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Multilingualism in England 
 Ben Rampton,  Roxy Harris and Constant Leung1 
 Centre for Applied Linguistic Research 
 Thames Valley University London 
 
A great deal has happened in the study and understanding of multilingualism in England since it was 
last considered in ARAL (Reid 1985), and this review concentrates on the dynamic and contested 
relationships between (a) educational policy, (b) academic discourse, and (c) everyday sociolinguistic 
practice.  Our account is limited to England and to its newer heritage languages, and it is necessarily 
empty of any detailed discussion of particular languages.  For fuller sociolinguistic discussion of 
thirty one of these, we refer the reader to Alladina and Edwards (eds.) 1991, a major step forwards in 
the documentation of linguistic diversity in the British Isles which provides an idea of the wide but 
uneven spread of multilingualism across a range of institutional sites (including for example, press 
and broadcasting2 as well as education). 
  The review begins with an sketch of recent responses to multilingualism in the national 
education system, and then points to growing tension between education policy and research.  After 
that, it suggests three weakness in research in the 1980s, it outlines major research developments in 
the 1990s, and it offers some evaluative comments on these in the final section.      
 
1 Language education in a multilingual society 
Traditionally in England, a number of different interest groups have played a significant role in the 
language education policy and provision - central government, local government, schools, community 
organisations, examination boards, professional bodies - but since the late 1980s, a torrent of central 
government legislation has radically changed the balance of power between them.  The influence and 
resources of local government have been very substantially reduced, and for the first time, 
(Conservative) central government now formulates a national curriculum for students aged 5-16.  
Although never considering any strong forms of education through two languages (cf Baker 
1993:153), in the 1980s local education authorities were starting to address themselves to the 
possibilities for teaching community languages (Bourne 1989:Ch.6), and in some regions, local 
government commitment to multilingualism remains quite strong  (c.f the special edition of Language 
Issues 8.1 1996 - "Sheffield the Multilingual City").  But there is now very little encouragement for 
this from central government, which has instead stressed that with "the ethnic diversity of the school 
population and society at large,... the cardinal point [is] that English should be the first language and 
medium of instruction for all pupils in England" (D.E.S. 1989:para. 10.1, D.E.S. 1985:para. 3.16).  In 
the new National Curriculum, language is mainly addressed under two headings - 'English' and 
'Modern Foreign Languages' - and while many have welcomed the insistence on 11-16 (but not 5 to 
10) year olds learning a modern foreign language, it is by no means clear that this will to lead to any 
significant growth in the teaching of minority languages3.  
  Space prohibits a full description of how schools have responded to linguistic diversity in 
recent times, and of how they have adjusted to new constraints (c.f. Bourne 1989, Stubbs 1991 
[1994], Edwards and Redfern 1992, OFSTED 1994).  Broadly speaking, in England, educational 
provision for children from bi- and multi-lingual homes can be characterised as 'submersion' for some 
(i.e. no effective in-class support and in some cases, no EAL/support teacher at all), and content-
based 'partial shelter' for others (EAL support in class), with a limited amount of transitional bilingual 
support available to some children in their early years.  Conservative government policy is here 
driven by an explicit concern for social cohesion (D.E.S 1985:406-7, Tate 1996), and ideological 
commitment to a nationalistic equation of land with language (and culture) explains the sharp 
contrast between England and Wales, where the same government gives extensive support for Welsh-
English bilingual education - 'English in England, Welsh in Wales' (Cameron and Bourne 1988:153-
4, Stubbs 1991 [1994:204]).  Promoting these strikingly different educational approaches, national 
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policy documents have argued that they are responding appropriately to quite different sociolinguistic 
phenomena in the two countries (D.E.S. 1985:404, D.E.S. 1989:para 10.9), and their discussion of 
bilingualism slips with unreflective ease from an assimilationist idiom in England to an idiom in 
which cognitive benefits and cultural enrichment are taken for granted in Wales (e.g. D.E.S 
1989:Chs. 10 & 13; c.f. Bourne 1989:166-167).  There is however no warrant in the research 
literature for this sharp dichotomisation (Baker 1988:Ch. 3, Garrett, Griffiths, James and Schofield 
1992), and prior to the official recognition of Welsh in 1967, there were (and still are) a number of 
ways in which the position of bilinguals in Wales ressembled the contemporary position of bilinguals 
in England (Bourne 1989:192, Stubbs 1991 [1994:205-206]).    
  This disregard for research underpinning government language education policy (Brumfit 
(ed.) 1995) requires further elaboration.   
 
2 National Curriculum development: Government policy vs academic research 
The long process of national curriculum formulation and redrafting has seen the relationship between 
government and the academic community become progressively worse.  The first formulation of a 
National Curriculum for English - the 'Cox Report' (D.E.S. 1989) - was a generally well-argued 
attempt to bring central ideas and findings from contemporary educational, functional and socio-
linguistics to bear on language education.  It was in competition, however, with a call from the 
conservative Right for a return to traditional standards, values and methods in the teaching of 
English, and over time, this has become increasingly influential (see Cameron 1995:Ch. 3 for a full 
and critical analysis of this process, and Cox 1992:242-268 for some participant retrospection).  The 
final version of the National Curriculum for English (D.F.E. 1995a) represents an uneasy mixture of 
influences: it combines notions of discourse structure, register, contextual appropriateness and 
oral/aural as well as written performance with the shibboleths of prescriptive grammar, while 
language awareness, welcomed by Stubbs in 1991 as one of the "bright spots" in the new curriculum 
(1991 [1994:193]), is now refashioned into the category "Standard English and Language Study" 
(D.F.E. 1995a:2)4.  Set within a wider context of increasingly restrictive government research 
contracts (Pettigrew 1992, also Reid 1985:217), in 1991 government refused to allow the publication 
of INSET materials developed by a £21 million language curriculum development project (the 
Language In the National Curriculum (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).  These restrictions have been 
followed by initiatives designed to draw teacher education away from univerities and college 
(Rampton 1995c:251-252), culminating most recently in the idea of a national curriculum for teacher 
education. 
  Up to a point, growing academic disaffection with serving the central state in an advisory 
capacity can be explained in terms of the Conservative government's ideological character.   Even so, 
government still has to provide some public justification for its actions, and this raises the question of 
why applied linguists haven't been more effective in winning popular support?  Have there been 
inadequacies in the case made by academics and language professionals (Carter 1992:19)?   
 
3 Weaknesses in the arguments of academics in the 1980s 
This is an issue addressed at length in Cameron 1995, and interpreting the back-to-basics call for 
grammar as a moral panic with deep symbolic resonances in people's anxieties about moral and social 
order, she argues that the ineffectuality of linguists has stemmed from their exclusive commitment to 
facts and reason and from their failure to argue about values.  An alternative view would be, however, 
that the 1980s and 1990s have seen applied linguists drawing much closer to the indigenous English 
tradition of language in education, where political commitments have been much more explicit, and 
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that academic views have been dismissed partly because they have actually been too ideological, not 
managing to maintain enough of a clear distinction between facts and values (Carter 1990:18-19, 
Rampton 1995c:236-7,240-1,250-1). 
  Adequately diagnosing the source of the difficulties between academy and government is 
obviously a highly complex task well beyond the scope of this review, as is a discussion of the 
relationship between fact and value in public debate (though cf Cameron 1995:223-228, Rampton 
1995c:249-50).  But looking back with the benefit of hindsight at research on multilingualism in the 
1980s, there were at least three general characteristics which weakened the persuasive power of those 
opposing the back-to-monolingual-basics lobby. 
  First, for a number of reasons, including the lack of central support and a longstanding lack 
of both standardisation and face validity in ESL assessment (C.R.E. 1986, OFSTED 1994, Leung 
1995), there was (and still is) a major scarcity of any research in England on the effectiveness of 
different language pedagogies that was capable of convincing the sceptical outsider5.  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), they were 
not elaborated into a theoretical framework capable of systematic comparative examination (Brumfit 
1995:39).  Measures of educational attainment have shown 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.   
  A second difficulty lay in the fact that during this period, the major inquiries into 
multilingualism were overwhelmingly oriented to the data of self-report rather than to empirical 
evidence of multilingual practice in or out of school.  There were major surveys over this period that 
played a key role in establishing the fact and degree of England's multilingualism, and apart from its 
practical convenience in survey research, the principle of self-report recognised the importance of 
creating space for the perspectives of minority language users themselves (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 its absence from public 
discussion permitted the development of a vision of multilingualism in which languages, cultures and 
communities were clearly bounded, relatively homogenous, and principally preoccupied either with 
maintaining or losing their ethnic distinctiveness (c.f. Harris forthcoming).  Since they are in 
principle much more geared to a fair and conciliatory representation of lay, professional and expert 
opinion than to the commissioning of new research, this was a conceptualisation that was reiterated in 
the committee reports that formed another major strand of inquiry during this period (D.E.S. 1981, 
D.E.S. 1985, D.E.S. 1989), and in the end, the prevailing ideas about ethnicity were ill-equipped to 
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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 
communities6.   
  Admittedly, there was one strand of research which did draw attention to the minority 
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 third 
characteristic of research in the 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.  Youngsters of 
African Caribbean descent were situated 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.  Here the debate was framed much more in terms of the supposedly 
competing demands of school, home and adult community, and it was assumed that the minority 
language was the important vehicle for cultural identity (in line with the ethnic essentialism identified 
above), 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).  The result of this was that when research started to demonstrate that white youngsters were 
make using of creole forms, that inherited ethnicities were being destabilised and that new mixed 
ethnolinguistic identities were emerging (Hewitt 1986; 1992, Gilroy 1987), 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 assimilated7.   
  So far then, we have referred to current educational policy on multilingualism, to strained 
relations between government and academics, and to some significant weaknesses in research in the 
1980s.  How have these influenced research in the 1990s?  What new approaches and themes have 
developed?  What gaps and weaknesses remain? 
 
4 Research on multilingualism in the 1990s 
For several reasons, the 1990s have seen a clear methodological shift towards ethnography and case-
study research.  In part, this has been 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 happens inside multilingual settings (Martin-Jones 1995:90).  This has been supported 
by the growth of interest in dialogic interaction and in social constructionism across the social 
sciences (cf e.g. Donald and Rattansi (eds.) 1992), to the extent that after 'deficit', 'difference' and 
'domination', 'discourse' is now emerging as a fourth orientation to linguistic and cultural diversity in 
education (see Table 1).  And the shift can also be seen as a move away from the increasingly 
constrained and ill-funded arena of government-sponsored policy research towards a more congenial 
involvement with local, regional and professional groups and organisations where an active 
commitment to multilingualism remains (see, for example, 
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 Table 1: Four Orientations to Cultural Diversity in Education 

Interpretation of linguistic 
diversity: 

Diversity as deficit Diversity as difference Not diversity, domination Domination & diversity as 
discourse 

View of culture: Culture as elite canon/standard Cultures as sets of values, beliefs 
& behaviours 

Culture as reflection of socio-
economic relations 

Culture as processes of 
dialogical, negotiated sense-
making 

Approach to language: Prescriptivism: norms and 
standards to be followed 

Descriptivism: system & 
authenticity of non 
-standard forms 

Determinism: language either 
subordinate to, or a distraction 
from, structures of political & 
economic domination 

Social constructivism: reality 
extensively constructed through 
institutional discourse and 
discursive interaction   

View of research: Neutral, objective, informative Neutral, objective, advocate Part of apparatus of hegemony; 
scientific imperialism 

Either regime of truth/discipline, 
or empowering, giving voice to 
subjugated knowledges 

Descriptive concerns/focus: The canon.  The Other lacks 
culture & knowledge.  'Them' at 
fault.  

The Other's autonomy & 
integrity. Cultures 
incommensurable: 'we' can't say 
'them' at fault 

Self & Other in larger system.  
Capitalist oppression. Resistance 
through the unity of oppressed 
groups. 

Global & national discourses,  
diaspora & multi-local sites.  
'Them' resists, or sees things 
differently. 

Philosophical emphasis: Superiority of own 
(ethocentricity) 

Relativism Power Power, difference & contingency 

Assumption about the world: Universals & grand narratives: 
development/modernisa-
tion/global markets 

Grand narratives maybe, but 
celebration of the subplots 

Universals and grand narratives: 
imperialism/ dependency 

Universals and grand narratives 
disclaimed 

Intervention strategy: Assimilation Multiculturalism Anti-racism/ anti-imperialism Anti-essentialism 

Politics: Conservativism Liberal pluralism Varieties of marxism Post-modernism 
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contributions to the professional journals English in Education, Language Matters, Language 
Issues, The English and Media Magazine and NALDIC News).  Continuing important 
precedents set in the 1980s (and enhanced by the ethnographic turn), there is also a growing 
interest in collaborative research, sometimes leading to academics co-publishing with the 
practitionners and others acting as informants (e.g. Roberts, Davies and Jupp 1992, Hamilton, 
Barton and Ivanic (eds.) 1994, Verma, Corrigan and Firth (eds.) 1995; for methodological 
discussion, cf Cameron et al. 1992, Nicholas 1994). 
  Substantively, the 1990s have seen a major increase in the description of everyday 
interaction.  Much more attention is now being given to the linguistic and cultural knowledge 
and practices operating in multilingual social networks, and this is often linked to a concern 
with the ideological character of the dominant institutional theories, policies or practices that 
multilinguals regularly engage with.   In fact, it is possible to bring a great deal of the recent 
research together under the following five broad thematic headings. 
  Though still small in comparison with work in North America, a significant body of 
research focuses on interaction styles - on the different pragmatic, interactional and social 
expectations and practices involved in trying to manage and make sense of encounters 
between people with different ethnolinguistic backgrounds.  Some of this focuses on the 
discourse strategies used in trying to achieve understanding between minority and majority 
adults in work and bureaucratic settings (Roberts, Davies and Jupp 1992, Bremer, Roberts, 
Vasseur, Simonot and Broeder 1996), some focuses on pupil-teacher interaction, addressing 
issues of teacher effectiveness and stereotyping (Roberts, Garnett, Kapoor and Sarangi 1995, 
Biggs and Edwards 1991, Ogilvy, Boath, Cheyne, Jahoda and Schaffer 1992), and some 
presents an important challenge to dominant educational conceptions of literacy acquisition 
by examining the different conceptions of reading and learning involved pupil-teacher 
interaction in the early years at school (Gregory 1990, 1993a, 1993b).  This last body of work 
overlaps to some extent with newly emerging and hitherto broadly ethnographic work on 
multiliteracies, which seeks to document diversity, conflict, change and the socio-cultural 
embedding of traditions of literacy lying outside the monolingual standard English model 
dominant at school (Saxena 1994, Hamilton et al. (eds.)1994, Nwenmely 1995, Baynham 
1995 (which also includes some interaction analysis) ).  Codeswitching constitutes a third 
major topic, addressed 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).  This work leads towards a view of ethnic identity as a motile and 
situated interactional production, and the challenge to ethnic essentialism is taken further in 
research on language crossing, which describes the ways in which adolescents in multiracial 
peergroups make use of each other's minority languages (Hewitt 1986;1992, Rampton 
1995a;1995b, Back 1996).  In crossing, the relationship between ethnicity and language 
becomes the focus of heightened attention, and as such, it represents an informal vernacular 
manifestion of language awareness, another topic receiving a significant degree of attention.  
As a curriculum objective, language awareness (or 'knowledge about language') has been 
advocated as having special value in multiracial settings for a number of years (Hawkins 
1992); it is encouraged in part by researchers' growing commitment to working 
collaboratively with informants (Cameron et al. 1992:Chs. 2 and 5); in line with Cox's 
recognition that in some respects pupils know more about language than their teachers (D.E.S 
1989:para. 6.11), work in this area blurs the distinction between research and pedagogy 
(Harris et al. 1990, Clarke and Smith 1992, Pardoe 1994); and there has also been critical 
discussion of ideological trajectory of language awareness work in multilingual contexts 
(Bhatt and Martin-Jones 1992, Rampton 1995a:Ch. 13.5).   
  What can be said of the strengths and weakness of this research effort? 
 
5 Research on multilingualism in the 1990s: Some evaluative comments 
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Although there is little evidence of research on multilingualism having much wider impact on 
the understanding of ethnic relations outside education (in, for example, sociology or cultural 
studies (c.f. Harris 1996)), some coherence and scope for productive discussion across these 
projects derives from quite a high level of methodological consensus - in different 
combinations across and within the institutional sites conducting this research, there is a 
quite widely shared orientation to the ethnography of communication, interactional 
sociolinguistics, conversation analysis and/or critical discourse analysis, and a number of 
locally based research groups are also being consolidated.  
  In view of the diverse audiences and therefore different standards it addresses - 
professionals, policy-makers, students, informants, academics in education, applied or 
sociolinguistics - it is hard to make general statements about the quality of recent research.  
Where the discourse analysis in some amounts at best to a few 'insightful observations', in 
others it is comprehensive, robust and innovative.  Similarly, while the educational critique 
may be topical, profound and incisive in some, in others it can be tokenistic or banal.  What 
can perhaps be said is that as yet, research seldom achieves high quality in both areas (a 
relatively rare example being Martin-Jones and Saxena's 1996 work on the way in which 
bilingual support policies are realised in classroom interaction). 
  Alladina and Edwards' impressive two volume collection on multilingualism in the 
British Isles makes clear the massive amount of research that still remains to be done 
(1991:11), but within the narrower educational brief set within this review, there are a 
number of areas in fairly urgent need of further research.   
  There is as yet comparatively little 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 (a great deal of work focuses on four to 
ten year olds and a significant amount looks at education post-16).  Urban youth culture is a 
crucial site in the formation of new mixed ethnic identities (Gilroy 1987), but as already 
suggested in Section 3, research has either neglected their influence in educational settings, 
or concentrated too exclusively on their development among youngsters of African Caribbean 
descent (contrast Rampton 1995a, Harris 1996).  As well as in language crossing, these 
processes are reflected in the very widespread emergence of a relatively unconscious 
'multiracial urban vernacular', but so far, apart from some theoretical and educational 
commentary from Hewitt (1986, 1992) and Harris (1995, forthcoming), the systematic 
empirical analysis of these speech varieties has yet to be undertaken by variationist 
sociolinguists interested in urban dialects and language change (though Sebba 1993 gives an 
important lead).   
  The absence of reliable educational assessment of the performance and abilities of 
pupils learning English as an additional language remains as before (SCAA 1996:30-31); 
there was no language question in the 1991 census; and there continue to be restrictions on 
the publication of the limited policy research that government has funded  (e.g. Leung 1995).  
There is growing interest in genre and functional grammar, but research in England has as yet 
done little to provide detailed and systematic analyses of the linguistic and discursive 
demands of the curriculum.  Britain is still only in the early stages of debate about the 
contribution that this kind of linguistic analysis might make to the 'good practice' approach to 
teaching English as an additional language that dominated the 1980s, with its emphasis on 
classroom organisation and on rather general communicative processes (Barrs 1991/2, Leung 
and Franson 1991, Leung 1993; forthcoming).   
  Nearly all of the ethnolinguistic research in England focuses on processes of change 
and contact with the dominant language and cultures, and there is hardly any direct empirical 
research which stresses the reproduction of minority language tradition (contrast Edwards 
and Katbamna 1988).  There is very little empirical research on how minority languages are 
preserved or respected in the National Curriculum (apart from Martin-Jones and Saxena); 
there is a major dearth of research on minority language teaching in community classes 
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outside the state sector; and it is very difficult to find any direct observational research on 
early language socialisation of minority children at home.   
  At the same time, research on multilingualism has yet to engage properly with the 
debates about globalisation and contemporary culture.  The people it studies are often at the 
front line of these experiences, operating everyday at the intersection of neighbourhood and 
nationstate, diaspora and global markets.  Applied linguistic research certainly describes 
many of the practices that this entails, and it has developed a set of descriptive terms that are 
potentially very useful (Hannerz 1989, Hewitt 1995).  But it has yet to bring its resources to 
bear on the wider theorisation of late modernity. 
 

 
---------------- 

 
 

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
Alladina S., V. Edwards. 1991. Multilingualism in the British Isles Volumes 1 & 2. London: 
Longman. 
 
Drawing on the minority bilingual contributors' personal knowledge where research data is 
missing, profiles 35 British minority languages in terms of: sociolinguistic situation in 
country of origin; the minority community in the UK; changing patterns of L. use; language, 
culture and community; education and language reproduction. 

 
Bourne, J. 1989. Moving into the Mainstream. Windsor: NFER/Nelson. 
Survey and review of prevailing theories, policies and administrative provision for 
multilingual pupils in England and Wales.  Incisive and critical overview of the state of play 
at the end of the 1980s. 
 
Brumfit, C., (ed.) 1995. Language Education in the National Curriculum. Oxford: Blackwell.  
Comprehensive and critical review of language education provision after a substantial 
period of curriculum upheaval.  Contains a language charter worth debating further as a 
possible basis for enlightened language education policy development.  

 
Cameron, D., 1995. Verbal Hygiene. London: Routledge. 
A detailed critical account of the development of language education policy in the late 80s to 
mid 90s (Chapter 3), set within a critique of sociolinguistic nostrums, and a wider account of 
institutional and folk metalinguistics.  

 
Gilroy, P. 1987. There Ain't No Black in the Union Jack. London: Hutchinson. 
Focusing primarily on the Caribbean diasporic experience, a detailed cultural history of 
ethnic relations in Britain from 1970s to mid-1980s, covering dominant mass media 
discourse, municipal anti-racist campaigns, anti-racist popular movements and expressive 
youth culture.  Highly influential. 

 
Gregory, E. 1993a.  Sweet and sour: Learning to read in a British and Chinese school .  
English in Education. 27/3:53-59. 
Case-study comparison of home and school assumptions about learning to read, leading into 
the 'denaturalisation' of assumptions about good practice in multilingual infant classes.  



 

 

 
  10 

 
Harris, R. 1995.  Disappearing language: Fragments and fractures between speech and 
writing. In J. Mace (ed.) Literacy, Language and Community Publishing. Clevedon: 
Multilingual Matters. 
Draws on London and Caribbean English in pupils' writing to challenge the ethnic and 
linguistic categories dominant in current thinking about language education. 

 
Hewitt, R. 1992.  Language, youth and the destabilisation of ethnicity .  In C. Palmgren, K. 
Lovgren, and G. Bolin (eds.).  Ethnicity in Youth Culture.  Stockholm: Youth Culture at 
Stockholm University. 
An account of key processes in the relationship between urban youth, ethnicity and language, 
tied to critical reflections on the capacity of research to engage with these. 

 
Leung, C. 1996.  Content, context and language.  In T. Cline and N. Frederickson (eds.) 
Curriculum Related Assessment, Cummins and Bilingual Children.  Clevedon: Multilingual 
Matters.  26-40. 
Takes Cummins' BICS/CALP theory, currently very influential in education but also very 
general, and grafts it onto Mohan's linguistically far richer notion of knowledge structures 
for EAL learners.   

 
Li Wei 1994. Three Generations, Two Languages, One Family: Language Choice and 
Language Shift in a Chinese Community in Britain. Clevedon Multilingual Matters. 
Detailed sociolinguistic study describing the Newcastle Chinese community and innovatively 
bringing both conversation and network analysis to bear on code-switching.  

 
Martin-Jones, M., M. Saxena 1996.  Turn-taking, power asymetries, and the positioning of 
bilingual participants in classroom discourse . Linguistics and Education 8/105-123. 
Penetrating interactional discourse analysis of code-switching used to illuminate the limits 
and potential of the policy of bilingual support in England.  

 
Nicholas, J. 1994. Language Diversity Surveys as Agents of Change. Clevedon: Multilingual 
Matters. 
Moves from a critique of quantitative language surveys in the 1980s to propose the 
adaptation of surveys for action research and teacher ethnography. 

 
OFSTED (Office for Standards in Education) 1994.  Educational Support for Minority 
Ethnic Communities.  London: OFSTED. [Reference: 130/94/NS]. 
An official report on the types and quality of government funded provision for ESL teaching 
and home-school liaison, providing a clear view of what is considered to be 'good 
educational practice' for ethnic minority pupils and communities. 
 
Rampton, B. 1995a. Crossing: Language and Ethnicity among Adolescents London Longman 
Addressing the emeergence of new ethnicities counterposed to dominant patterns of race 
stratification, a detailed ethnographic and interactional account of spontaneous 'language 
crossing' (the use of Panjabi, Creole and Indian English by ethnic outgroups).  

 



 

 

 
  11 

Roberts, C., E. Davies and T. Jupp. 1992. Language and Discrimination. London: Longman. 
Comprehensively documents the theory and practice of two decades of groundbreaking work 
in industrial language training.   

 
Sebba M 1993 London Jamaican London Longman 
Addressing both language use and systems, a theoretically probing sociolinguistic account of 
the speech of black youngsters in London. 

 
Tate, N. 1996. Curriculum, culture and society. Conference speech, 7 February. [Available 
from SCAA Publications, PO Box 235, Hayes, Middlesex UB3 1HF, England] 
An example of the thinking of the (conservative) Chief Executive of the School Curriculum 
and Assessment Authority, advocating a curriculum which respects cultural and linguistic 
diversity but promotes the transmission of European high culture and British Standard 
English. 

 
UNANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
Abrams, F. 1991. Accents and dialects still unmentionable subjects. Times Educational 
 Supplement. 14 June. 
Back, L. 1996. New Ethnicities and Urban Culture. London: UCL Press. 
Baker, C. 1988. Key Issues in Bilingualism and Bilingual Education.  Clevedon: 
 Multilingual Matters. 
_______ 1993. Foundations of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism. Clevedon: 
 Multilingual Matters. 
Barrs, M. 1991/92. Genre theory: What's it all about? Language Matters. 1.9-16. [Also in B. 
Stierer and J. Maybin (eds.) 1994. Language, Literacy and Learning in Educational Practice. 
Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 248-257.] 
Baynham, M. 1995. Literacy Practices. London: Longman. 
Bhatt, A., Martin-Jones, M., 1992.  Whose resource?  Minority languages, bilingual  learners 

and language awareness . In Fairclough, N. (ed.). Critical Language Awareness. London: 
Longman.  285-302 

Biggs, N., V. Edwards 1991.  'I treat them all the same': Teacher-pupil talk in multi-ethnic 
classrooms .  Language and Education. 5.3.103-115. [Also in D. Graddol, J. Maybin and 
B. Stierer (eds.) Researching Language and Literacy in Social Context. Clevedon: 
Multilingual Matters. 82-99] 

Bremer, K., C. Roberts, M.-T. Vasseur, M. Simonot, P. Broeder 1996.  Achieving 
Understanding: Discourse in Intercultural Encounters. London: Longman. 

Brumfit, C., 1995.  Teacher professionalism and research . In G. Cook and B.Seidlhofer, 
(eds.) Principle and Practice in Applied Linguistics. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
27-42. 

_______  (ed.) 1995. Language Education in the National Curriculum. Oxford: Blackwell. 
Cameron, D., J. Bourne, 1989.  No common ground: Kingman, grammar and the nation . 

Language and Education. 2.3.147-60. 
_________ , E. Frazer, P. Harvey, B. Rampton and K. Richardson. 1992. Researching 
 Language: Issues of Power and Method. London: Routledge. 
Carter, R., (ed.) 1990. Knowledge about Language. London: Hodder & Stoughton. 
_______ 1992.  LINC: The final chapter? .  BAAL Newsletter. 35.10-16. 
Clarke, P. and N. Smith. 1992. Initial steps towards critical practice in primary schools. In N. 
Fairclough (ed.) Critical Language Awareness. London: Longman. 238-255. 



 

 

 
  12 

Commission for Racial Equality (C.R.E.) 1986. Teaching English as a Second Language: 
Report of a Formal Investigation in Calderdale Local Education Authority. London: 
Commission for Racial Equality.  
Cox B 1992 The Great Betrayal London Chapmans 
Department of Education and Science (D.E.S) 1981. West Indian Children in our Schools: 
Interim Report of the Committee of Inquiry into the Education of Children from Ethnic 
Minority Groups. London: HMSO. 
____________________________ 1985. Education for All: The Report of the Committee of 

Inquiry into the Education of Children from Ethnic Minority Groups. London: HMSO. 
____________________________ 1989. English for Ages 5 to 16. London: HMSO.  [Also in 

B. Cox 1991. Cox on Cox: An English Curriculum for the 1990s. London: Hodder & 
Stoughton] 

Department for Education (D.F.E). 1995a.  English in the National Curriculum.  London: 
HMSO. 
____________________ 1995b. Modern Foreign Languages in the National Curriculum. 

London: HMSO. 
____________________  1995c. Ethnic Monitoring of School Pupils: A Consultation Paper.  

London: DFE. 
Donald, J., A. Rattansi (eds.) 1992.  'Race', Culture and Difference. London: Sage. 
Edwards, V., and S. Katbamna 1988. The wedding songs of British Gujarati women . In J. 

Coates and D. Cameron (eds.) Women in their Speech Communities.  London: Longman. 
158-174. 

________ and A. Redfern 1992. The World in a Classroom. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 
Eggar, T. 1991. Correct use of English is essential. Times Educational Supplement. 28 
 June. 
Fitzpatrick, B. 1987. The Open Door. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 
Garrett, P., Y. Griffiths, C. James and P. Schofield. 1992. Differences and similarities 

between and within bilingual settings. Language, Culture and Curriculum. 5.99-115. 
Gilroy, P. 1987. There Ain't No Black in the Union Jack. London: Hutchinson. 
Gregory, E. 1990.  Negotiation as a criterial factor in learning to read in a second language . 

Language and Education 4/2:103-115.  [Also in D. Graddol, J. Maybin and B. Stierer 
(eds.) Researching Language and Literacy in Social Context. Clevedon: Multilingual 
Matters. 49-61] 

________ 1993a.  Sweet and sour: Learning to read in a British and Chinese school .   
 English in Education. 27/3:53-59. 
________ 1993b.  What counts as reading in the infant classroom?  British Journal of 
 Educational Psychology. June. 
Hamilton, M., D. Barton and R. Ivanic (eds.). 1994. Worlds of Literacy. Clevedon: 
 Multilingual Matters. 
Hannerz, U. 1989. Culture between center and periphery: Towards a macroanthropology. 
 Ethnos. 54.3&4.200-216. 
Harris, R. 1996.  Openings, absences and omissions: Aspects of the treatment of 'race', 
 culture and ethnicity within British cultural studies.  Cultural Studies. 10 
_______ (forthcoming). Romantic bilingualism: Time for a change?  In C. Cable and C.  
 Leung (eds.) Mainstream Schooling and the Needs of Bilingual Pupils [provisional title]. 

National Association for Teachers of English (NATE)/ National Association for 
Language Development in the Curriculum (NALDIC). 

_______, I. Schwab, L. Whitman, et al. 1990. Language and Power London.   
 HBJ/Harper Collins 
Hawkins, E. 1992. Awareness of language/knowledge about language in the curriculum in 

England and Wales: An historical note on twenty years of curricular debate. Language 
Awareness. 1.1.5-17. 

Hewitt, R. 1986. White Talk, Black Talk. Cambridge: CUP. 



 

 

 
  13 

_______ 1992.  Language, youth and the destabilisation of ethnicity .  In C. Palmgren,  
 K. Lovgren, and G. Bolin (eds.).  Ethnicity in Youth Culture.  Stockholm: Youth Culture 

at Stockholm University. 
_______ 1995.  The umbrella and the sewing machine: Transculturalism and the definition 
 of Surrealism. In A. Aalund, R. Granqvist (eds.) Negotiating Identities. Amsterdam: 

Rodopi. 91-104. 
Jones, T. 1993. Britain's Ethnic Minorities. London: Policy Studies Institute. 
Leung, C. 1993. The coming crisis of ESL in the National Curriculum. British Association 
 for Applied Linguistics Newsletter. 45.27-32. 
_______ 1995. English as an Additional/Second Language (EAL/ESL) Stages/Levels.   
 Consultant Report to Schools Curriculum and Assessment Authority, London. 
_______ 1996.  Content, context and language. In T. Cline and N. Frederickson (eds.).  

Curriculum Related Assessment, Cummins and Bilingual Children.  Clevedon: 
Multilingual Matters.  26-40. 

_______  (forthcoming). Language content and learning process in curiculum tasks.  In C. 
Cable and C. Leung (eds.) Mainstream Schooling and the Needs of Bilingual Pupils 
[provisional title]. National Association for Teachers of English (NATE)/ National 
Association for Language Development in the Curriculum (NALDIC). 
_______  and C. Franson. 1991. English as a second language in the National Curriculum. In 

P. Meara and A. Ryan (eds.) Language and Nation. Clevedon: British Association for 
Applied Linguistics/Multilingual Matters. 117-125. 

Linguistic Minorities Project (L.M.P.) 1985. The Other Languages of England. London: 
 RKP. 
Li Wei 1994. Three Generations, Two Languages, One Family: Language Choice and 

Language Shift in a Chinese Community in Britain. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 
_____ and L. Milroy. 1995. Conversational code-switching in a Chinese community in 
 Britain: A sequential analysis. Journal of Pragmatics. 23.281-99. 
Martin-Jones, M. 1991. Sociolinguistic surveys as a source of evidence in the study of 

bilingualism: A critical assessment of survey work conducted among linguistic minorities 
in three British cities. International Journal of the Sociology of Language. 90.37-55.  

____________ 1995. Codeswitching in the classroom: Two decades of research. In L. Milroy 
and P. Muysken (eds.) One Speaker, Two Languages. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 90-111. 

____________, M. Saxena 1996.  Turn-taking, power asymetries, and the positioning of 
bilingual participants in classroom discourse . Linguistics and Education 8/105-123. 

Milroy, L. and Li Wei. 1995. A social network approach to code-switching: The example of a 
bilingual community in Britain. In L. Milroy and P. Muysken (eds.) One Speaker, Two 
Languages: Cross-Disciplinary Perspectives on Code-Switching. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 136-157. 
Moffat, S. 1991.  Becoming bilingual in the classroom: Code-choice in school .  Language 

and Education. 5.1.55-71. 
_______ and L. Milroy. 1992. Panjabi/English language alternation in the early school years. 

Multilingua. 11.4.355-385. 
Nwenmely, H. 1995. Language Reclamation: French-Creole Language Teaching in the  UK 
and the Caribbean. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. 
Ogilvy, C., E. Boath, W. Cheyne, G. Jahoda and H. Schaffer 1992.  Staff-child interaction 
styles in multi-ethnic nursery schools. British Journal of Development Psychology. 10.85-97. 
Pardoe, S. 1994. Writing in another culture: The value of students' KAP in writing pedagogy. 

In D. Graddol and J. Swann (eds.) Evaluating Language. Clevedon: British Association 
for Applied Linguistics/Multilingual Matters. 37-51. 

Peak, S. and P. Fisher. 1996. The Media Guide. London: Fourth Estate. 
Pettigrew, M. 1992  Government regulation of applied research: Contracts and conditions . 
 BAAL Newsletter. 42.4-7. 



 

 

 
  14 

Rampton, B. 1995b.  Language crossing and the problematisation of ethnicity and 
socialisation .  Pragmatics. 5.4.485-513. 

________ 1995c.  Politics and change in research in applied linguistics . Applied 
 Linguistics. 16.2.233-56. 
Reid, E. 1985. "Bilingual communities: England/National profiles and verbal repertoires". 
Annual Review of Applied Linguistics 6.205-219. 
Roberts, C., C. Garnett, S. Kapoor and S. Sarangi. 1995. 'Tuning in' in Further Education 
 multicultural classrooms. Language Issues. 6.2.15-19. 
Rosen, H., T. Burgess 1980. The Languages and Dialects of London Schoolchildren. 
 London: Ward Lock. 
Saxena, M. 1994.  Literacy among the Panjabis in Southall (Britain). In Hamilton et al. (eds.) 

195-214. [Also in J. Maybin (ed.). Language and Literacy in Social Practice Clevedon 
Multilingual Matters 96-116.] 

SCAA (School Curriculum and Assessment Authority). 1996. Teaching and Learning 
 English as an Additional Language: New Perspectives. [SCAA Discussions Papers 
No. 5]. London: SCAA> 

Sebba M 1993 London Jamaican London Longman 
Stubbs, M. 1991 [1994].  Educational language planning in England and Wales: Multicultural 

rhetoric and assimilationist assumptions. In F. Coulmas (ed.) Language Policy for the 
European Community: Prospects and Quandaries. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. [Also in 
Maybin, J. (ed.) Language and Literacy in Social Practice. Clevedon: Multilingual 
Matters. 193-214.] 

Verma, M., Corrigan, K., Firth, S.(eds.) 1995. Working with Bilingual Children. Clevedon: 
Multilingual Matters. 

 

 
                                                      
 NOTES 

 
1.  We would like to thank Marilyn Martin-Jones for some very useful references. 

2. In London and to a lesser extent in other English cities, there is a substantial amount of illegal radio 
broadcasting (sometimes called 'pirate' radio), and in 1995 there were 645 official raids to suppress 166 illegal 
radio stations. There is no significant research on these stations and certainly nothing on their language use (the 
national agency responsible explicitly disavows any interest in their nature, and claims to be interested simply in 
the fact of their illegality).  However, one major source of illegal radio is the black, Caribbean-descended 
population, and it therefore provides an important publicly visible/audible space for the maintenanc of 
Caribbean, principally Jamaican speech, observable in the talk of DJs, phone-in participants and characters in 
advertisements. 
On multilingualism in the ethnic minority press, see Peak and Fisher 1996.   

3.   Among other things (see below), the provision for minority community languages at secondary level is likely 
to be inhibited by curriculum specifications that assume a monolingual English starting point (D.F.E. 1995:6-9), 
the absence of support for the development of pedagogies capable of responding to groups of pupils with mixed 
levels of proficiency, and the realities of local and national resourcing.  See Brumfit (ed.) 1995:Ch.8 and Stubbs 
1991 [1994:200-203], which capture much of this quite subtle accumulation of pressures. 

4.    The latest version of the modern languages curriculum now carries no reference to the fact there are pupils 
with multilingual backgrounds, and it is backed by a stipulation that schools can only teach non-European 
languages if they also offer at least one of the eight working languages of the European Community (see also 
footnote 1).  

5.    There was important research on bilingual education in England in the late 1970s but this was never 
followed up.  See Fitzpatrick 1987.  
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6.    In fact, government itself now admits that for administrative purposes, there are serious weaknesses in its 
ethnic categories (D.F.E. 1995c, Harris (forthcoming)), though this admission involves no concessions in its 
approach to education through two languages. 

7.    Official discourse continued saying that minority languages at school could "only be of relevance to mother 
tongue speakers of languages other than English" (D.E.S. 1985:406-7), and that 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" (D.E.S. 1989:para 10.12).  


