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Abstract
A tension between mobility and inclusion can be seen in public sector attempts to respond to the increasingly multilin-
gual nature of the Scottish population. Increased mobility has contributed to greater linguistic diversity, which has led
to growing demand for multilingual public services. Legal instruments and education policy in Scotland provide a promis-
ing framework in terms of promoting language learning and multilingualism, but implementation is not always successful
and responding to linguistic diversity among pupils is beset with challenges. This article will consider some of these chal-
lenges, both practical and attitudinal, reflecting on language teaching in Scotland and on issues raised during interviews
with officials from the English as an additional language (EAL) services in Edinburgh and Glasgow. Language teaching often
does not take into account the linguistic diversity present—despite the opportunity for a more inclusive approach offered
by Scottish Government strategy—and this risks reinforcing negative beliefs about significant allochthonous languages in
Scotland. In these circumstances, meeting the linguistic needs of increasingly multilingual school populations in an inclu-
sive way is a challenging task.
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1. Introduction

The United Kingdom’s (UK) position as one of Europe’s
“largest immigrant-receiving countries” (Baldi & Wallace
Goodman, 2015, p. 1153) has led to greater cultural and
linguistic diversity and therefore a rise in demand for
multilingual public services. One area in which multilin-
gual support is necessary is education: schools are fac-
ing the challenge of responding to the practical educa-
tional needs of pupils who require support with their En-
glish, with limited resources. Meeting these needs in an
inclusive way that, ideally, fosters positive attitudes to-
wards linguistic diversity andmultilingualism, is one facet
of this challenge.

This is an example of the connection between mo-
bility and inclusion; alongside the practical aspect of En-
glish as an additional language (EAL) services, they are
also significant in terms of socio-economic inclusion. As

part of the Mobility and Inclusion in Multilingual Europe
(MIME) project, François Grin has developed a concept
referred to as the trade-off model, with which to anal-
yse the compatibility of different policy goals (Grin, 2017;
Grin, Marácz, Pokorn, & Kraus, 2014). This model holds
that society often tries to attain multiple goals, some of
which correspond and others that diverge from one an-
other, and a trade-off often occurs between those goals
which diverge. The interaction between two such goals,
and any trade-off that results, is not static or inevitable,
but rather dynamic and influenced by numerous factors,
one of which is policy, because policy that increases or fa-
cilitates onemay hinder the other (Grin, 2017; Grin et al.,
2014). Well-designed policy, therefore, can alleviate ten-
sion between seemingly conflicting goals. The trade-off
model was specifically developed to analyse the goals of
promoting intra-European Union (EU) mobility and so-
cial inclusion (Grin, 2017; Grin et al., 2014). According
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to the trade-off model, although mobility and inclusion
are not necessarily incompatible, a tension can exist be-
tween them.

There are a number of legal instruments and poli-
cies that could be discussed, but the focus in this arti-
cle will be on the legal and policy norms established by—
and the nature of the implementation of—the following:
the Council of Europe’s European Convention on Human
Rights, the UK’s Human Rights Act 1998, the European
Council Directive 77/486/EEC and the Scottish Govern-
ment’s 1+2 Language Strategy. The position of language
in the UK’s Equality Act 2010 and the Code of Practice
for the Education (Additional Support for Learning) (Scot-
land) Act 2004 will also be highlighted.

For the purposes of this article, this trade-off will
be discussed in relation to education in Scotland, con-
sidering the tension between increasingly multilingual
school populations and inclusive teaching. Legal and pol-
icy frameworks will be considered, and issues raised
during several interviews carried out with members of
staff from the EAL services, which work with schools
and professionals to support pupils who are learning En-
glish, in Edinburgh and Glasgow will be discussed, high-
lighting practical and attitudinal challenges faced in ser-
vice delivery.

These interviews are part of my research into the
practical reality of local service delivery and the chal-
lenges faced in meeting service demand and legal and
policy obligations. The EAL services are supported by
the respective local authorities (the City of Edinburgh
Council and Glasgow City Council) and similar themes
emerged in the interviews with each service. Limited re-
sources and increased service demand influence strategy
choices, as services develop newways of meeting the de-
mand, such as a greater role for peripatetic teachers, and
capacity building and training within schools. Alongside
such practical challenges and responses, two key issues
raised during interviews were the continued importance
of challenging attitudes that approach linguistic diversity
among pupils as a problem and of working with families
and professionals to counter misconceptions and nega-
tive beliefs about the use of languages other than English
at home, to encourage intergenerational transmission.
The challenges highlighted during these interviews sug-
gest that education services in Edinburgh and Glasgow
still have work to do in adapting to the greater diversity
resulting from increased mobility in an inclusive manner.

This is also the case in other aspects of the Scottish
education system, such as the limited implementation
of the Scottish Government’s 1+2 Language Strategy:
many schools continue to prioritise European languages

such as French and German, while languages with sig-
nificant speaker communities, such as Polish, are rarely
included in the mainstream education system (Hancock,
2014, 2017). As a result, community-run complementary
schools are a significant source of cultural and linguis-
tic education for other allochthonous1 languages and re-
ceive little state support (Hancock, 2014, 2017; Wang,
2011). Although there are opportunities for greater in-
clusion in the Scottish education system in terms of le-
gal and policy frameworks, both practical and attitudi-
nal constraints remain and there is a lack of truly di-
verse provision.

2. Legal Obligations and the Place of Language:
European, UK and Scottish Instruments

When considering approaches to multilingualism and in-
clusion at the local level, such as in education services, it
is important to note the legal andpolicy norms that affect
such approaches and the number of levels at which such
norms are established: supranational, national and local.
The actual implementation of such norms may vary for
a variety of reasons, including access to resources, polit-
ical contexts and lack of understanding of legal or policy
obligations, and the practical applications of a select few
will be explored below.

For several relevant legal instruments, implementa-
tion is at present in a potentially precarious position in
the UK due to political circumstances. It should be noted
that with the UK’s decision to withdraw from the EU, key
conventions and legal instruments relevant to equalities,
rights and linguistic diversity will no longer be binding in
the UK. They nevertheless remain relevant now. In ad-
dition, there is a degree of uncertainty about the posi-
tion of the Council of Europe’s European Convention on
Human Rights (European Convention), and subsequently
the UK’sHuman Rights Act 1998, because there has been
discussion in the UK political sphere about withdrawing
from the former—an instrument that has some signifi-
cance in terms of language—and about replacing the Hu-
man Rights Act 1998. Given this political context, it is un-
clear what their future will be in the UK. At present, both
legal instruments are still binding, and so theywill be con-
sidered here.

The European Convention includes a general prohi-
bition of discrimination, in addition to a prohibition of
any discrimination that threatens the rights established
within it, specifically referring in both cases to discrim-
ination based on a number of grounds, including lan-
guage, national origin and association with a national
minority (Council of Europe, 2010). The Human Rights

1 The terms ‘allochthonous’ and ‘autochthonous’ language(s) will be used in the article. ‘Allochthonous’ refers to languages that are not historically asso-
ciated with Scotland, while ‘autochthonous’ refers to languages that are, such as Scottish Gaelic. Having originated in the field of geology (see Bekers,
2009), ‘allochthonous’ carries a more neutral connotation than other commonly used terms like ‘immigrant’, ‘migrant’, ‘community’ or ‘heritage’ lan-
guage(s), which are often politicised and used to refer to particular languages or language communities, rather than to all allochthonous languages.
There can still be problematic discourse surrounding the term ‘allochthonous’ because it means ‘from elsewhere’ and could arguably be alienating and
pejorative—and also inaccurate, given that many members of these speaker communities are UK-born or naturalised citizens (McLeod, 2008). Addi-
tionally, the term has different connotations in different contexts (see Bekers, 2009, regarding Belgium and the Netherlands, for example). There may
be no truly neutral term, but ‘allochthonous’ is preferred here as more neutral than other options.
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Act 1998 incorporated the European Convention into UK
law and includes the particular legal rights established
by it, in addition to the prohibition of discrimination on
language grounds that would prevent the enjoyment of
these rights. It does not, however, include the general
prohibition of discrimination found in the European Con-
vention, because this prohibition is set out by Optional
Protocol No. 12 (Council of Europe, 2010), which the UK
(along with numerous other states) has neither signed
nor ratified (Council of Europe, 2017). The Human Rights
Act 1998 does require public authorities to act in accor-
dance with the rights set out by the European Conven-
tion, however, which therefore does establish a prohibi-
tion of discrimination on the grounds of language, na-
tional origin and association with a national minority,
among others, for public authorities in the UK.

It isworth noting an EU legal instrument that requires
member states to provide a certain degree of language
teaching and support. The European Council Directive
77/486/EEC (Council of the EuropeanUnion, 1977) estab-
lishes an obligation to provide the children of EUworkers
with free tuition in the official language (or one of the
official languages) of the host state (Council of the Eu-
ropean Union, 1977). On a practical level, competence
in the dominant language of a host country is a use-
ful skill and can facilitate access to the economic, cul-
tural, social and educational opportunities available in
the host state: “[e]vidence from all countries of immi-
gration makes it clear that mastery of the national lan-
guage(s) is fundamental to economic success” (Hansen,
2003, pp. 34–35). This can come at the expense of al-
lochthonous languages, however; often the linguistic pat-
tern for immigrants is that by the third generation full
linguistic assimilation has occurred (Dunbar, 2007).

Directive 77/486/EEC does state that member states
should “promote” teaching the children of EU nationals
the “mother tongue” of their country of origin (Coun-
cil of the European Union, 1977, Article 3). Since Direc-
tive 77/486/EEC, aimed to promote cross-border mobil-
ity within the EU, it was thought that the teaching of
a mother tongue of the state of origin would ease re-
turn to that state, should an intra-EU migrant and his or
her family wish to do so. These obligations apply only
to the children of EU citizens, of course, and impose a
lesser commitment concerning the teaching of European
allochthonous languages, in comparison to specifically
requiring free tuition in one of the host state’s official
languages (Council of the European Union, 1977). Never-
theless, it does establish a legal framework that requires
a certain degree of multilingual education to facilitate
integration in the host state and in the country of ori-
gin, respectively.

Despite the establishment of these obligations by Di-
rective 77/486/EEC, there appears to be limited imple-
mentation of the instrument and fulfilment of the obliga-
tions it sets out. A 2008 EU Green Paper questioned the
influence that Directive 77/486/EEC could have on the
development of national-level policy, describing its im-

plementation as “patchy” and “difficult” (European Com-
mission, 2008, pp. 4, 13).Member states have developed
their own policy approaches to the teaching of their offi-
cial language(s), with seemingly little influence from Di-
rective 77/486/EEC, while the more flexible requirement
concerning allochthonous languages has had only “some
patchy impact” (European Commission, 2008, p. 14). The
increased intra-EU mobility following the 2004 and 2007
accessions was noted, as was the fact that Directive
77/486/EEC establishes obligations only regarding EU cit-
izens; it does not address the educational rights or needs
of children from outside of the EU (European Commis-
sion, 2008). This limits its scope and its application in rela-
tion to the demographic reality of many EU states (Atger,
2009; European Commission, 2009).

When considering the legal and policy context in
which Scottish public services are developed, it is impor-
tant to note the particular political structure that influ-
ences this, because it is not only shaped by supranational
and UK-level national frameworks, but also by legisla-
tion and policy established by the Scottish Government
and Parliament. The devolution agreement, which deter-
mined which areas would be under its control and which
would remain under the control of the Westminster Par-
liament and the UK Government, is pertinent because
several relevant policy areas, such as immigration, asy-
lum and equal opportunities, are ‘reserved matters’ and
thus the responsibility of the Westminster Parliament.
However, other areas, including education, health and
social services and law and order, are ‘devolved matters’,
legislated on by the Scottish Parliament. This legal struc-
ture provides an interesting dynamic regarding mobility
and inclusion in Scotland since, while immigration and
asylum issues—mobility—are controlled at the UK level
by the Westminster Parliament, many aspects of social
policy that are related to inclusion are determined at the
Scottish level.

Official EU principles establish linguistic diversity and
multiculturalism in Europe as a cultural wealth to be
safeguarded and promoted (Council of the European
Union, 2008). At the UK level, however, although equal-
ities legislation affords protection from discrimination,
language remains relatively overlooked in domestic leg-
islation. The Equality Act 2010 (Chapter 15, Part 2, Chap-
ter 1) identifies nine “protected characteristics”; lan-
guage, however, is not one of them, which means that
it is not directly protected under this piece of anti-
discrimination legislation. It is possible that language
could be indirectly protected under the “race” category,
because this includes “ethnic or national origins” (Equal-
ity Act 2010, Chapter 15, Part 2, Chapter 1), but there is
no specific reference to or inclusion of language in the
legislation. Equal opportunities is a reserved matter un-
der the Scottish devolution agreement, and so the Equal-
ity Act 2010 applies in Scotland as well.

In Scotland, language issues are specifically engaged
by the Code of Practice for the Education (Additional Sup-
port for Learning) (Scotland) Act 2004; the Act itself does
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not list specific additional support needs, but the Code of
Practice does list EAL as one of these needs, and identi-
fies in-class EAL provision as an example of how educa-
tion services can fulfil their legislative obligations (Scot-
tish Executive, 2010).

There are therefore a number of legal and policy
norms connected to language that apply to education in
Scotland, but the obligations established are in several
cases somewhat vague, or not explicitly applied to lan-
guage issues. Although Optional Protocol No. 12 of the
European Convention does not apply in the UK, and so
the Human Rights Act 1998 does not include its general
prohibition of discrimination on the grounds of language,
this prohibition does have a place because UK public au-
thorities are required to uphold the rights protected by
the European Convention. On the other hand, the Equal-
ity Act 2010, which is a key piece of legislation used by
Scottish local authorities in service planning and delivery,
does not explicitly protect against discrimination on the
grounds of language.

Directive 77/486/EEC establishes obligations to pro-
vide free tuition in a state language and to promote the
teaching of allochthonous European languages, which
of course places (vague, in the latter case) obligations
on Scottish schools, but only regarding EU citizens. This
is nevertheless relevant to speakers of significant Eu-
ropean languages such as Polish. Challenging inade-
quate provision as discrimination on the grounds of
language, however, would be difficult, because Direc-
tive 77/486/EEC establishes only a vague obligation to
promote allochthonous European language education,
rather than to provide it. Scottish Government guidance
on the Education (Additional Support for Learning) (Scot-
land) Act 2004 explicitly refers to EAL provision (Scot-
tish Executive, 2010) and these services do form an im-
portant part of local education services, but of course
this is relevant only to pupils who are not proficient in
English; for others, the Scottish Government’s 1+2 Lan-
guage Strategy is significant, but its implementation has
so far been limited. Since the Strategy encourages an in-

clusive approach but does not require provision for spe-
cific languages, schools are relatively free to make their
own language teaching choices.

The legal instruments relevant to Scottish schools
therefore establish certain (sometimes limited) obliga-
tions regarding provision for specific pupils—EU citizens
and EAL pupils, for example—but language remains rela-
tively overlooked in UK legislation, and there is a lack of
specific requirements that apply to all pupils.

3. The Linguistic Composition of Scotland and
Language Choices in Education

As shown in Table 1, in the 2011 Scottish Census Pol-
ish speakers outnumbered those of other European al-
lochthonous languages and those of non-European lan-
guages that had previously been among the most sig-
nificant speaker groups, such as Urdu, Punjabi, Gujarati,
Bengali and Chinese languages (National Records of Scot-
land [NRS], 2015). There is a practical need to respond to
the increasingly multilingual nature of Scottish schools,
and to provide linguistic support for those pupils who
need it. In 2016, approximately 5.75% (39,342) of Scot-
tish pupils had English as an additional language (Scot-
tish Government, 2016a), which is a significant increase
from 3.38% (22,740) in 2010, despite the much smaller
increase in total pupil numbers (Scottish Government,
2010). In 2016, the most common languages spoken at
home other than English were Polish, Urdu, Scots, Pun-
jabi and Arabic (Scottish Government, 2016a). Although
the focus here is on allochthonous languages, Scottish
Gaelic language education should not be entirely over-
looked. In 2016, approximately 0.6% (3,892) of Scot-
tish school pupils attended Gaelic-medium education
(Gaelic was the language spoken at home for approxi-
mately 0.08%, or 522, of pupils), while for approximately
0.04% (268) of pupils Gaelic was the only subject taught
through the language and approximately 0.88% (6,055)
of pupils attended Gaelic learner classes (Scottish Gov-
ernment, 2016a).

Table 1. 2011 Scottish Census: Language spoken at home (NRS, 2015).

Language spoken at home Scotland

All usual residents aged 3+ 5,118,223
People who speak only English at home 4,740,547
Arabic 9,097
Chinese* 27,381
French 14,623
German 11,317
Italian 8,252
Polish 54,186
Punjabi 23,150
Spanish 10,556
Urdu 23,394

* Includes Mandarin, Cantonese, Min Nan Chinese and ‘unspecified’ Chinese.
Note: Table 1 shows a selection of allochthonous languages with significant speaker numbers in the 2011 Scottish Census.
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In 2012, the Scottish Government launched its Lan-
guage Strategy, which included accepting recommenda-
tions to introduce the teaching of two languages at dif-
ferent stages during primary school education and to en-
courage the teaching of Scottish Gaelic and both Euro-
pean and non-European allochthonous languages—with
specific reference to the home languages2 of pupils and
“local circumstances and priorities” (Scottish Govern-
ment, 2012, Annex A, p. 18). The Scottish Government
also accepted the recommendation to develop links with
language communities, cultural organisations, local au-
thorities and schools in order to “derive maximum bene-
fit” from allochthonous language communities (Scottish
Government, 2012, p. 24), although no specific connec-
tion was drawn between these links and allochthonous
language teaching.

There has been some inclusion of non-European al-
lochthonous languages in Scottish secondary education
provision, but allochthonous language teaching remains
relatively limited. The Scottish Qualifications Authority
(SQA) has developed secondary education qualifications
in Cantonese, French, Gaelic (Learners), German, Ital-
ian, Mandarin (Simplified), Mandarin (Traditional), Span-
ish and Urdu. Considering Directive 77/486/EEC, it is
worth noting that in Scotland, secondary school provi-
sion for European languages other than French, German
and Spanish is limited, and a “tilting” towards such “pop-
ular” European languages, particularly French, is com-
mon (Hancock, 2014, p. 174). This suggests that the Strat-
egy’s implementation is often not inclusive and not in
line with the linguistic composition of schools or com-
munities; while it provides a framework that would allow
for an inclusive approach that responds to the diversity
present, in many cases this has not been realised.

The lack of provision in Scottish education for Pol-
ish is interesting, considering Directive 77/486/EEC es-
tablishes an obligation to promote the teaching of Euro-
pean allochthonous languages so that the children of EU
migrants are able to integrate linguistically in their/their
parents’ countries of origin. Although this obligation
remains relatively flexible and does not impose any
specifics on EU member states, it is noteworthy that
the significant Polish-speaking community has received
so little provision in the Scottish education system; par-
ticularly given the Scottish Government’s reference to
pupils’ home languages (Scottish Government, 2012) re-
garding language selection under its 1+2 Language Strat-
egy. This highlights the limited implementation of Di-
rective 77/486/EEC and the fact that the European lan-
guages generally taught in Scottish schools do not re-
flect the demographic reality of Scotland. In addition to
not fulfilling the EU’s aim to facilitate reintegration in
the country of origin, the relative exclusion of a signifi-
cant language such as Polish frommainstream education
could hinder inclusion for its speaker community in Scot-
land, reinforcing negative beliefs about multilingualism
and suggesting a low status for even themost commonly

spoken allochthonous languages. Additionally, even for
children who do not return to their/their parents’ coun-
tries of origin, a lack of education in their families’ al-
lochthonous languages could threaten intergenerational
transmission and communication within communities
and families. There a trade-off between mobility and in-
clusion: intra-EUmobility has led to the establishment of
a significant Polish-speaking community but, in respond-
ing to this, the linguistic needs of this community have
not been approached in an inclusive way within the Scot-
tish education system.

Complementary schools are a significant source
of linguistic and cultural education for allochthonous
language communities, providing a space outside of
mainstream education—usually after school or at the
weekend—that can facilitate the intergenerational trans-
mission of these languages (Wang, 2011). Complemen-
tary schools are community-based language schools that
often rely on parent volunteers, or “parent teachers”, to
teach the languages in question (Wang, 2011, pp. 2–3).
This can be problematic because many parent teach-
ers do not have teaching qualifications or experience,
and many may not be familiar with pedagogy in the
UK (Wang, 2011). Hancock (2014, p. 178) does argue,
however, that complementary schools afford commu-
nities the chance to retain ownership of their linguis-
tic and cultural education and that they can provide
“safe spaces” for the negotiation of identities and linguis-
tic development.

There is a range of approaches to organising comple-
mentary schools: the use ofmainstream school premises
or religious centres, affiliation with consulates or with
“heritage” countries, or organisation by families or com-
munities (Hancock, 2017). Complementary schools rely
on financial support from consulates, restricted grants
from local authorities and the campaigning of commu-
nity members to raise funds; they are therefore limited
by a lack of resources, and provision remains “patchy”
(Hancock, 2014, p. 177). There has been an overall de-
crease in provision by complementary schools, as well as
a lack of provision for asylum seekers and refugees (Han-
cock, 2017). Furthermore, Hancock’s (2017) research
found that many complementary schools were not
aware of the Scottish Government’s 1+2 Language Strat-
egy and did not have any links with local authorities or
with mainstream schools to further this awareness or to
provide allochthonous language learning activities.

4. Linguistic Support and Language Learning in Scottish
Education, and the Challenges Encountered

4.1. Practical Challenges

During interviews with officials from the EAL services in
Edinburgh and Glasgow, certain themes emerged that il-
lustrated challenges faced by public service providers in
fulfilling obligations. There is often a lack of understand-

2 ‘Home language(s)’ refers to allochthonous or autochthonous languages spoken at home.
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ing of legal frameworks and equalities obligations—such
as the provision of EAL support under the Additional Sup-
port for Learning Act 2004—and, where such knowledge
exists, there are often insufficient resources to fully im-
plement them, particularly as service demand increases
(S. Scott, EAL teacher, personal communication, 7 Au-
gust 2017). There are also challenges faced in dissemi-
nating this information within schools: EAL services pro-
vide training—including information about legal and pol-
icy instruments, and the value of linguistic diversity—
but there is a need, often unmet, for that training and
knowledge to be passed on within schools (S. Scott, EAL
teacher, personal communication, 7 August 2017). Re-
cent developments in EAL provision, however, have in-
cluded a focus on capacity building within schools, both
inside and outside the classroom (EAL official, personal
communication, 17 August 2017). In Edinburgh, for ex-
ample, there are pilot projects in place in a small num-
ber of schools, trialling intensified work with teachers
to evaluate and improve teaching practices around lin-
guistic diversity and EAL pupils (EAL official, personal
communication, 17 August 2017). Such strategies may
alleviate the pressure on services due to increased de-
mand: expanding knowledge of good practice and chal-
lenging misconceptions can improve teaching practices
and pupils’ experiences.

Resource constraints are a challenge, as UK EAL ser-
vices operate with reduced staff numbers at a timewhen
service demand is growing (Educational Institute of Scot-
land [EIS], 2014; National Association for Language De-
velopment in the Curriculum [NALDIC], 2011, 2014). The
EAL interviews discussed strategy changes—including
a greater reliance on peripatetic teachers and training
within schools—and restructurings of services in order to
meet increasing service demandwithout proportional re-
source increases (S. Scott, EAL teacher, personal commu-
nication, 7 August 2017; M. Walker, Head of Glasgow’s
EAL Service, personal communication, 15May 2017). The
resulting increase in numbers of pupils and schools on
staff caseloadsworsens time constraints and creates diffi-
culties in providing adequate support for schools and for
individual pupils; this has a negative effect on pupils’ ex-
periences (NALDIC, 2011; S. Scott, EAL teacher, personal
communication, 7 August 2017).

4.2. Attitudinal Challenges

Constructions of national identity and group member-
ship are increasingly connected to language: “belonging
and the discursive construction of individual and collec-
tive national identities are becoming linked more and
more to language policies” (Wodak & Boukala, 2015,
p. 254), and the ideal of proficiency in English tends to be
encouraged in the UK: “At government level, policymak-
ing still seeks linguistic conformity for allochthonous pop-
ulations” (Wright, 2016, p. 246). Although there are prac-
tical benefits to proficiency in the dominant language
(Hansen, 2003), focus on the English language and neg-

ative attitudes towards linguistic diversity can hinder
the intergenerational transmission of allochthonous lan-
guages and therefore lessen multilingualism in the UK.

A significant aspect of responding to the practical
needs of pupils while facilitating inclusion within class-
rooms and school communities is fostering positive at-
titudes towards multilingualism and the allochthonous
languages spoken by pupils; this was an issue highlighted
during several interviews with officials from EAL services.
The Director of BilingualismMatters, Professor Antonella
Sorace (personal communication, 2 May 2017), empha-
sised the importance of encouraging schools to recog-
nise and promote their pupils’ home languages and of en-
couraging intergenerational transmission within families.
This is particularly important due to the culture of mono-
lingualism in the UK (McLeod, 2008). Hancock (2014,
p. 174) described the “prevailing monolingual mentality”
present in Scotland as “both a fallacy and short sighted”
and argued that it hinders Scottish pupils economically,
culturally and educationally.

While approximately 70% of respondents to a re-
cent Scottish Social Attitudes Survey reported speaking
a language other than English, only 26% of these re-
spondents were able to speak as much as a few simple
sentences or partial conversations and only 11% could
participate in most or all of a conversation in a lan-
guage other than English (Scottish Government, 2016b).
Therewere also indications that social attitudes towards
the teaching of different languages echoed the seem-
ing prioritisation of “popular” European allochthonous
languages (Hancock, 2014, p. 174) in the Scottish educa-
tion system. The majority of respondents (89%) stated
that learning a language other than English from the
age of five was “very” or “quite” important, but 63% se-
lectedWestern European languages (particularly French
and Spanish) as the “most appropriate” choices (Scot-
tish Government, 2016b, p. 3). If language teaching is
to be diversified and adapted to better correspond to
the linguistic composition of Scotland, it seems likely
that work will need to be done to promote the value
of non-Western European languages and non-European
languages more widely.

Within education itself, the limited application of the
Scottish Government’s 1+2 strategy might negatively af-
fect pupils; the lack of provision for or promotion of a
range of allochthonous languages may impact inclusion
within the school community and the value attributed
to allochthonous languages, which for many pupils are
their home languages. If even the most significant al-
lochthonous languages are not included in the Scottish
education system—even under a strategy that explic-
itly promotes language learning—this suggests a low sta-
tus for these languages and reinforces negative percep-
tions of them. This lack of mainstream provision and the
reliance on community-led initiatives for allochthonous
language teaching discourages intergenerational trans-
mission (A. Sorace, Director of Bilingualism Matters, per-
sonal communication, 10 June 2013).
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EAL services in Edinburgh and Glasgow have found
that it is not uncommon for families to claim an inaccu-
rate level of English language proficiency, through fear
that their child’s school enrolment or attainment may be
at risk if they admit to low proficiency and to another
home language (EAL official, personal communication,
17 August 2017; M. Walker, Head of Glasgow’s EAL Ser-
vice, personal communication, 15 May 2017). In many
countries parents are advised (by teachers and profes-
sionals) that their children will be disadvantaged if an al-
lochthonous language is spoken at home in place of, or
in addition to, the dominant language (Akoğlu & Yağmur,
2016; Place & Hoff, 2011). This misconception was raised
in all ofmy interviews; the EAL services in both Edinburgh
and Glasgow, and the research organisation Bilingualism
Matters, often encounter it. If parents believe this mes-
sage, it can lead to “impoverished input” (A. Sorace, Di-
rector of Bilingualism Matters, personal communication,
10 June 2013), or “a restricted code” (Akoğlu & Yağmur,
2016, p. 718), in the dominant language. Such input is
less useful to language acquisition than input from na-
tive speakers and can also hinder parent-child commu-
nication and the intergenerational transmission of the
allochthonous home language (Akoğlu & Yağmur, 2016;
Place & Hoff, 2011).

5. Conclusions

There are legal frameworks and strategies in place that
theoretically offer inclusive approaches to linguistic di-
versity and positive developments for language provi-
sion, but in reality there appears to be a failure to include
significant allochthonous languages such as Polish in the
Scottish education system. Allochthonous language com-
munities remain largely responsible for their own lan-
guage teaching, with little cooperation with either local
authorities or mainstream schools.

Education services in Scotland must respond to in-
creasinglymultilingual school populations, and face prac-
tical challenges in doing so, which can hinder the in-
troduction of more inclusive approaches within schools.
EAL services are adapting their service delivery strate-
gies accordingly, but there is still significant progress to
be made regarding improving teaching practices and in-
creasing understanding of the benefits of linguistically di-
verse schools. Contesting negative beliefs about multilin-
gualism and the value of allochthonous languages—both
in schools and within families—also continues to be an
important task.

This is complicated by stretched resources and grow-
ing demand, but the increased focus on training within
schools may facilitate the shifting of existing views and
shaping of more inclusive school communities. Challeng-
ing negative attitudes and promoting the value of a range
of allochthonous languages is important given the lack
of specific obligations established by instruments such
as the Scottish Government’s 1+2 Language Strategy. At
present, the responses to increased mobility and multi-

lingualism do not appear to be entirely inclusive, suggest-
ing that a trade-off between mobility and inclusion has
indeed occurred.
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