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VIEW FROM THE CHAIR 
 
 
Ian Jones 
 
After the rhetoric comes the economic reality as we 
suspected it might. NALDIC’s concern has always 
been that a strategy which was long overdue should be 
adequately funded and that good intentions should not 
be undermined by a failure to increase the resources 
which have remained static for several years. The 
publication of the Standards Fund for 2004/5 has 
brought good news for LEAs with small numbers of 
ethnic minority pupils, for a large number of London 
Boroughs, some cities and one or two other LEAs. All 
these have received a share of the £6m inflation 
element which the government has added to the grant. 
This is a positive development. However, unless there 
is a significant change of policy next year, the position 
for EAL pupils in over half of LEAs is likely to be 
worse rather than better. For the 76 LEAs whose 
funding has been frozen at the current level the 
negative impact on EMA work may be substantial if 
the formula is fully implemented at the current funding 
level. Many of these LEAs have large numbers of 
bilingual pupils and many received funding based on 
the original commitment of their councils to meet 
specific needs. Most of these authorities, their schools 
and pupils could be facing cuts in provision this time 
next year. 
 
The reason is the adoption of a formula for the 
distribution of EMAG without adequate supportive 
funding. While the move towards a formula based 
grant may be welcome, a strategy which begins with 
the reduction of provision in over half the authorities in 
the country is not. The problem is that the lack of 
resources and the way in which the formula is 
constructed mean that the line below which LEAs lose 
is drawn too high. In the terms of the exercise these 
LEAs become ‘overfunded’ which leads to the to the 
generation of unhelpful antagonisms. Somehow these 
LEAs become undeserving. The fact remains that 
funding remains as inadequate in most of those LEAs 
as it always has been. The level of need hasn’t changed 
overnight; pupils needing EAL support will be there 
next year. 
 
In addition, one of the least pleasant features of 
working in the field has been the insecurity of funding 
year on year. The irony is, that in a move designed to 
avoid some of the instability, the situation for many 
LEAs will not improve next year, with the future 
holding the prospect of stable funding which may well 
be over a third less than they receive now.  Some will 
face substantial reductions in one year if the formula is 
fully implemented. Inevitably, this will lead to a loss of 
posts and a loss of expertise from both core teams and 
from schools. Schools, to whom the bulk of this money 
is distributed in those LEAs through local formulae, 
will be faced with making staff redundant many from 

the ethnic minority communities themselves. The 
positive impact of EAL work has been officially noted 
but much good work would inevitably cease with a 
negative effect on achievement. 
 
Stephen Twigg said on 24 October that the government 
was developing, ‘…a clear strategic approach backed 
up by extra resources. We are making sure that support 
is given exactly where it is needed so that our work to 
raise standards in schools benefits all pupils whatever 
their background, location or school.’ 
 
It is true that money has been provided to run 21 pilot 
projects on EAL training for mainstream teachers 
through the Primary Strategy and 20 school based 
projects on raising the achievement of African 
Caribbean pupils. In addition, some funding may be 
used to support the establishment of a professional 
qualification for EAL teachers. These are all positive 
developments but some of them impact on a relatively 
small number of LEAs. EMAG funding now impacts 
on all LEAs and it is to be hoped that the extra 
resources are yet to come, otherwise Stephen Twigg’s 
words may ring hollow in the ears of heads forced to 
reduce their EAL provision. From the point of a 
bilingual assistant or an EAL teacher whose job is at 
risk, a cut is a cut and the unkindest cut is that it comes 
in the context of a strategy which they were expecting 
would support them.  
 
NALDIC has argued for EAL to be seen as an 
entitlement governed by a code of practice rather than 
as a simple adjunct to achievement.  Bilingual pupils 
should have a right to have their EAL needs 
appropriately met and an appropriate level of funding 
to resource those needs. Even though it appears that the 
government does not intend to take this approach, it is 
difficult to see at this stage how the approach they have 
adopted will improve the situation for bilingual pupils 
if it involves such a drastic reduction in support for 
many of them.     
There may be some hope. The DfES have said that no 
decisions have been taken on how they will proceed 
next year and that they are considering a number of 
options. While NALDIC was and still is broadly 
supportive of a national strategy for EAL, we must also 
draw attention to the negative impact certain aspects of 
the strategy may have on the pupils with whom we 
work. NALDIC will be writing to the government to 
express concern and it is to be hoped that LEAs and 
schools will do so, if nothing else to make clear the 
seriousness of the situation and to try to persuade the 
government that a badly resourced strategy can be as 
problematic as no strategy at all. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


