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SUMMARY

This report presents the findings of the Linguistic
Minorities Project (LMP) funded by the Department of
Education and Science and based at the University of London
Institute of Education from September 1979 to April 1983.

The Project was concerned with the minority languages widely
used now by large numbers of people in England in their
daily lives, languages mainly from South and East Europe and
South and East Asia. When LMP started there was a notable
lack of easily available information about the minority
languages of England, and little discussion about the social
policy implications of widespread bilingualism in England.
Discussion among educationalists focussed on a rather narrow
range of questions about mother-tongue  teaching  for
bilingual pupils. There had also been little academic work
on the sociolinguistic characteristics of linguistic
minorities in England, in contrast to the fairly substantial
research on the indigenous languages of Wales and Scotland.

LMP aimed to study bilingualism in England as an asset for
bilinguals and a potential resource for society as a whole,
including monolinguals. 1Its research extended beyond
school-age children, to ensure that an understanding of the
social context of language use would inform the development
of language-in-education policies. The interdisciplinary
research team devised four survey instruments, to provide an
account of the patterns of bilingualism in selected areas of
England. All the surveys were designed to involve active
members of local linguistic minorities as much as possible
in the shaping of research strategies, and to enable those
who were the subjects of the research themselves to make use
of the findings. This active dissemination was undertaken
by the LINC project, an extension to LMP funded by the
Commission of the European Communities from January 1981.

Two of the survey instruments, the Schools Language Survey

(SLS) and the Secondary Pupils Survey (SPS) focussed on the
school-going population, and their administration involved
class teachers as well as both bilingual and monolingual
pupils in the class. The Schools Language Survey aimed to
document the range of linguistic diversity 1in a Local
Education Authority (LEA) and the extent of literacy in each
minority language; it was carried out by LMP in five LEAs.
The findings show varying proportions of the children
surveyed reporting spoken skills in a minority language
(from about 7% in the Peterborough Division of
Cambridgeshire to over 30% in the London Borough of
Haringey), and a consistent 40%-50% of these pupils in each
LEA reporting some literacy skills in a minority language.
The combinations of languages found in the school population
in different areas vary considerably, but usuvally the most
frequent three or four languages account for at least two
thirds of the bilingual pupils in an Authority. Such
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findings have important implications for the development of
language policies which aim to promote the "learning of
minority languages by many more pupils, bilingual and
monolingual, They indicate the scale of the task, and the
potential for positive action.

The DES now has the opportunity to promote the wider use of
the Schools Language Survey and to encourage LEAs to update
their findings at regular intervals. Acceptance of our
proposal to extend the SLS research would enable the
collection and monitoring of the language statistics needed,
for local planning, for national policy development, and in
connection with the response to EC Directive 77/486 on the
schooling of children of migrant workers.

The other school-based survey instrument developed by the
LMP is the Secondary Pupils Survey (SPS). The questionnaire
was developed originally for use in a sample survey,
examining in more detail than was possible with the SLS the
language use and perception of linguistic diversity among
secondary school pupils. Its potential as teaching material
and as a means of promoting language awareness, especially
among monolingual pupils and teachers, led to a change in
focus in its use. The questionnaire was eventually produced
in an illustrated format, and made available for individual
teachers, with a set of teachers' guidelines. LINC, who
were responsible for arranging the production of this
material, have also, in collaboration with ILEA, produced a
video programme about the use of SPS, In collaboration with
the Schools Council Mother Tongue Project, they are now
producing teaching materials for primary children which
explore and exploit linguistic diversity inside and outside
the classroom.

The first of our community-based surveys, the Mother Tongue
Teaching Directory surve (MTTD), was developed to collect
information on the exlst¥ng provision for minority languages
teaching in both LEA and community-run schools and classes.
We established through this survey that a very high
proportion of the teaching is at present not supported
financially in any way by LEAsS, or at best receives minimal
support in the form of reduced-cost or free teaching
accommodation. This is in spite of the fact that virtually
all of the pupils attending these classes are between 5 and
16 years old.

The MITD survey was developed in close collaboration with
the National Council for Mother-Tongue Teaching in the
expectation that after the end of the LMP they would be able
to promote the survey throughout the country, with a data
bank set up at the Centre for Information on Language
Teaching and Research in London. The MTTD surveys in
Coventry, Bradford and Haringey were carried out with the
help of bilingual interviewers from the local linguistic
minorities, who provided very important input to the
research,
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The Adult Language Use Survey (ALUS) also involved a
community-based research strategy, in which LMP collaborated
with over a hundred bilingual interviewers in Coventry,
Bradford and Haringey to conduct some 2,500 interviews in
respondents’' homes. The interview schedule included
questions about language skills, language use at home and at
work, and attitudes to language teaching provision. The
interviews were based on translations of the ALUS
questionnaire into eleven languages, and conducted with
carefully prepared samples in each of the three areas
mentioned. From the resulting mass of data (which will be
more fully analysed by the Community Languages in Education
Project, one of the successor projects to LMP), we mention
only four points here:

a) the multilingualism of a high proportion of respondents,

not only among the respondents of South Asian origin;

b) the high proportions of those who had a real choice in
terms of their reported language skills, and who used the
minority language in domestic settings;

c) the strong support evident among all the local linguistic
minorities for an increased contribution from the LEAs to
mother-tongue provision;

d) important differences between respondents of the same
linguistic minority in different cities in terms of
language skills and language use, which suggest that it
is essential to look in some detail at local historical,
demographic, social and economic factors in order to
understand the dynamics of bilingualism,

The work begun by the LMP has provided a foundation for
future research, it has raised a range of theoretical and
applied issues, and it has demonstrated the need for
bilingual researchers as well as community-based research
strategies. The experience of carrying out the research has
shown the general lack of information about bilingualism
among many pecople involved in the education of children in
England. Overall the findings of the survey suggest that
there is an immediate need to develop mother-tongue
provision if bilingual pupils are going to be able to retain
their language skills,

The LMP research was designed to stress the need for an
understanding of bilingualism in society to inform the
debate about educational policy and practice. It has shown
that the issue of minority languages is not a marginal one,
socially or educationally, and raises fundamental guestions
about the direction in which British society could evolve.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

The Linguistic Minorities Project

The Linguistic Minorities Project started its work in
September 1979, based at the University of London Institute
of Education. It was funded by the Department of Education
and Science initially for three years, but this was later
extended to three years and eight months, so that the
Project in fact ended in April 1983.

The project began at a time when there was an increasing
discussion among educationalists about the role of mother
tongue teaching in the state school system. There was an
obvious need for basic data about the extent and scope of
minority language use to inform this discussion, and for the
development of appropriate policies and practice. There was
also a need for instruments to collect data on a regular
basis, so that policies to deal in a constructive way with
the full linguistic resources of the populations might be
more firmly grounded. The Institute of Education provided a
good base for this work, as it had produced one of the first
investigations to help teachers assess the issues relating
to linguistic diversity in the classroom (Rosen and Burgess,
1980), and it has since housed two other projects (Bleach,
1983; Hester, 1983) in related fields.

The first chairman of the Project, Professor H.G. Widdowson,
ensured a firm institutional foundation for the project. He
also proposed the sharing of this chairing role to maximise
the influence of the project's work on a wider range of
people at the 1Institute of Education. Therefore Professor
Harold Rosen and Dr. Jagdish Gundara each spent one year as
chairperson before Professor Widdowson resumed this position
for the closing stages., Verity Saifullah Khan acted as
Director of the Project, which functioned as a collective
team of five researchers and two secretarial staff. An
assistant programmer joined the team in 1981, and from
January 1981 Verity Saifullah Khan also co-ordinated the
L.M.P.'s work with that of the LINC project funded by the
Commission of the European Communities (See Appendix I).

The initial focus of the D.E.S.'s interest in 1linguistic
minorities in England was on children and schools. The
assessment of immediate policy issues and practical
initiatives already underway necessitated some comprehensive
data on the range of minority languages known by children




in the school-going population, and on the scope of their
knowledge, There was also interest in the numbers of
these pupils who already attended some form of mother-tongue
teaching and in the content and organisation of this
provision. The D.E.S. thought it was important to gather
this 1information from as large a number of LEAsS as possible
to ensure that our findings reflected the very different
situations in different parts of the country. Policy makers
would then be more likely to recognise their own situation
in our overall assessments.

While not denying the need for basic data to inform develop-
ments in policy and pedagogy, we thought that data referring
to children in the state school system should be
complemented with an understanding of language use in the
pupils' neighbourhoods, including details of adult lanquage
use and community-run mother-tongue schools and classes.
Therefore we agreed to carry out the Schools Language Survey
in about half-a-dozen Authorities, and the other surveys in
only three of these areas.

From the beginning of the Project we argued that we should
pay full attention to the whole range of 1linguistic
minorities in England. For two of our surveys this meant
working with bilingual interviewers from a range of South
and Eastern European, South and East Asian minorities. For
one of these surveys it meant translating our questionnaire
into eleven different languages. Similarly, we were
convinced that data on the number of children or adults
reporting certain spoken or literacy skills was of little
relevance for educational or social policy, without an
accompanying understanding of what was happening to the
languages in everyday life. FPor this we needed to know when
people were using their other-than-English languages, and
what value they had for their speakers. Without this basic
understanding of the social context there would be no way in
which researchers, policy-makers or teachers could assess
the 1likely trends of language use among linguistic
minorities in the future.

The main objective of the Linguistic Minorities Project was,
therefore, to study patterns of bilingualism in selected
regions of the country. Our two main aims were (a) to
highlight the educational implications of this societal
bilingualism and (b) to provide a baseline for future work
on the newer minority languages of England. We hoped to
contribute towards theoretical and methodological
developments, as well as leave a good example of how
research and application can be closely integrated, through
strategies for active dissemination and research instruments
with built-in pedagogic uses.

The interdisciplinary research team for the Project
consisted of a social anthropologist, three sociolinguists,
a sociologist/computer programmer assisted by an assistant
programmer., The recruitment of the research team was based
on the assumption that the project would entail a
substantial amount of survey work involving sociolinguistic



expertise and community-based research strategies. Most of
the criteria arising from these assumptions were met by the
team, which also collectively had some knowledge of a range
of the minority languages. The other main criterion for
recruitment to the research team involved experience which
would facilitate in-depth observational research on language
use., 1In the event this last criterion was not tested, since
the scope and focus we collectively agreed on for our
research precluded the possibility of observational studies,
even within our extended time-scale.

Wwe established an Academic Advisory Committee which met
twice or three times each year for a one-day discussion of
onr work, and an overseas Advisory Committee consisting of
many of the North American researchers Verity Saifullah Khan
had met on her month-long visit to Canada and the U.S. at
the beginning of the project. The D.E.S. Steering Group met
every four to six months throughout the project. Much of
our research depended on the help of consultants, (for
example on specific languages, on survey design or on
sampling), of fieldwork co-ordinators and of local contacts,
as well as teams of carefully trained bilingual interviewers
from the local communities. Without the funds to finance
this range of expertise and guidance, and to provide for our
Jocal field offices, we would not have been able to complete
our research on such a firm basis.

With the help of the LINC project we circulated four
progress reports in English, French, German and Italian to a
large mailing 1list in Britain and abroad, at different
stages in the Project.

By the summer of 1980 we had developed three of our four
survey instruments, and we piloted them 1in the autumn of
1980 as we began to develop the fourth instrument. Each
instrument had its own distinct objectives (see Chart A,
which outlines the aims of each survey, the methods used,
and the content and scope of the findings) and together they
contributed toward a more comprehensive picture of patterns
of language use in the three cities where we worked:
Coventry, Bradford and London. (Chart B details the timing
of the preparation and administration of the surveys.)

In our early discussions on the aims and content of our
research we returned frequently to two themes. One related
to our dependency on survey data, based on adults' or
pupils® own reports of their language use or skills, rather
than observations of what actually happened. We accepted
that this kind of large-scale survey was needed to inform
policy and build up data for developing hypotheses for
future research. We were well aware of the difficulties of
carrying out large-scale surveys in a relatively sensitive
field in inner city areas, and among often insecure
respondents, We also believed that the only valuable and
feasible way of doing the schools-based surveys, which often
depended on the co-operation of teachers working under
pressure, involved using approaches which would provide
immediate interest value for the teachers and longer-term
wlue for trainers and advisers.
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The second theme that preoccupied us in our early
discussions revolved around our sense of social
responsibility, and our receptivity to the needs of those
who contributed to our findings. We were aware of the
attitudes of some teachers towards research whose outcome
never appeared to help them in their daily difficulties.
We were conscious also of the need to provide tools that
LEAs could take over themselves, to inform policy and to use
for in-service training. Most of all we thought we
understood the frustrations of so many minority teachers and
community workers, who often saw no sign of official
recognition of their problems nor willingness to tackle
them, While we discussed the relative urgency of these
needs, and our most appropriate contributions both short and
long term, we knew that a full response to local demands
would probably restrict our research to one area only. It
was at this stage that we discussed the possibility of
setting up a parallel research project, involved in actively
disseminating the findings of our research, in particular to
all those who had contributed towards the data (See Appendix
I).

The community-based research strategies which we adopted
compensated in some ways for our inability to follow the
ideal path - the undertaking of neighbourhood-based, in-
depth studies before we developed our survey instruments.
BEach of the four surveys which we did develop could have
been the focus of an independent three year project in such
a new area of research, so we reluctantly put aside the
observational studies projects. The final design adopted
for our research does in fact allow an evaluation of the
appropriateness of a smaller number of different research
methods, but we were not able to use as wide a range as we
had initially envisaged.

Later in this Report we shall refer to some of the
fundamental principles we established in the early days of
our research, but we should mention immediately the most
important ones. Pirst, we aimed always to counter the
prevailing view that our work, and the 'mother-tongue’
debate, was about South Asian languages only. Second,
we wanted to show that policy decisions need to_be based
on an understanding of the sociolinguistic context, and not
just on the numerical data. Through this wider approach to
bilingualism in society, we hoged to remind many teachers,
policy makers an parents that education s not only a
matter of schooling. And finally we were keen to be
responsive to all those involved in the research process.
We worked from the principles that all participants have a
right of access to the data they help to collect, and that
researchers need to develop ways of ensuring that access,
and of encouraging feedback from participants in the
research process to guide future work.




Setting the Scene

England is now more obviously than ever before a
multilingual society, with large sections of the population
using more than one language in their daily lives, Italian
or Polish or Gujerati, for example, are spoken in the
family, in local shops, or in community institutions. Some
bilingual children and adults have access to newspapers,
books, films and radio programmes in their home language as
well as in English. Some children attend 1lessons to learn
more of their home language, or perhaps to learn to read and
write another language which is valued by their community
(Wilding, 1981).

There are two  ways of looking at the educational
implications of this situation. The first approach
concentrates on societal multilingualism; the second on
individual bilingualism.

The societal viewpoint acknowledges that in a multilingual
society there are many aspects of social policy not directly
related to formal education which may have important
influences on the language education of both adults and
children. The overall national attitude towards linguistic
diversity, and the patterns of social interaction which
people experience in everyday life, affect language skills,
and affect the relative value the different languages come
to have for different members of the population, whether
they can speak those languages or not. The implicit
language policy of the national media, and of libraries with
reference to the range of books stocked, as well as the
choice of languages taught in schools and institutions of
higher education, all have a bearing on the evolution of
responses to the multilingualism of our society (Elliott,
1981).

The second and complementary approach to bilingualism
focusses on individual members of the society, who grow up
with two or more languages. This approach is concerned with
the different processes of language socialisation in
different contexts, and assesses their influence on an
individual's educational development. It concentrates on
the linguistic, conceptual and psychological impact of the
experience of living with more than a single language.

The societal and the individual approaches to bilingualism
are, of course, closely interrelated. If there is an
unstated rule in many institutions such as offices, schools,
restaurants or clubs that minority languages should not be
used, at least with monolingual English speakers present,
then the languages are likely to be limited to a very narrow
range of functions. 1I1f, for example, programmes in minority
languages on national radio and television channels are in
practice restricted to unsocial hours, and if such languages
are seldom if ever used in mainstream programmes, this too
carries a message - though perhaps a different one for
bilinguals and for monolinguals. If teachers of English as
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a second language do not use or refer to the pupils' mother-
tongues as an aid to learning, then this may signal a low
evaluation of the minority languages. 1In other words there
are many factors external as well as internal to a school,
which constrain the effects of the school's implicit or
explicit language policy.

Patterns of language use are a reflection of the historical
and social developments in society. In turn these patterns
reinforce the status of the dominant language. At the most
geheral level, it is noticeable that use of English is
expected in most public places and official institutions,
whereas minority languages are usually expected to operate
in private “"community" spheres of interaction. Although
code-switching - the alternate use of two or more languages
in the same conversation - is common in many multilingual
communities in Britain, as elsewhere in the world, it is
rarely recognised in discussions of language policy at the
theoretical or applied educational level. It seems that the
positive effects of bilingualism are often still not
understood or appreciated by many monolinguals.

Focussing on societal bilingualism reminds us that the most
effective language learning is often unguided, informally
acquired through social interaction with others. The scope
of that social interaction is not primarily of course a
question of individual choice, It is for this reason that
we try to avoid the term 'language choice' in our discussion
of patterns of language use among adults and children.

Migrants to England usually join existing social networks
whose physical and material resources are constrained by the
housing and employment options available to them. The
resulting patterns of settlement, along with the particular
characteristics of local ethnic relations, 1limit the
cpportunities adult migrants have to learn English. And
their British-born children's maintenance of their home
language probably has more to do with their opportunity to
use that first language at home, and with their perception
of other people's attitudes to the language, than it does
with their opportunities for the formal acguisition of
literacy in the home language, for example. Nevertheless,
literacy in the home language, or in a related language, is
an 1mportant means of gaining access to everyday cultural

activities. It also opens up historically ' accumulated
literary traditions, allowing communication with
"gignificant others®” in daily life as an additional channel
for learning, and, for some, the possibility of exam
qualifications for employment or further educational
opportunities.

The collective community repertoires of the different
linguistic minorities in England incorporate a wide range of
oral and 1literacy skills used for cultural, economic and
political purposes. But individual members of a linguistic
minority have very different degrees of access to this
potential range of skills. That access depends, among other
things, on the 1linguistic skills they already have on
arrival in England or by the time they start school. It
depends also on the resources available to them in their
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own locality, such as shops, cinemas, 'ethnic' newspapers,
radio programmes, religious and social festivities and
institutions, There are also networks provided through
national organisations, conferences, daily papers and
certain T.V. programmes, as well as informal networks, for
example religious or social gatherings such as weddings.
These factors affecting language use mean that some
bilingual adults have little opportunity to use their first
language beyond the home, whereas others may have the chance
to use it in a wide range of daily activities, including
work. 1In the latter case, workers not literate in their
first language have more opportunity to learn the standard
or national language through particular activities or types
of contacts, and perhaps also to become literate in that
language, Children of families who live in areas of high
concentration of the same linguistic minority also, of
course, have more chance of attending ‘'mother-tongue’
classes. These are still organised mostly by local
community groups, churches, or by embassies and high
commissions, but in a few cases they are now also available
in LEA schools (see Chapter 4 of this Report).

An individual's 1linguistic repertoire often includes
different regional or class-based varieties of English, as
well as different varieties of the minority language such as
dialect and standard in the case of Bengali or Italian.
Individuals' actual repertoires often represent only a small
part of their potential oral and 1literacy skills. The
salience and frequency of use of different elements in these
repertoires are 1likely to vary throughout the individual's
lifetime. The use individuals make of particular varieties
is a response to a range of external factors, including some
of those mentioned above, but also reflects the person's own
assessment of the social value and economic utility of the
languages. Youngsters in their teens are likely to be
particularly influenced by the linguistic characteristics of
their peer-group, and by the assimilative pressures
experienced at school and in their leisure world. As they
are also likely to be at a crucial stage in negotiating
independence from their parents, this too may be reflected
in their use of particular languages.

None of these factors influencing language use is
exclusively relevant to the experience of bilinguals. Most
apply equally to ‘'monolinguals®' who are bidialectal or
multidialectal. For example, the languages or dialects of
the home often retain particular emotional weight throughout
life for bilinguals and monolinguals alike. And if the
language or dialect of the school is markedly different from
that of the home, and perceived by its teachers to have not
only a different but a superior functional value, both
bidialectal and bilingual children have to adjust to the
imposition of new expectations about their language use as
well as about other social values, BEven if it is accepted
that the overriding task of the schoel is to ensure that
children become literate in standard English, then for
English bidialectal pupils the learning of 1literacy in
English, and for bilingual pupils the 1learning of oracy and
literacy in English, need to start from a recognition of the
social and linguistic contribution that their existing
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linguistic skills might make to their overall educaticnal
development,

Some bilingual children have in fact already begun the
acquisition of literacy in their first language before they
start learning literacy in English at their LEA schools.
Many attend community-run classes which are based on their
existing patterns of social interaction. But for these
children the LEA school rarely builds upon the language
learning of the home, neighbourhood networks and community
organisations or schools. Both bidialectal and bilingual
pupils experience the disjunction between the home and
community and the LEA school. It can be argued that for
bilingual children at least this disjunction may have more
impact on their general educational development than the
actual content and teaching methods used in the LEA schools.

Both monolingual and bilingual school children Jlearn to
communicate in one or several 1language varieties or
different languages before they start school. Their existing
skills in, and attitudes towards, these and other languages
influence their approach to acquiring other languages or
varieties. But language is also a symbol of social identity
and group solidarity, and a means to transmit cultural and
religious knowledge. If children or their parents interpret
the process of schooling as an attempt to undermine or
challenge such a personal and significant part of their
existence, this will affect their interest and involvement
too.

Knowledge of the English language is also a prerequisite for
access to basic information about how the school system
works. An understanding of the options available and their
implications 1is, however, dependent on translations or
interpretations that recognise the different cultural and
educational experience of minority parents (Bradford
Metropolitan Council: 1983),

If we start from the basis that language education includes
informal and formal (or 'unguided’ and 'guided') language
learning, and that the options and the responses of learners
are influenced by the social and economic constraints of the
context in which they 1live, then we can begin to link
societal and individual bilingualism. This wider foundation
also helps us to recognise how in England the monolingualism
of the majority may negatively affect the bilingualism
of the minority, and the bilingualism of the minority
could affect positively the monolingualism of the majority.
One of the most effective ways of learning a language 1is
through social interaction in everyday 1life. That is
obvious from the young child's capacity to learn languages.
This process of language acquisition is a natural and mainly
unconscious process. So, as more monolingual English
youngsters have friends who regularly use two or more
languages in their daily lives, there is a greater chance
that they may come to see the naturalness of these social
skills. This may encourage them to adopt a different
approach to their own learning of languages, both as formal
school subjects and as means of communication with people
from other parts of the world.
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A societal approach to bilingualism helps us realise that
the question of how we are to enjoy the social and economic
benefits of multilingualism in our society is as relevant
for the monolingual members of society, in their role of
potential modern language learners and as participants in a
multilingual society, as it 1is for bi- or multidialectal
speakers. Although the popular notion of bilingualism is
still 'total' fluency in two languages, most bilinguals have
greater skills in one language than in another, e.g. they
are better at reading or writing in English but
understanding or speaking Urdu. If the wider definition of
bilinguals, as regular users of two languages is adopted,
then it automatically excludes many pupils who have learnt
their second language as a subject at school and who cannot
alternate easily between, and do not have the opportunity to
use, the two languages. The existence of many multilingual
neighbourhoods in English towns provides such an
opportunity, and suggests for example that the
characteristic social skills of bilinguals could be more
realistically represented in the national media.

The main arguments supporting societal and educational
policies which foster bilingualism then are of two kinds.
Firstly, rich linguistic resources already present in our
society should be maintained and used before we lose through
exclusion or neglect the opportunity to exploit existing
linguistic skills to economic advantage. The everyday
reality of multilingual England now is a means to help
monolingual English speakers either to learn to communicate
in other languages, or at least change negative or
indifferent attitudes towards language learning in general
and towards minority language speakers in particular.

The second argument rests on the need to ensure that the
school system does not impose disadvantages on certain
pupils. These disadvantages may arise from the way their
bilingualism is treated, i.e. through a rigid imposition of
English, which restricts non-English speakers' opportunities
to learn through the medium of their own language, or their
opportunities to develop 1literacy in their non-English
language and to take exams in it. Or they may arise, again
not through any negative intention on the teacher's part,
but as a result of a general slowing down in the educational
development of bilingual children due to a lack of
recognition of existing social and linguistic skills. This
second argument relates to a wish for equal outcome of the
schooling process for all pupils, rather than being based on
notions of compensatory education., It cannot be
realistically fulfilled until the first argument is taken
seriously and acted upon.

The main arguments used in support of individual
bilingualism are, usually, conceptual, cognitive and
psychological. And many focus on the role of the school,
implying that the school is the only, or at least the major,
factor in educational ‘“"success" or equal "opportunity"®.
But, the more monolingual the language olicies and
erspectives of the wider society the more restricted the
oggortunities the education system will have to foster

bilingualism amon monolingual and bilingual children an
adults, From one point og view the schools' primary task
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should be to find ways of educating monolinguals out of
their negative attitudes to bilingualism, and their
secondary aim should be to encourage all modern language
learners to learn from the experience of natural language
acquisition in bilingual settings. From another point of
view, the task should be to ensure that bilinguals
themselves do not lose their existing skills, and that they
and others can in fact develop them not only for themselves
but also for the wider society.

One of the main problems with a monolingual perspective in a
multilingual society, is that bilingualism is perceived to
be inherently problematic for individuals and for the
society. Any provision introduced to facilitate the
acquisition of English, or even provision for the
maintenance of the other language, may be conceived of in
the deficit or compensatory tradition. To counter this
perspective we need more understanding of the role of
the first language in facilitatin rather than im eding
acquisition of the second  language. We must also
acknowledge the central role of bilingualism in hel ing
teachers to perceive the role of lanquage across the whole
curriculum, and in promoting more effective modern
language teaching.

Research and information about bilingualism and education

The lack of research and information on multilingualism in
England is a clear reflection of the official invisibility
of multilingualism in England - at least until the 1970s.
The lack of interest shown by educationalists in England in
the research findings and evaluations of bilingual schemes
in Wales, Scotland or Ireland suggests that the experience
of bilingualism among indigenous British populations was not
perceived to be relevant either to the bilingualism of non-
indigenous populations in England, or to the debate about
modern language teaching. One exception is of course the
discussion in the late 1960s and early 1970s about
introducing French in primary schools, where the case for
the advantages of “early" versus "late®™ bilingualism
referred to findings from Wales (see Dodson, Evans and Sharp
in cILT, 1976).

The lack of any basic statistics on language affiliation in
England may have contributed to this situation, but no
definite decision has yet been made to include a language
question in the census in England. However, the most basic
information at least is necessary to inform social policies
related to multilingualism, such as the provision of
community interpreters and translators, media coverage, and
school and adult education policies. This dearth of
information may have contributed to the situation we found
in 1980, when only a few LEAs officers and advisers knew how






