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An international snapshot – PISA 2009
On average, the
difference between 1st
generation and nonimmigrant kids exceeds
as much as one school
year’s progress
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The gap between
immigrant and nonimmigrant narrows
considerably once SES is
taken into account.
However, there is still a
gap after controlling for
SES suggesting there are
educational challenges
directly attributable to their
immigrant status.

Demographics of EAL in England (size &
distribution)
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EAL demographics

•
Wide regional and LA
EAL demographics

variation (London,
Birmingham, Manchester,
Slough, Luton,
WideLeicester.....)
regional and LA

•

variation

School level: Very
School
Level: Very
skewed
e.g. around oneskewed,
e.g., around
quarter
(22%)22%
of schools
of schools < 1% EAL and
EAL< &
over <1%
half (54%)
5%over
EAL half
(54%) <5% EAL

•

and also
localised:
of the
Localised:
of the
1,681
schools
in NPD
(8.4%) (8.4%) with
1,681
schools
with > 50% EAL, 762 are
>50% EAL, 762 outside
outside London, including
including
North
NorthLondon
West, Yorks
&
West, Yorks & Humber
Humberside
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Ethnic minority
26.6%
students age 5Ethnicofminority
16 from ethnic minority
groups, up from 16.8% in
2003
26.5% of students aged 5Dominated
by London
16 are from ethnic
minority
groups,and
up from
16.8%
in
(70%)
Inner
London
2003.

(82%), with 22 of the 25
Dominated by London
LA’s
with the highest
(70%) and inner London
%BME,
but22also
(82%), with
of the 25
LA’s with the highest
Birmingham,
Manchester,
%BME, but also
Slough,
Luton,
Leicester,
Birmingham,
Manchester,
Slough,...
Luton, …
Bristol
Similar skew in school
distributions
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EAL achievement gap by age – England
2013
Strand, Malmberg & Hall, 2015
By end of Reception, 44%
EAL achieve ‘good level of
development’ on EYFSP
relative to 54% (i.e., odds
of achieving a ‘good’ are
33% lower for EAL)
Achievement gap narrows
as child gets older, and at
KS4 EAL matched or
higher than non-EAL on
Mathematics and MFL
EAL maths score
consistently higher than
English at KS2 and KS4
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EAL & Ethnicity

EAL
&
Ethnicity
•
EAL
closely correlated
Strand
et al,
2015 (except for
with
ethnicity
•
•

•

Black Caribbean and
Ethnic group and EAL closely related
MWBC)
but
on
its
own
KS2, 96% of Bangladeshi, 88% of Pakistani,
88% ofexplains
Chinese, 79% only
of Indian,
74% of White
0.2%
other and 71% of Black African students are
recorded as EAL
variance in KS2 score
BUT –(ethnicity
only 4% of Blackexplains
Caribbean, 2%1.8%)
of
Mixed White and Caribbean and less than 1%
of White British are recorded as EAL

•

•
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•

But EAL can add a little
EAL acts as a proxy for Ethnicity except for
BC&MWBC – EAL explains only 0.2% of
asin KS2
within
each
ethnic
variance
average
points score
relative to
Ethnicity (1.8% - 10x more).
group EAL consistently
EAL explains little variability between ethnic
(see
groupslower
but does achieving
explain some of the
variability
within ethnic groups
next slide)

Ethnic group
Bangladeshi

EAL % Total N
96.1%
9,410

Pakistani

88.4%

22,737

Any other ethnic group

86.0%

7,789

Any other Asian

81.5%

7,851

Indian

79.1%

13,437

Chinese

78.6%

1,758

White other groups

73.6%

22,579

Black African

70.9%

16,803

Traveller Gypsy/Roma

42.2%

1,451

Black other groups

36.6%

3,345

Other mixed background

23.5%

8,400

Mixed White & African

22.8%

2,703

Unclassified/Refused

17.9%

2,879

Mixed White & Asian

16.5%

5,080

Black Caribbean

4.2%

7,260

Mixed White & Caribbean

2.2%

7,130

Traveller Irish

1.6%

368

White Irish

1.6%

1,725

.4%

379,842

17.3%

522,547

White British
Total

EAL EAL
& Ethnicity
– KS2
score
and
ethnicity
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Difference from KS2 APS population mean (28.6)

EAL
FLE
2

1

0

-1

-2
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– KS2 score

EAL and ethnicity con’t
Strand et al, 2015
• Average EAL gap at KS2 is 2.5 mths, but for Black African it
is 5 mths & White Other it is 10 months
• White Other & Black African are 2 ethnic groups doubled in
size from 2003-2013
• Over 70% are EAL and over 40% recent arrivals in the UK
(age 5-14) compared to 3% of all pupils
• So ‘White Other’ & ‘Black African’ is a key grouping

10

Difference from KS2 average points score for English First
Language

White Other groups by First Language
White Other groups by First Language
Strand et al, 2015
1.0

0.5

0.0

-0.5

-1.0

-1.5

-2.0

-2.5

Lithuanian,
Polish and
Albanian
speakers
about 4 mths
behind,
Romanian,
Turkish &
Portuguese
about 7 mths
behind

: Compared to White Other with FLE, adjusted for FSM, IDACI, migration & region (Full report p69-71).
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Black
African
by first
Black
African
bylanguage
First Language
Strand et al, 2015
1.5

Difference from KS2 average points score for FLE

1.0
0.5
0.0
-0.5
-1.0
-1.5
-2.0
-2.5
-3.0
-3.5
-4.0

Igbo &
Yorubo = BA
FLE; French,
Arabic about
4 mths
behind;
Lingala about
6 mths
behind;
Portuguese
about 8 mths
behind BA
FLE
speakers

e: Compared to Black African with FLE, adjusted for FSM, IDACI, migration & region (Full report p69-71).
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Risk Factors
Strand et al, 2015
• Most risk factors broadly the same for EAL and FLE: SEN, FSM, IDACI
(income deprivation affecting children index), age (younger < older (2
mths)), gender (boys < girls (1 mth))
• Four main risk factors other than the usual suspects:
– Ethnic group/First Language
– International Arrival during the Key Stage (proxied by absence of a
prior attainment score): - 15% of EAL vs 2% FLE had no prior
attainment score, no association for achievement with FLE but 12
mths for EAL
– Pupil Mobility:- EAL student joining primary school in Y5/6 had lower
achievement than those joining in Y3/4 or those who were in the same
school throughout KS2 – more negative associations for EAL than FLE
– Region: EAL outside London = 4 mths lower but Yorkshire &
Humberside, 8 mths
13

School Factors:- % of EAL unrelated to
achievement or progress of peers (either
EAL or FLE)
School factors
Strand
et al, to2015
•%
EAL unrelated
achievement or progress of peers
(either EAL or FLE)
1.00
0.75

1.0

FLE
EAL

FLE
EAL

0.8
0.6

0.50
CVA score (KS2 APS)

0.4

KS2 APS

0.25
0.00
-0.25

0.2
0.0
-0.2
-0.4

-0.50
-0.6
-0.75

-0.8
-1.0

-1.00

Low (-1SD)
Mean
High (+1SD)
% students in school recorded as EAL

Low (-1SD)
Mean
High (+1SD)
% students in school recorded as EAL

Low, mean & high %EAL represent -1SD, mean & +1SD in school distribution, specifically 0%, 15% and 33% EAL.
Note: CVA (contextual value added) model = adjusted(Strand
for full
et al, 2015, p54/55)

range of student background variables (e.g., age, gender, FSM,
etc)
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EAL gap in progress is
slightly smaller in schools
with a high %EAL
students, largely because
FLE students in these
schools make slightly
(0.20 points) more
progress than FLE
students in low %EAL
schools.
Small differences but if
anything a high
proportion of EAL has a
13
positive association
with progress for FLE
students.

Implications of Strand et al, 2015

• EAL is recorded in the NPD:

“Where a child was exposed to the language
during early development and continues to be exposed to this language in the
home or in the community. If a child was exposed to more than one language
(which may include English) during early development the language other than English
should be recorded, irrespective of the child’s proficiency in English”. DCSF
(2006).

• This measure has limited use, lack of fluency in English is the
biggest risk, this is what is proxied by international arrival, school
mobility and first languages
– E.g., Strand & Demie (2005) – direct relationship between stage
of English fluency (Hilary Hester Scales) showed that EAL
pupils who were fully fluent in English (over 40% of pupils)
actually had higher achievement than monolingual English
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Strand et al (2015) Implications con’t
• Funding arrangements:– DfE consultation ‘Fairer Schools Funding’ (March 2014) to
allocate £505 for primary student and £1,216 for
secondary entering English state school in past three
years (this is supported by Strand et al)
– Funding should be targeted at schools, not geographical
areas, as concentrations of EAL can be specific to local
schools and areas
– EMAG ring-fence is gone. One third of 147 school leaders
confirm a drop in funding for EMA and EAL provision
– Educational progress of EAL is reasonably high but it
reflects historically high levels of funding.
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Murphy & Unthiah (2015)
Systematic review of English language/literacy interventions
• identify and review controlled intervention studies which
focused on and/or included EAL pupils’ English language and
literacy development
• identify the quality of these studies re: their contribution to
understanding teaching and learning for EAL pupils
• identify intervention programmes which might be most suited
to the UK/English context
• further research? Gaps in literature?
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Methodology
EPPI-Centre
• Identifying key words (e.g., intervention AND minority
language/heritage language/additional language/English
language learner/EAL/ESL/ELL AND literacy development)
• Searching the databases (e.g., AEI, BEI, ERIC, LLBA, Web of
Science)
• Applying inclusion/exclusion criteria (e.g., published since
2000; focus on EAL provision; appropriate control/comparison
group; peer-reviewed reports; typically developing children)
• Examining Weight of Evidence
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Weight of Evidence (WoE) Criteria
Murphy & Unthiah, 2015
• WoE A: Taking account of all quality assessment issues, can the study
findings be trusted in addressing the study aim(s) [High, Medium, Low]
• WoE B: What is the appropriateness of the research design and analysis
for addressing the aims of the specific review? [High, Medium, Low]
• WoE C: What is the relevance of particular focus of the study for
addressing the aims of the review [High, Medium, Low]
• WoE D: Taking into account the quality of execution, appropriateness of
the design, and relevance of focus, what is the overall weight of evidence
this study provides to answer the question(s) of this review? [High,
Medium, Low]
• Each study read and reviewed by two blind reviewers – (applied linguists)
• Following an evaluation grid asking questions about each element of the
study – the reviewers were asked to rate each paper on each of these
four criteria
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Studies in the in-depth review

• 27 from the US, 1 from Canada, 1 from UK
• L1 of pupils: 23 = Spanish
– (Latino population in the US)
• 14 early primary, 8 mid to late primary, 8 early secondary, 1
mid to late secondary
– Focus on more primary likely due to teaching of reading
skills
• These basic characteristics of the in-depth review studies
highlight the inappropriateness of generalising these results
to the UK context
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Focus of interventions
Murphy & Unthiah, 2015
• Language (n=12) – primary focus was on developing some
aspect of language, mostly vocabulary)
• Literacy (n = 10) – primary focus was on either decoding or
extracting meaning from text or very rarely on writing)
• CPD (n = 5) – primary focus was implementation of specific
CPD programme.
• Family literacy (n = 2) – primary focus on working with
families outside of school time
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‘Language’ interventions
Murphy & Unthiah, 2015
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Academic vocabulary (n=6)
Verbal interaction (n=1)
Vocabulary + phonological awareness (n = 2)
Morphological awareness (n=2)
General vocabulary (n=2)
Auditory-perceptual and spoken language skills (n=1)

• Many studies included a combination of these aspects of
vocabulary
• included explicit instruction/training on these aspects of
vocabulary/language

WoE of ‘Language’ Interventions
Murphy & Unthiah, 2015
• Mostly Medium to High on WoE
• Mostly Medium strength of effect sizes
• Mostly Medium on EEF’s criteria of Research Design;
Number of cases; Attrition; Outcome Measure; Fidelity
and Validity
• Suggests some promising results from interventions that
might be useful in the UK context
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‘Literacy’ interventions
Murphy & Unthiah, 2015
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Shared reading (n=2)
Reading with software (n=1)
Reading Rescue (recovery) (n=1)
Reading comprehension (n=6)
Phonics instruction through texts (n = 2)
Reading fluency (n=5)
Decoding (fluency, phonological awareness) (n = 5)

• Many studies included a combination of these
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WoE of ‘literacy’ interventions
Murphy & Unthiah, 2015
• Medium to Medium-High on WoE criteria
• Medium to Medium-High for Effect Sizes
• Medium to Medium-High for EEF’s criteria
• Promising results re: implementing these in the UK
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CPD interventions
Murphy & Unthiah, 2015
• Integrating literacy skills with content (Science) (n=2)
• Cognitive strategies approach to writing
– One of the very few interventions to include writing, also
with older pupils
• Content Focused Coaching for reading comprehension and
reading achievement
• ‘Talking Partners’ – to promote better interaction in class
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WoE of CPD interventions
Murphy & Unthiah, 2015
• Mostly Medium on WoE
• 3/5 studies did not report effect sizes – remaining 2 were
Low to Medium
• Mostly Low to Medium on EEFs criteria
• Quality of evidence of CPD interventions seems
generally lower than the language and literacy

27

‘Family literacy’ interventions
Murphy & Unthiah, 2015
• Parent-child activities to help parents enhance child’s
literacy skills
– Rated mostly High on WoE
– Low to Medium Effect Sizes
– Mostly Medium on EEF’s criteria

• Summer literacy workshops to help prevent summer
reading loss
– Mostly Medium on WoE
– No effect sizes
– Mostly Medium on EEF’s criteria
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Summary/implications
Murphy & Unthiah, 2015
• Very limited research outside US context
– Urgent need for more controlled intervention studies examining ways to enhance
English language/literacy development in children with EAL – particularly w.r.t the
most at risk sub-groups identified in Strand et al (2015).
• Most interventions included some form of explicit vocabulary/word-level
instruction
– Teaching vocabulary, particularly Academic Vocabulary, can have positive effects
on children’s reading and comprehension (e.g., Word Generation Intervention)
• Teaching word analysis strategies can also be effective
– Teaching all the words a child needs to know is impossible, hence an intervention
which focuses on word-analysis strategies can have a positive impact (e.g.,
morphological decomposition)
• Children who are ‘at risk’ and/or struggle with reading accuracy (decoding) can
benefit from interventions targeting word analysis, phonemic/phonological
awareness
– Strand et al’s analysis identifying more at risk sub-groups in the UK context might
enable us to provide more targeted support
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Summary/Implications, con’t
Murphy & Unthiah, 2016
• Students who are good readers (i.e., decoding) but are weak in comprehension
can benefit from interventions which target explicit vocabulary teaching
– Poor comprehenders are less visible in the classroom due to advanced
conversational skills and good single word reading skills. Explicit focus on word
(semantic) knowledge, particularly with academic vocabulary and less frequent
words can be beneficial
• A Comparative lack of interventions looking at CPD and inservice training for
teachers.
– Teachers need support in their work with children with EAL and we need to offer
them (more) evidence-based in service training
• The role of the home (and home language environment) is under-represented in
intervention research
– Research has illustrated a facilitative effect of developing the home language
(literacy) knowledge. We therefore need to do more research exploring how to
effectively support home language knowledge in linguistically diverse classrooms
in the UK
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Future directions

• More research!! Particularly longitudinal and interventions
• More funding!! Lack of EMAG ring fencing might mean a very
different future for achievement of EAL pupils in the future
• More well-developed ITE:- even the best OfSTED rated teacher
education programmes have very little focus on pupils with EAL.
• Abolish the hegemony of monolingualism! – Schools are mostly
monolingual, Assessment is monolingual, but our population is
increasingly bilingual. Are English schools serving the population?
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