Echoing the Prime Minister's criticism of some
comprehensives' "one-size-fits-all" approach, Ms Morris this week lauded private schools' ethos of
having aspirations for every pupil. She said there had been a "huge cultural change" in the Labour party
over the past decade: "As we've got to know the independent sector more, we've been more honest and
open about what we can learn from it. We can learn the importance of aspirations for every single
child. I've never felt that there is a battle in independent schools to have that as an ethos. It is more
challenging for some of the state schools," she told the private school heads' magazine Conference and
Common Room.’ Times Education Supplement 6 October 2000.

xviii E.g. Hackney and Islington LEAs in London.

xix  “[Many people] feel left out by new technology, threatened by a younger generation who have
grown up on-line… To say the least, I am no expert.  I watch my children and indeed Cherie surfing
the net and feel a mild, sometimes not so mild, sense of humiliation.  Like many people of my
generation in positions of leadership, I rarely use a computer and when I do, I usually need help”
(Prime Minister Tony Blair 13.9.99)

xx A ‘Numeracy Hour’ has now been introduced on similar lines, leading the Secretary of State for
Education to confidently claim: “[t]he decision to introduce phonics, grammar and whole class maths
teaching to all school was not without opposition, but the challenge has been embraced by teachers and
schools across the country” (David Blunket, Guardian 7.12.00)

xxi In 1988, the Working Group commissioned to draw up the new centralised National Curriculum for
English was instructed by government ministers “to bear… in mind the cardinal point that English
should be the first language and medium of instruction for all pupils in England” (DES 1989: para
10.1).  They repeated Swann’s assertion that “the key to equality of opportunity, to academic success
and, more broadly, to participation on equal terms as a full member of society, is good command of
English and the emphasis must therefore we feel be on the learning of English” (ibid para 10.5; DES
1985:406-7).  But neither the Swann Committee nor the National Curriculum English Working Group
engaged with Cummins’ internationally renowned research on the ways in which instruction through
the mother-tongue can enhance the acquisition of a second language (eg Cummins 1984).



                                                                                                                                           

xxii See Stubbs 1991 and Brumfit 1995: Ch 8 on this complex accumulation of pressures.

xxiii In spring 2000, for example, Government announced plans to make available more
than £1 million from its Social Inclusion and Pupil Support Grant to fund a
Supplementary Schools Support Service and bursary scheme (CILT, Spring 2000:13).
The official national body, the Teacher Training Agency has also been engaged in
discussions with CILT to accelerate plans for teachers of community languages to gain
official teacher status (CILT, Autumn, 1999:12).

xxiv The Resource Unit singles out a number of LEAs (Tower Hamlets, Lewisham, Waltham Forest,
Islington, Camden, Manchester and Birmingham) as being ‘particularly impressive in that they had
good support systems for and accurate information about the supplementary and mother-tongue schools
in their areas’ (ibid.: viii).   Indeed, as well as a mother tongue policy, the London Borough of Tower
Hamlets has a Mother Tongue Unit which employs three full-time and one part-time staff, and from its
location in the LBTH Education Directorate, the Unit manages the mother tongue provision in the
borough in partnership with both schools and community voluntary organisations.   At least 100 part-
time tutors are employed on permanent contracts to teach Bengali, Cantonese, Somali, Urdu and
Vietnamese; some 3,000 children aged 5-16 attend these classes (Tower Hamlets Education nd.); and
in the year 2001-2002 this provision spanned 54 Tutor Funded and Grant Aided Mother Tongue
Projects (Mother Tongue Service 2001).  Tower Hamlets LEA has also been involved in producing a
Curriculum Framework for Mother Tongue Teaching in Bengali (Ali & McLagan, 1998), and the local
Further Education College now runs a 35 hour part-time accredited course, the Certificate in Teaching
Community Languages (Tower Hamlets College 2001).

xxv The government funded projects were: Linguistic Diversity in London Schools (1977-78; Rosen &
Burgess 1980); Mother-Tongue and English Teaching Project (1978-80; Fitzpatrick 1987); and the
Linguistic Minorities Project (1979-83; Linguistic Minorities Project 1983, 1984).  The European
Community funded: Mother Tongue and Culture Teaching (1976-1980; Tosi 1984) and the Schools
Council Mother Tongue Project (1981-84; Tansley 1986).

xxvi The division into two camps somewhat simplifies the lines of argument and allegiance over this
period, but space prevents a fuller account.  For amplification, see Bernstein 1996: Ch 3, and also
Rampton, Bourne and Cameron 1988.  For more detailed retrospective accounts of these ‘language
ideological debates’, see eg Cameron and Bourne 1989, Stubbs 1991, Cox 1995, Brumfit (ed) 1995,
Cameron 1995:Ch 3, Rampton, Leung and Harris 1997, Brumfit 2001:65-78.

xxvii Thus, in Swann’s terms, the principal task of school was to overcome the "negative perceptions of
the 'strangeness' of ethnic minority groups, which lie at the roots of racism" (D.E.S. 1985:406-407), and
to instil 'civilised respect' for other languages and cultures (D.E.S. 1989:para 10.12).

xxviii Measures of educational attainment have shown, for example, that contrary to what has often been
assumed, certain minority ethnic groups were actually doing better than whites in education (Jones
1993), but there was no research capable of indicating whether or not this was the result of special
curriculum provision, and it would be just as possible to claim the success for a policy of unstructured
assimilation.

xxix See e.g. Trudgill 1975, Stubbs 1976

xxx In EMTT, a lot of significance was attached to pastoral issues and to the development of the ‘whole
child’, and the school was seen as a site for the performance of much more than just the roles of teacher
and learner.

xxxi On some of the problems associated with the notions of both ‘mother tongue’ and ‘native speaker’,
as well as with the essentialist conceptions of ethnicity that they are associated with, see Le Page &
Tabouret Keller 1985:188-190, Rampton 1990, Leung, Harris and Rampton 1997.

xxxii See Street 1984, and also Rampton 1995c, on ‘autonomous’ vs ‘ideological’ models of language
and literacy.



                                                                                                                                           

xxxiii Shortly after the Kingman Report was published, the National Curriculum Working Group for
English was set up, and once again, it looked as though the Government had loaded the committee
against ‘progressive’ education.  The chair, Brian Cox, had been co-editor of a series of influential
texts contesting child-centred orthodoxies in the late 60s (Cox & Dyson (eds) 1969a, 1969b), and once
again, university expertise came from applied linguistics (Mike Stubbs) rather than from teacher
training in English Mother Tongue.  In the event however, the final product disappointed ministers
and was generally welcomed by teachers (DES 1989; Cox 1995:4-5).

xxxiv Readings on Language, Schools and Classrooms edited by Stubbs and Hillier

xxxv Not that either the LINC materials or the LINC Reader represent a strong ‘performance’ model -
indeed, it was precisely because they weren’t strong enough in their orientation to ‘performance’
pedagogies that the Government refused to published (see below).

xxxvi Within a ‘competence’ perspective, there may be differences between students and between
students and teachers, but these are seen as complementary and together they can lead to the
actualisation of a common potential.  Teaching kids isn't construed in terms of 'us' and 'them'.  The
professionalism of teachers is held to lie in their ability to interpret the child's work, entering their
perspective (1996:61), and pedagogy is about essentially personal relationships where control focuses
"upon the intentions, dispositions, relations and reflexivity" of the learner, and where capacities are
nurtured and knowledge is passed on within a shared group enterprise.  In 'performance'  ('traditional')
pedagogies on the other hand, social control emphasises institutional difference; there is stratification
between students; the professionalism of teachers is considered to lie in explicit pedagogy and in
grading procedures; and the task of teachers is to see how far students can go along the graded route
towards a destination of specialised skills and knowledge that the teachers themselves have reached but
that others might not.

xxxvii Discourse research was also far more easily ‘technologised’ than research on socio-lectal variation
and diversity, and so it was much more congruent with the ‘communication skills training’ privileged
in the new market economy (Fairclough 1989, 1992; Cameron 2000).

xxxviii Tosi 1984 was a noticeable exception.

xxxix Some examples:  The bibliography of the Kingman Report contained a substantial list
of sociolinguistic research on language variation, including work on creoles, minority
languages and non-standard Englishes (e.g. Edwards, Sutcliffe, Linguistic Minorities
Project, Dittmar, Trudgill; DES 1988:96-7), but this was entitled ‘Geographical
variation’, and mysteriously, there was not a single reference in the report to social class
as a variable that influenced language.  In the 1989 Cox Report, the chapter on
bilingualism suggested that

“there are exciting possibilities for initiatives in knowledge about language,
particularly in the areas of social and developmental linguistics… Bilingual children
offer possibilities to explore such themes in a novel context, and a study of the
different ways in which different languages convey and produce meanings should
feature as an element of teachers’ schemes of work, wherever this is practicable”
(DES 1989:para 10.14).

But this was dropped from the revised National Curriculum orders issued in 1995, and
‘Knowledge about Language” was redesignated “Standard English and Knowledge about
Language”.   Comparable deletions occurred in the curriculum for Modern Foreign
Languages - in the 1995 revised orders for MFL, there was no longer any reference to the
fact that some pupils had a multilingual background (compare DES 1990 and DFE 1995b)
- and according to Brian Cox, an interest in such matters extended to the highest level:

“Mrs Thatcher agreed to allow the Report [DES 1989] to be sent out for
consultation, but asked for one alteration.  In the attainment targets for Writing we
had put: ‘Use Standard English, where appropriate’.  The Prime Minister asked for
‘where appropriate’ to be deleted… I was impressed by her meticulous attention to
detail” (1992:258).



                                                                                                                                           
xl More recently, QCA 2000 attempts to accommodate very early stage/young children learning EAL
by creating two pre-Level 1 stages, and by adapting Level 1.  But once beyond these early stages, the
normal NC levels apply.  For a details of the much more sustained and elaborate approach developed
in Australia, available as a model for the UK, see Mohan, Leung and Davison 2001.

xli See, for example, the contributions to professional journals like English in Education, Language
Matters, Language Issues, The English and Media Magazine, NALDIC News, as well as e.g. Verma
et al (eds) 1995, Clegg (ed) 1996, and the special edition of Language Issues 8.1 1996 - “Sheffield the
Multilingual City”.

xlii Anne Cryer MP, Hansard 7WH-9WH 17th July 2001.  At the same time, it is hard to give much
credence to the logic underpinning these calls, which were motivated by a belief that there was a close
connection between inadequate EAL provision and 2001 Yorkshire urban riots.


