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Executive Summary

This literature reviewdiscussesnother tongudasedilingual or multilingual education for

children starting in early childhood. Terpose of theeportis: (1) to inform policymakersof
existingresearctand practicesn mothertongue instructiorn early childhood and early primary

school yearsand(2) to raise awarenesst he val ue of malanguagegmdi ng t he
cultures by promoting and resourcing mother toAgasel educatiorfor young children.

Thisanalysis of current literatures f r amed wi t hi n Btig®@Mitnent mandat
to qualityeducation for all and to cultural andduistic diversity in education (UNESCO

2003). This discussion is especially timelyiven theslow and uneven progre€SNESCQ

2000)in meetingnternational targets for universal education articulated in the Education for All
Goalsl (ECCE), Goal 2 (Primary Education), and Goal 6 (Quality of Educatgojld

Declaration on Education for Al1990)" Impetus for theurrentreport is provided by the
UNESCO (2008a§Global Monitoring Report on Education for All: Will we makeGihe 2008
GMR report calls founwavering political will to ensure that education from early childhood
onwards is griority of national governments, civil society and the private séctorder to

ensure educational inclusion for themRlion children out of school and to reduce the numbers
of young learners who leave school without acquiring essential skillsrenvdddge.The report
calls for increased investments in the provision ofgmnaryeducation for children aged 3 and
above, and for policy measures to provide care and education to children beloWwaFESEO
(20079) emphasizes the role of early childfibcare and development in laying the foundation

for learning and setting the stage for successful engagement in formal education.

UNESCO has encouraged mother tongugruicsionin early childhood and primary education
since 1953 (UNESCO, 1953). Yet, nwingualism in official or dominant languagye still the

norm around the world (ArnojdBartlett, Gowani, & Merali2006; Wolff & Ekkehard, 2000)n

i t s rSaqn@Roundatiods: Early Childhood Care anddatior§ UNESCO(2007) points

out the ovdooked advantages of multilingueducation in the early years. When children are
offered opportunities to learn their mother tongughey are more likely to enrol and succeed in
school (Kosonen, 2005) and their parents are moeé/lik communicate wth teachers and
participate in their c.Mothedtiongue lGased édecatiespecialyy ( Be n
benefits disadvantaged groups, including children from rural communities (Hovens, 2002), and
girls, who tend to have less exposure to arciafflanguage and have been found to stay in

school longer, achieve better, and repeat gradesfiessvhen they are taught their mother
tongue(UNESCO Bangkok, 2005).

Increasingly cultural groupsre realizinghe need to ensure the transmissibtheir linguistic
heritage to the youngest members of their commun&iemampendium of examples produced
by UNESCO (200B) attests to the resurgenceimternationainterest in promoting mother
tonguebased education, and thewide variety of modelgpols, and resourcesow being
developed and tested to promt#arning programs in the mother tongh@wever, most
exampledocus onthe primary school leveFew empirical studies awell-documented programs
promote the family'sole asa child's firstteacher idearning their first, and often more than one
primary languagegr the roleof early childhood educators supporting mother tongue



developmenbor bi/multilingual learningn programghat servevery youngJinguistically diverse
populations.

Many childrenspeak énome languagthatdiffers from the language of instruction in education
prograns. Research confirms that children learn besheir mother tongues a prelude to and
complement of bilinguaand multilingualeducationWhetherchildrensuccessfully retaitheir
mother tonguevhile acquiringadditionallanguages depends on sevangractingfactors.
Studies showhatsix to eight years afducationn a languageare necessary tevelop the level
of literacy and verbal proficienagquired foracademic achievemeint secondary school.o
retaintheir mother tonguechildren whose first language is not the medium of instrugtiost
have: (1)continued interaction with their family and community in their first language on
increasinty complex topics thago beyond householdatters; (2bngoing formal instruction in
their first language to develop reading and writing skalsd (3) exposur® positive parental
attitudes ® maintiningthe mother tongudoth as anarker ofculturalidentity and for certain
instrumental purposes (e.g., success indhalleconomy or global trade).

In addition, esearchncreasingly shows h at c¢c hi | dr e a$esondeobadditionaly t o
languagege.g., dingua francaand an intarationallanguaggdoesnot sufferwhentheir mother
tongueis the primary language of instruction throughpumary school. Fluencgnd literacy in
themother tongue lay a cognitive and linguistic foundation for learning additional languages.
When children receiviormal instruction irtheir first languagehroughout primary schoaind

then graduallyransitionto academic learning in the second language, iy thesecond
language quickly. Ithey continue to havepportunitiedo develop their first languagskills in
secondary schodhey emerge as fully bilinguér multilingual)learnersIf, however children

are forced to switch abruptly or transititmo soorfrom learning intheir mother tongu®
schooling ina second language, their first languagguasition may be attenuated evenlost.

Even more importantly, their sedbnfidence as learners and their interest in what they are
learning may decline, leading to lack of motivation, school failure, and early school leaving.

Effective language paties for early childhood and primary school must be informed by a

careful review of the research and cautious use of terminotogvoidinadvertensupport of
6short cut dilinguplpearmng&c hrean diot i ond programs ar e
eight years of schooling in children's mother tongue. However, most ‘transition' approaches tend
to introduce the majority language as the primary medium of instruction in primary year three, a
practice associated with much less favourable outcomesdarsition of both the mother

tongue and the majority language. Thus, it is advisable to refer to late transition programs as
‘transfer’ programs to distinguish them from early transition programs, which can properly be
referred to as 'transition' programs

The success of mother tongue based bi/multilingual initiatives depends on a number of factors
including:

1 c hi | deakhrstatss and nutritional sufficiency;

1 family sociceconomic status;

T Parentsd and communitiesd attitudes and
1 competingdmands for childrends particiwoki i on
child care);

af
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individual and socialactors affecting proficiency in the language of instruction;
access to school;

inclusion in education

the status of the mother tongue (ehggh or low statusa majority or minority
language);

quality d instruction;

thepolitical and economienvironment€.g., presence/absencecohflict, crises,
stability); and

1 social adjustment and peer relations.
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To help inform policy guidelines, ikireport concludes with preliminary recommendations for
policy guidelines, including key elements and a suggested ouigielights of the
recommendations ate:

1 Carry out avareness raising campaigjan the importance of thdevelopmenand use of
mothertonguebasednstruction

1 Support the critical role of governments in promoting effective mother telnasmed
bi/multilingual education programs.

1 Promote tear, sustained political commitmenod bi/multilingual education ipolicy
frameworks and admisirative contexts at national and local levels.

1 Encourage mother tongue development to the level of cognitive academic language
proficiency to scaffold additional language learning.

1 Recognize mother tongue acquisition, rather than acquisition of a domatéral or
international | angue, as the first priorit
and throughout primary school.

1 Recruit teachers who are fluent in the language of instruction at the level of cognitive
academic language proficiencyreading, writing, and speaking.

1 Provide preservice and irservice teacher education to ensure that teachers can engage
in effective pedagogy, be culturally competent, have subjatter knowledge for the
academic level they teach, and can teach eneatjgtwith very young children.

1 Support ppdagogical improvements facilitate the success of the languageducation
model.

T Promote policies that position parents (an
that engage parent and community inaohent at all stages of program planning,
implementation, and evaluation.

1 Promote precision in the use of a common conceptual vocabulary for describing
languagen-education models to avoid confusion between esxly(subtractive) and
late exit (additive)ilingual education.



Introduction

€é.young children |l earning L2 are one o
growing segments of the global population.
(Kan & Kohnert, 2005, p. 380

In every corner of the worlgoung children are learning languagéfiome that differ fronthe
dominant language used in their broader saeald. These childremrrive atschool with a
precious resourceéheir mother tongue (hereafter referred to as T¢pically, when minority
and Indigenouanguage children begjpreschool or primargctool, they must learn the
language of thenajority groupin their regionto fit in socially and succeed academicalMost
often,these children are educated esxohely in the second languaggereafter referred to as
L2). Though exceedingly common, thesajority languageducational programdo nothing to
supportminority languagehildrento develop competence irl. Moreover, thdanguage
policies that inform these programs devatuecultural backgrounds aridhowledgeassociated
with minority childrens L1. Persistent early school leaving and low academic achievement
among minoritised childrestemin partfrom these languagm-education policiefUNESCO,
2000) However,manyinitiativesaround the worlgbrovide formal support for childreio
continte to develop competence Ilril andself-confidence as learnenshile also learning an
additional language or languag@sis literature review focuses dmesemothertonguebased
bilingual and multilingual educatigorograms.

This review is intended to sistUNESCO, the lead internationatlucationahgency to develop

clear guidelines and principlésr language policy irarlyeducation, particularly within the

context of the Dakar Framework for Action, Education for All (20QB)iversalaccess to

qualty primary educatiorior childrenanda 5 per centncrease in adult literadyy 2015were

among the goals set in this framewdrkaddition UNESCOvoiced support for thenainenance

of linguistic and cultural diversity arttie promotion ot h i | dighetomléasin their mother
tongue.Many of the wor |l doés endangegdbfisiaicalancuwlsiomsu | t ur es
mostly associated with colonialism, anti@st ofcontemporarypolitical, economic, and social
processesOnewayto counter his linguistic and cultural loss is to encourage and support

parentdo teach their infants and young children the local language in the home, deltvéo

early childhood education programs and formal educalystemsnthec hi | dr ends mot he
tongue.Though no conclusive, arrenttheoly and a growing body of empirical research on

language acquisition and bi/multilingual learnprgvidea rationaldor basingearly education

in children's mother tongueefore introducing a second language as a medium of ¢tistiu

To date very little researchhas focused omother tongudasedcare and developmeptograms

for preschoclgedchildren.The vast majority of formal school systear®und the worleither

require children to acquir@ national or internation&gnguage at school entry or soon after

Typically, program®ffer two or three years of primary educationlifh beforerequiing learners

to 6transitiond to a nat i on aeéartwoodtiireeCurrentnt er nat
research suggestsat this trend threatens the preservation of the world's linguistic and cultural
diversity.



Decisions about which languages will serve as the medium of instructidgheitrédatment of
children’'s home languagesthe education system exemplify teeercse of power, the
manufacture of marginalization and minoritizatiandthe unfulfilled promise of child e n 6 s
rights. Stroud (2002 maintains thafilinguistic marginalization of minority language groups and
their political and soo-economic marginalizatiogo hand in haridand that'one is the
consequence of the otlagp. 4849). Political, social, andechnicalconsiderationsftencollide

in policy makersdecisions omanguaganedium,schooling and curriculumConsiderations
include but go beyondquestionsof resources, teacher training, asubjectdo be studiedOther
crucial factorsrange fom the political will of local, regionaland national governmente
relationships between countries and their former colonizers, the understandingemck pet
internati onal bwesandngietiesoudwhiphdangeagesshéir children will
need to securemploymentnd participate with dignity in their social, legahd economic
worlds.While the broader political ramifications of laragein-education policies and practices
are beyond the scope of this report, Rampton (1995), Blommaert (1999), and Golding and Harris
(1997) provide excellent analyses of these issues.

This report provides eationaleto promotemother tongudased bi/mullingual early education
grounded in international normative frameworks, theory about dual language acquisition, and
emerging evidence about the iagb ofmother tongue based/mmultilingual educationnitiatives.
Thereport identifies the ecological catidns needed to implement successful programs,
drawing on lessons fromocumentegbrogram innovations. Finallyhe report outlines the
implications of theséndingsfor policy makeravho are committed to language preservation and
to ensuringhat lingustically minoritised children have a charicesucceed ilschool and in life.

International normative frameworks

It is increasingly obvious that the | anguage
such a crucial moment for future leangi should be the mother tongue.
UNESCO (2001a)international Conference on Educatior’4ession: Final Report (p. 11)

UNESCOO6s c etmintiusivenedoctdin and quality learningnvironmentsand to

cultural and linguistic diversitgrovide the famewvork for this report UNESCO and other

internatonak genci es concerned with early educati on,
argue strongly for the peda glanguagsa the mediymefr at i ve
instruction, at leadn the early years of formal schooling (UNESCL953; UNESCO, 20G$.

Broad international agreement about the importantieeofise of language(s) educations

reflected ina number of declarations, agreements, and recommendations.

A platform of irternational declarations and conventigngport the learningf at leastwo
languagesn education: a mother tongue and a language of the larger community, as well as
access to international languagiesits 2003 position paper, Education in a Multilirad World,
UNESCO (2003agspouses
(1) Mother tongue instruction as a means of improving educational quality by building on
the knowledge and experiemof the learners and teachers;



(2) Bilingual and/or multilingual education at all levels of education as asnefa
promoting both social and gender equality and as a key elemeémjuiktically diverse
societies;

(3) Language as an essential component of-ciidural education to encourage
understanding between different population groups and ensure respecid@mental
rights.

Some key standassettingframeworks are highlightelokelow.

United Nations standardsetting instruments

TheUnited Nations Universal Declaration on Human Rights (1948) affirmggheto
education without discriminatiorticle 2 of this furdamentabdocument establishelse basic
principleagainst discrimination on the grounds of langudggcle 5 of the1960 Convention
and Recommendatiaagainst Discriminatiom Education specifically recognizethe right of
the members of natiahminorities to carry on their own educational activities, incluéinthe
useorthe eachi ng of t hMererecemtly numéreus aherdgited Nations
declarations and conventions affirm the rights of minorities, including Indigenous peoples,
learn and/or have instruction iri or their heritage languag&ey documents includehe 1989
Convention on the Rights of the Chilthe United Nations Declation on the Rights of Persons
belonging to National or Ethni®eligious and Linguistic Miarities (1992 Article 4), thelLO
Convention 169 concerning Indigenous and Tribal Peoples in Indepelaol@ntries(1989
Article 28), the1990 International Convention on tReotection of the Rights of All Migrant
Workers and Members of Thdtamilies(Article 45), and the2007United Nations Declaration
on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.

UNESCO declarationsand conventions

The firstArticle of the UNESCO Constitution sets forth the fundamental principldahgtiage

should not induce any kind ofstirimination:ithe humanrightsanidundament al fr eedc
are affirmed for the peoples of the world, withdigtinction of race, sex, language or religioa
The 1960 Convention agairi3tscrimination in Education lays down the educational rights of
minorities. Of particular relevance to languadeticle 5 holdsthat fithe members of national
minorities [have therightftoar ry on t heir own educationa
teachingot hei r own | anguage, p rxerciseddireadn@anndviica t  t
prevents the members of these minorities from understandirgltoee and language of the
community as a whole and from participatingtfactivities dhese statements are echoed in a
host of more recent UNESCO declaratiansl conventions, including: ti®76
Recommendation on the Development of Adult Educdtiaticle 22); thel978Declaration on
Race and Racial Prejudi¢article 9); the 1995 Declaration and Integrated Framework of Action
on Education foPeace, Human Rigs and DemocradiArticle 29), and theAction Plan for
implementing théJniversal Declaration on Cultural Diversi®001b, Article 6).

I act
hi s 1

International for ums

While broad international agreemeantistson therighttolearnnone 6 s motder t ongue
numberof practical political, and economichallengesnust be addressed itealize this right. A

first stepis to clarify theoperational definitions of the key concepts invoked in principles and

promises about mother tongue and majdetguagepolicies in elucation. Agreement must be

reached on thiandamental question of what constitu@esrning one's mother tongrust be



defined Doesé | e a rcansistofga dudimentary ability to converse about everyday maitters
oneds mot hdoesittefeto gnaldlity tooead and discuss literature on an academic
subject at a secondary school lev@ther questions include the relativalance in education
between ensuring that learners are proficiemtliversus a majority languaged thecriteriaby
which toevaluatehe success dfilingud education programs.

A significant consideration that is rarely raisegolicy discussions of bi/multilingual education
is the question of early education programspi@schoolagedchildren.While the periodfrom
birth throughage five isthe period ofmostrapid neurocognitive development aargjuably the
greatestapacity to acquire languagdsougheverydayinteractiors, most children around the
world do nothave access tearly childhood programs arfelw parentsreceiveany education or
support as their childrénfirst teaches.’

Finally, thequestios ofwho should decide he medi um of i nstruction fc
education and, whesemd howminority and majority languageshould be introduceckquire

clarification These questions present persistent dilemmas and are debated extensively in the
literature (e.g., see Trudell, 2009, for a recent discussitwis, while international declarations

arewell intended, conceptual and pedagogical shortcomingse part of those implementing

these frameworks on the ground have undermined progress.

Concepts and definitions?

Definitions and terms are important, especiallg gontestedield such as language education,

not leasbecause they index the socthtus olanguages and speech communities (Skutnabb

Kangas & McCarty, 2008)iley, 2001).A hidden curriculunof assimilationcan lurk behind

terminological slippages, such as an overly laogep | i cati on of terms | i ke
0 mai nt e n arni cdegdrundgmedtalty differergoalsunderpinprograms oriented

towards transition (mainstreaming) versus transfer (additive bilingualBsmgson (2009) and

Heugh (2009)among othes, draw attention to the importance of a common set of concepts and

terms to refer to various program goals and approadhbsu s, as noted earl i er,
instructiond i s notongeepasainrysnorutsc twii d mé :6 moh en efror r
receiving as little as an hour or two of formal instructiohimas a subject of study each week.

The latter refers to the useldf as theprimarylanguage of instruction across the curriculum and
throughout the school day. O6Multilanguage edu
the relative position dfl in the language environment of schooling.

UNESCO has provided a set of definitions for key concepts and approasliedows.

Minority and majority languages

The concept of linguistic diversity itself is relative, however, and is usoedbsured inerms of
national boundaries, giving some languages the statmsjority language and others that of
minority language according 8pecific national contexts. Mandarin, for example, one of the
most widelyspoken languages in the world, which is spokgalmost 900 million peoples a
majority language in China, but in other countries where only part gidjpelation is of
Chinese language and culture, it has the status of a mitasrgyage in the face of other



national or majority languages of thasmuntries. Similarly, a minority language in a large

country may, be regardes a majority language in a smaller country. However, most of the

w o r lladguages, including sign languages for the deaf and braille for the blindinaneéty
languagesinmy nati onal cont ext. Nig oftenramkigaoluscardsmay t h e t
be interpreted differently in distinct contextscause it may have both numerical and social or

political dimensions. lIsome cases it may be simply used as a euphemismoriialite or

subordinate groups, whether they constitute a numerical majontynority in relation to some

other group that is politically and socially dominant.

Official and national languages

Although there are more than 20 States with more thaofiicel languaggIndia alone, for
example, has 19 official languages while South Africa hastiid ynajority of countries in the
world are monolingual nation states in 8ense of recognizing, de jure or de facto, only one
official language fogovernnent and legal purposes. That is not to say that they are not bilingual
or multilingual societies, but rather that while there may be many languedgyg used in a
country these do not necessarily have the legal authorityaffiamal language. In many

countries that were previously under colomegimes, the official language tends to be the
language of the formeaolonizers. In addition to official languages, several countries recognize
national languages, which may be compulsory in education. Thesabidanguage in the
educational system confers a power and prestige througseitsn formal instruction. Not only is
there a symbolic aspect, referringstatus and visibility, but also a conceptual aspect referring to
shared valueand worldview expessed through and in that language.

Language(s) of instruction

The language of instruction in or out of school refers to the language useddbing the basic
curriculum of the educational system. The choice ofdhguage or indeed the languages of
instruction (educational policy mightcommend the use of several languages of instruction) is a
recurrentchallenge in the development of quality education. While some countriés apte
language of instruction, often the official or majority langyagkershave chosen to use
educational strategies that give national or Itexagjuages an important place in schooling.
Speakers of mother tonguegjich are not the same as the national or local language, are often
at aconsiderable disadvantage in #aucational system similar to the disadvaniageceiving
instruction in a foreign official language.

Mother tongue instruction

Mot her tongue instruction genertangegstheef er s t o
medium of instruction. Additionb}, it can refer td_1 as a subject of instruction. It is considered

to be an important componenitquality education, particularly in the early years. The expert

view isthat mother tongue instruction should cover both the teaching of atehtifeng though

this language.

The term 6mother tongued, thoughituationsdlel v used,
Definitions often include the following elements: the languagéég)one has learnt first; the

language(s) one identifies with or is identifiasa native speaker of by others; the language(s)

one knows bestandtheanguage(s) one uses most. OMother t
Oprimary6é6 or oO0first | anguage6. policgstatements 6 mot h



and in the genefaiscourse on educational issues. ltetined in this document for that reason,
although it is to be noted thatthes e of t he term O6mot her tonguebod
between all th@ariants of a language used by a native speaker, rangmghirgerlandvarieties

to urbanbased standard languages used as school mothertdngue.h i | d 6 s-hamcar | | e st
experiences in native speech do not necessantgspond to the formal school version of the

so-called mother tongudt is an obvious yenot generally recognized truism that learning in a
languagavhi ch i s not oned6és own providesthea doubl e
challenge of learning a new language but also that of learning new knowtattlgened in that

language. Theséhallenges may be further exacerbatethe case of certain groups are already

in situations of educational risk stress such as illiterates, minorities and refugees. Gender
considerationsross cut these situations of educational risk, for girls andemamay be i

particularly disadvantaged position. In most traditional societies, it is girls and women who tend

to be monolingual, being less exposed eithevugh schooling, salaried labour, or migration to

the national languag#han their sons, brogns or husbands.

Linguistic rights

Language is not only a tool for communication and knowledge but &lsmlamental attribute

of cultural identity and empowerment, both for théividual and the group. Respect for the
languages of persons belongingitffierent linguistic communities therefore is essential to
peaceful cohabitatioT.his applies both to majority groups, to minorities (whether traditionally
residentn a country or more recent migrants) andindigenous peoples.

Claims for language ammong the first rights that minorities have voiedien there have been
situations of political change and evolution. Sataims for linguistic rights range from the
official and legal status of thainority andindigenous language, to language teachimjuse in
schoolsand other institutions, as well as in the media. In regard to educatidimgthistic rights
that have been framed in international agreementsifaority and indigenous groups include
the following:

1 schooling in their languages, if desired,;

1 access to the language of the larger community and to that of nathutation systems;

1 inter-cultural education that promotes positive attitudes to minaritiindigenous

languages and the cultures they express;
i access to international langes.

The educational rights that have been formulated in international agredaranigrant workers
and members of their familiggovide:
1 that the integration of their children should be facilitated by teachmtanguage in use
in the school system;
1 that opportunities should be created for teaching children their own
language and culture.

Language teaching

The language of instruction in school is the medium of communication ftnatemission of
knowledge. This is different from language teachisglf where the grammar, vocabulary, and
the written and the oral forms olanguage constitute a specific curriculum for the acquisition of
a secondanguage other thddl. Learning another language opeipsaccess to other value



systems and ways of grpreting the worldencouraging intecultural understanding and helping
reduce xenophobidhis applies equally to minority and majority language speakbiesway
languages are taught is constantly changing, and may vary considesablyne country to
another or even within the same country. Mdepends on the prevailing concept of language
and language teaching paradig@as well as on the role that is assigned to the language that is
taught.

Bilingual and multilingual education

Bilingual and multiingualeducation refert the use of two or motanguages as mediums of
instruction. In much of the specialized literatuhe two types are subsumed under the term
bilingual education. Howevey NESCO adopted the term 6mul tilin
the GeneraConference Resolution 12 to refer to the use of at least three languhges,

regional or national language and an internatitarajuage in education. The resolution
supported the view that the requiremesftglobal and nationglarticipaion and the specific

needs of particulagulturally and linguistically distinct communities can only be addrelkged
multilingual education. In regions where the language of the learnertisenofficial or national
language of the country, bilinguaté multilingualeducation can make mother tongue
instruction possible while providing tite same time the acquisition of languages used in larger
areas of theountry and the world. This additive approach to bilingualism is different tihem

so called shtractive bilingualism which aims to move children on &eaond language as a
language of instruction.

The currentreviewexamines research evidence that can inform policies on how best to support
chil drenbés mai nt enanc e Llatiwaughgpaeaentetducatiaon,ipgscloa,mp et e
and primary school programshile they are also acquiring eror more additional languages;

that is, mother tongulkased bi/multilingual education or developmental bilingual education.

Literature review approach

Resarch on mothetonguebased bilingual/multilingual education in early childhood and the
transition to primary education is scar€@e existingempirical evidence is dispersed across
formal, published literature anpfogram reports from negovernmental @anizations,
conference proceedings, anelvsletters. Tis reportdraws orresearch and program reports
identified through a literature searttfatincluded academic journals and books; government
reports;publications and reports of international (maltdral and bilateral) and regional
development agencies, research institutes anegjoeernnental organizations or networkasnd
correspondence with scholars in the fid@lte literature review was broad in scope in terms of
geographical coverag€onsideation was given tthe documents belaw

Convention against Discrimination on Education (1960)

World Declaration on Educatn for All (1990);

Dakar Framework for Action (2000)

Education in a Multilingual World: UNESCO Education Position Paper @003
Guidelines for Inclusion: Ensuring Access to Education for All (2003

UNESCO Guidelines on Intercultural Education (2006)

UNESCO Global Monitoring Report on Education for All: Strong foundations (2007);
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1 UNESCO Global Monitoring Report on Education for:ANill we make it? (2008a).
The bulletin for the 2008 International Conference on Language Development, Language
Revitalization and Multilingual Education in Ethnolinguistic Communities was a rich resource.
Another useful source on prograppaoachesvasthe online Language Policy Website &
Emporium

Literature review

Theories and approaches

This review begins with an overview of theory and researdirsirand second language
acquisition in childhoodScholarsin developmental psychology, linguisties)d early childhood
educatiorcontinue ¢ put forward competing theorigddowever there is broadgreementhat

y oung c hbility o lremlanguages and themergingreading and writing skills are
affected by theisocial enironments, includinghe language(s) to which they are exposed, the
language socialization practices of their caregivers (H&888;Pesco & Crago, 200&/an

Kleek, 1994) and language instructioSBome children are born into home environments in
which they are exposed to neathan one language and they begin to acquire two primary
languages simultaneously (e.g., McLaughlin, 198&)me children start out as monolingual, and
begin to acquire a second language sometime in early childhood, for example, in an early
childhood prgram or through other interactions outside the home, and thus can be said to be
acquiring a second language.

Before reviewing understandings of language acquisition in childhood, it is important to clarify
thatbothL1 and L2acquisition by young chilén (up to about age 7) appeadiiber

significantlyfrom language acquisition byd®r children Bongartz & Schneider, 2003; Cook,
2000,Hatch, 1978; Liu, 1991)T'he distinctive nature gloungc h i | d.2 aequibiton calls for

a distinctive approaclosupporting L2acquisitionin theearly yeas. Another distinction that

Nicholas and Lightbown2008) explairis thatthe pace ofearning an additional language, and
effective instruction or support fehildrento learnan additional language, will depe upon

whether the child is has developed literacl1n Literacy entails the development of

metalinguistic awareness, including the knowledge that the pronunciation of words is related to
thewi tten form (for most | amagdagesdpngéandaybatot
(August & Shanahan, 2006). Populations without first language literacy have been overlooked in
second language acquisition research literature (Tarone & Bigelow, RatiS)includes very

young children, as well as illiteiolder children and adult§hese clarificationghdicatethe
complexitiesof bi/multilingual learning and instruction in childhood, &ell asthe partial and

evolving nature of our understandings of variables that affect learning outémmmedividuds

at different ages and with different pegisting skills Investigaors of multilingual acquisition

have underscored the need to have more information on the development of each language when
children are learning more than one language concurrentlythandire neeah the field as a

wholeof having bilingual developmental norms, especially with respect to different levels of
language dominance (Yavas, 2007).
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Language acquisition in childhood

Until recently, two explanatory approacBelsehaviouristandnativis® dominated

understandings aboutilguage acquisitiariFollowing Skinner (1957)thebehaviouristargued

that infants continue to produce aoadearn the properties of language (e.g., soundisabulary
pragmatics, etc.) that are positiveeyr nf or ced by the chil dés caregi
childbés soci al communi ty. Critics of this acc
early years and the stability of acquired meanm&gther ofwhich can be explained by the

behaviourist positionin stark contrast, nativists, following Chomsky (1969/9) argue that

children haveaninnategrasp of how language works. Thugjile language input activates their

inborn capacity for learning language, their learning is intermgaliged. Critics of this position

point to empirical studieshowingthatthe quality and quantity o& child's exposure tanguage

affectstheir learningHart & Risley, 1995).

More recently, developmental psychakig haveapplied contemporary teories of learning to
explainlanguage acquisition. Theyguethat language is a uniquely humdmlogically based
capacity,and thathe inherent potential to learn language depends on the languageemanto
T effectively, a biocultural perspective.

Theories of second language acquisition

To date, sidies of language acquisition have been based primarily diestof monolingual
acquisition, resulting in more theory thampiricalevidenceHowever,scholars agree broadly
thatchildren, includingmost dildren with specific learning impairments or low general
intelligence have the capacity to learn more than tamguage (Genesee, 2002)

Theories of second language acquisiaoa @ntral tothe current focus on mothemguebased
bi/ multilingual learning. The behaviouristipproachreferred to as thé&ontrastive hypothesis
(Fries, 1945; Lado, 195/assumethat the same processes of positive reinforcerieant
influencefirst language acquisition support tearningof second oedditionallanguages.
However,behaviouristsuggesthat wherthe first and second languages are structusathyiar,
L2 is easier to learndzausehildren can transfer their learnindgom L1 to L2.

Thenativistor i eind ent 6t y pdsits fhat tinlverssligmtide structures and processes
enable both first and subsequent language acquisition; learning neither benefitofram
hindered bylearningL1.

Thedéi nt er | an g u eogiinedtlyerantrabtieesandsdéntity hypothgiseguringboth
neurepsychological and sociasychologcal aspects. This approach emphasibesrole ofa

broad array of communicative strategies@&tcond language learning,addition topurely

linguistic strategiesStrategiesnclude avoidance of topicshanges in meamg, codeswitching,
borrowing, gesturegndfacial expressionamong othersln accounting for the speed, quality,
andtrajectory of second language learnirg interlanguage hypothedigghlights the rolef

the speecitanguagecommunity including tke adequacy of learning opportunities, the quality of
language inpuiandacceptance by the dominant culture
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Thebsepar at e dev e lproppseshat afterta pepical bf mixisgilamguages in the
first two years of life, the two (or more) languagevelop independently of one another,
especially when the child is exposed totive (or more)anguagesn distinct wayde.g.,

different people use different languages, or different languages are used in different contexts)
(De Houwer, 1994

Socialinteractionist theory posits that language learning résutt the interaction othe

|l earnersd innate abil ity antdefeedbaskheyretemen guage e
from fluent speakers of2 to monitor and improve their outputhis theoy emphasizethe
i mportance of the | earnerso6é | anguage environm

and receive feedback.

Critical to the focus of tils review, recent investigations havensideredhe level of competence
achieved by learners their first language determining the pace, qualityand outcomes of

their second language acstion. Two hypotheses are especially relevant to this discussion: the

0t hreshol d laedthedli nhtyeprodtehpeesnidsebn ce hypot hesi s. 6

SkutnabbTangas ad Toukoma (1976) proposedth@ét hr e s h ol d | vehichepbsitshy pot h ¢
that only wherchildren have reachethreshold of competence in ithirst languageanthey
successfully learn a second language withagihg competence iboth languages. Filrer, only

when achild has crossda second threshold cbmpetencén bothlanguagesvi | | t he chi I d
bilingualism positively affecintellectual developmena state whichthey calleda d di t i v e
bi | i ngSkathabb$amgaandoukomaadeveloped thehreshold level hypothesadter

they found that Finnisbhildrenwho migrated t&Swederandwere required to start school in

Swedish before they had become sufficientynpetentn Finnish showed weaker school

performance and lower competence in both Sstednd FinnishThey characterized this low
competencén both the first andecondanguagea s 0 s e mi ,6ekplaiging &hhtf the m

chil dés first | an g uwdthefoundation foL3isldcKing hitheirmstudy,y de v e
Finnish migranchildren who started school in Sweden after they were highly competent in their

first language and coultbntinue to develop their first language abilitieshes/tlearned their

second languagattainedhigh levels of competence in both languages andessda school.

Building on these findings, Cummins (1984) formulatedbannt er depend@&nce hypo
assertinghatsecond languageompetencelependsipon the level of development bbf.

Cummins distinguished between two kinds of language mastatgrpersonal communicatidn

refersto oral communicatioskills that araused in everyday situations, ihd agnitive

academic language proficien@8{CALP)is achieved when the speaker can use language in
decontextualized wayscluding writing permittingthe use of the language as a cognitive tool.
Cumminsargues that if learnehave achieved CALP irL1, this competence can bransferred

to L2, permitting then to participate successfully in academic learning2nlf, however,

learnes havenot achievedALP in L1, both academic learning and second language learning

are adversely affectedccordingly, Cumminsrecommends beginning general academic
instruction in the chil doés mgblydorepeteni.ea,hague unt i
achieved CAP)in L1. Recently, the concept and operational definition of CALP has been

challenged by researgdractitioners arguing that what counts as CALP has been arbitrarily

defined and varies widely, and that it is pedagogically counterproductive to refer to any
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classroom language as truly decontextualized (e.g., Aukerman, 2007). Critics have urged
teachers to hold childrends understandings of

Indeed, one of the hypotheses reviewed here have been conclusiygborted by empirical
researchStudies seem to confirm the threshold level hypothesigrenthterdependence
hypothesisbut existingresearchs based on small sample siz&udies have aldmeencriticized
for methodological shortcomings (see Sa2®@05) discussed subsequently.

What does research show about childrnds capa

Most children who arrive at school with some competence in more than one language have
grown up bilingual or multilinguarom their eaillest daysat homeand have not experienced
successive acquisition of second or third languagasy studies have shown that children can
learn three or more languaggstarting in their early yearsloreover, with sufficient motivation,
exposure, periodsf formal study, and opportunities for practice, they can ultimately succeed in
attainingproficiercy in several languageslowever, despite myths about young children being
able to 6soak wup | an gpdigeacy doksingt sprimgfinsndul nge, 6 | a
bloom during the early years. Experience and research have shown that language acquisition
takes a long timeQollier, 1989; Cummins, 1991). The length of time and the eventual outcomes
of second and aditnal language learning depead a nunber of factorssome of which are
illustrated in Figure.1
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differences (e.g.,
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stress among

refugee children) Jessica Ball
2010

Figure 1. Factors affecting dual language acquisition outcomes.

There is a&aommon misconception that young childemacquire a seconar additional

language faster than older childrés Lightbown (2008) has stressedcbmingcompletely

fluent in a second | anguage i s no,takessewraimany h
years. Thus, it immistaketo assumehat providing day care or preschool programs in a second
languag is sufficient to prepare children facademicsuccess ithat languageChildren who

have this exposumay be better prepared for school, Wilt need ongoing support sxquire
sufficientproficiency inL2 to succeed in academic subjects, and théyneed support to

continue to devejoL1.

15



At the same time, it is also a mistakdhink, as many educators, parents, and policy makers do,
that when a child is encouraged to learn seayratiditional languages that thérst language
acquisition wil suffer (e.g., Smith, 1931yunlesssupportto continwe developing theitl skills is
withdrawn Not only can young childrebegin toacquire more than one language in their early
years but growingevidenceshowsthat early bilingualism can provide chiéh withbenefitsthat

go beyond knowing more than one langudgesearch has shown for some time thiaidgual
childrentypically develop certain types of cognitive flexibility and metalinguistdareness

earlier and better than their monolingual pderg.,Bialystok 2001; Cummins, 200&ing &
Mackey, 2007).

Minority and majority language learners

Young dildren learn a second language in different ways dependinguap@us factors,
includingtheir culture particularlythe status of their cultar languageand community within
their larger social setting/lost important to tis discussionit is critical todistinguish among
children who are members of a minority ethnolinguistic group (minority language children)
versusa majority ethnolinguisti graup (majority language childrerdnd among those within
each group who are legang bilingually from infancy versughose who have learned a single
mother tongue and atearning asecondr additonal language later in childhoothe focus of
the curent discussion is oyoungminority languagehildren wholearn a mothetongue that is
different from the dominant or majority language in their broader social wattihtion is also
given to Indigenous children who, in many cases, are not learnimggattier tongue of their
ancestors asl.

Indigenous children and other groups vélte not learning thetheritage mother tongde

(McCarty, 2008}t home but rather hve learned the language of the dominant cylanea

unique population idiscussion®f mother tongue educatioAs defined earlierthese children

have a heritage mother tongue that may or may not be spoken by anyone in their family or
community, but which their family may wish them to learn throughhn g u a g éMcldon e st s, 6
2006)andpreschool or primary school programs. These special circageganvolvdanguage

recovery which poses number of special challenges and ne@dsdiscussed later in this

report, somef the most promising early childhood and primary school prograrnhe world

have been designed poomot heritage mother tongtieased bilingual education

Parental influences on mother togue acquisition and maintenance

Parents and other primary caregivers have the
acqusitioni n t he ear | y vy e a atstudes,lgbats,sadoehavious relatedtd e ac h er s

t hei r inigahlangudge development influencehi | dr enés devel oping | a
language socialization, perceptions of the valuelofand maintenamcofL1. Gardner and
Lambert (1972) were among the first investiga

0i nstrument al éstranmedtalahguage atigudéactisesvor pragmatic, utilitarian
goals, such as whether one or anothegliage will contribute to personal success, secority
statusBy contrast, amntegrative languagattitudefocuseson social considerations, such as the
desire to be accepted into the cultural group that uses a language or to elaborate an identity
as®ciated with the language.
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Baker (1992kautionedagainst the assumptionthatpasént st at ed atti tudes abc
language acquisition necessantatch theilanguageéehaviar with the child: relationships

between attitudes armbhavious arealways complexMost minority language parents are eager

to see their children succeed in school and the broader society. Most minority parents also want
their children to learh1 and to be proud of their cultural heritage. Though few empirical studies

have been reported, it seems that parents with these dual language goals tend to act more on
promoting second language learning than on their expressed desire for mother tongue learning.
This behaviour i n t ur n behdvibus:chty sense thatthellhoreen 6 s du a
language is less important, resulting in weakeniniglah favour ofL2. Thissubtractive

bilingualismcan begin at a very early age, just as children are learning their first words.

Advocates of mother tongue acquisition in theyegelars need to consideogsible differences

betweerp a r eempresséd desires and their actual language behaviours with their infants and

young children.

Kemppainen, Ferrin, Ward, and Hite (2004) identified four types of parental language and
culture gientation: mother tongueentric, bicultural, multiculturand majority language
centricThey describe a correspondence between the
school for teir children.Of course, in many situations, parents have rmcehabout the

language of instructiorin thesesituations, Déd 0 u w el®®)sconeptualizatioo f &1 mpact
bel i ef 0 'Impactbelefrefers to the extent to which parents beliewsy tave direct

contr ol ov eranguhge us®arathwithstlongampécs bellsfmakeactive efforts

to provide particular language experienaad environment®r their childen andto reward

particular language behavi. Parents with \wwak impact beliefsake a passive approachthbeir

c hi | d rhelanguage experiencesgeinghe wider environment afeterminingwhether
childrenacquire one or another language

Li (1999) described how minority | anguage par
affect the speed aguisitiorgofLa Bheidentifiesthreecdnditionrdhate n 6 s a
mayaffecty o u n g ¢ majdritg language $earning when one or both parents speak a

minority language: (a) continued use and developmmelnt (extensivelamily talkcovering

more than householdpas); (b) supportivparental attitudes towards both languagesi(c)

active parental commitmentandn vol vement i n the childds | ingu
conversations, explanatiorfamily talk and joint activities).

Lao's (2004)study of EnglishChinese bilingual preschoolemmderscorethe important

contri but i bamslangubge pehavieinds spor ti ng preschool c hi
language development. She emphasizat mother tongue development cannot be achieved
without a strong commmtent from parentsSlo enabl e parents to facilit
language and literacy skills, she wsgiee provision of meaningful prisrich home environments,

guidance from adults with high levels of literacy, partnerships with screadssuport for

parents who need to improve their oanal and written skills ih.1.

Factors internal to the chilasoaffect language learnin@hi | dr ends responses t

or demands to learn more than one language depend on their tempenadhetter personality
variables (Krashen, 1981; Strong, 1983; Wiillimore, 1983)includingmotivation,learning
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styles, intellectual capacity, sensatyilities(e.g., hearing and visioifisenesee & Hamayan,
1980) Little research has been conducted on thecedfof these individual differences on the
outcomes of alternative models for language in education.

In sum, this literature has brought forward several considerations when designing policies and
programs to support mother tongue bi/multilingualism etary early years.

1 P ar eperteigedvalue of different language learning outcomes for their young
children isavery important consideration for advocates of mother tongue preservation
and early education.

1 Possible differences between what parentstsaywant and their actual lamape
behaviours with their infants and young children are important for advocates of the
primacy of mother tongue acquisition in the early years.

T Childrends individual di ésfirderests) msason and |
temperamenmaysignificantly affect thespeed and quality of their language acquisition.

Bi/Multilingual program models

Bilingual and multilingual programare being implementeaad countriesaroundthe globe-
Somalia, Madagascar, Guinear@kry,Burkina Faso, CamerooianzaniaChina, Ethiopia,
Guatemala, the Philippines, and South Afrtcaname a few. Programs are also being
documented and evaluatedGanada, the United States, Aotearoa/New Zealand, and various
countries within the Bwpean UnionThe polcy environments andultural and family contexts
of these initiativeyary widely, asdo the program modelandtheresources to implement them
As research on this topic gains momentumstinnovationamayyield freshinsightsabou the
implicationsof differenteducatioml choices, how best to deliver them, and the implications of
different approache®r governmers, funders teachers, and children.

Theoretichunderstandings about bi/mdittigual acquisition, along with differd@rgoals for

earn

childrenbés | anguage devel dogdevelopandteshaarangeofpr ovi de

languagein-education models. Numerous other factoffience program choices, including
political agendas, costacher trainingstandardized tasg regimes, and so omable 1

describes thenost commorprogram modeldMany variationgxist in the delivery oéach
approachsuch as the number of months spent in transition and the amount of time devoted to
mother tongue maintenance. Also, as sorelscs notethe approach that educators say they
are usingloes nobftenmatch whathey areactuallydoing(Cziko, 1992;Thomas & Collier,

2002). Finally, Benson (2009) notes that some approacmemt properly be referred to as
bilingual education. & examplesubmersiorcompletely ignores hi | dr ends f i r s
immersionmay bemonolingua) usinga language that children do not speak at home.
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Table L Approaches to bilingualeducation

Mother tongue-based instruction
i The learning psgram is delivered entirelyinh i | dX.en & s

Bilingual edutwawaybinl i(raglkala.educat.
u Use of two languages as media of instruction.
i Al so known as oO0dual | anguage instr
children are taughn both minority and majority languages.

Mother tongue-based bi |l i ngual @edvueclaot
i L1is used as the primary medium of instruction for the whole of primary schod
while L2 is introduced as a subject of study in itselprepare students for eventus
transition to some academic subject&2n

Multilingual education

u Formal use of more than two languages in the curriculum.

| Transitional bi/multilingual educat
i The objective is a plannddansition from one language of instruction to another.
it 6Short cutdé or Odbearly exitd is a te

transition toL2 instruction after only 2 or 3 years in school.
i OLate tramesiei ¢ 06 r @1f e dnsteudtion afeer achild hiasc |

become fully fluent academically L.

| Maintenance bi/multilingual education

u After L2 has been introduced, both (or all) chosen languages are media of
instruction.L1 instruction continues, often as a subject of stualgnsure ongoing

support for children to become academically proficientlinThis is also called

additive bilingual educ aareaddaddutdoenot
displacel1. |

Immersion or foreign language instruction

i The entire educain program is provided in a language that is new to the child.

Submersion (a.k.a. Sink or Swim)

i Where speakers of natominant languages have no choice but to receive educs:
in languages they do not understané,approach is commonly known as
60smédr si ond or 6ésink or swimbé (i.e.,
L1). Thisapproach promotesubtractive bilingualism: that i&2 learning at the
expense oL 1.
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Debates about bnultilingual educatioormodelscentrelargelyonthe degre¢ o whi ch t he ct
L1 should be used in instructiarf the curriculumThe other side of this debate concerns how
andwhenin thecontinuum of schooling children should be expected to learn a second (or
additiona) languageand at what stage indtieaming process children should be expected to
receive academic instructidtrasedn tha second languagét one end of the continuurthe

child is immersed in Enguage of instructiothat is unknown to thensome refer to this
approach ag$ thme bsnem sé onfAtthesother knd of the comtimuom, ihe
primaryl anguage of i nslktlrSuah progeams giveiority to Belpimdthildreth 6 s
to become fully fluent and literate irl before shifting (ifevel) to instructionin L2.

Some programs try to balancgé andL2e x posur e i n a @bd ufaolr |eaxnagmpal gee,
teaching every other day éngivenlanguage, or having the class composeappiroximately

equal numbers of speakers of both languagedlow forpeerteachingand modellingdidactic

use of the languaga curriculum instructionand formal teaching of both languages as subject

Anot her model, which might be Lidstbeinpdiumofof as a
instruction while also offering formainstruction inL2. Yet another model, which is a

0t rancr tdbmidd gi nyds thandia mddium af insérigction, gradually

introdudng increasing amounts afistruction inL2, until L1 is phased out entirely.

0 Mai nt enan c etégy which raay lbetcdmbinedtk bi/muitilingual programs:

childrenreceive formal instruction ihl so that it continues to develop even after they are fully
immersed irL2 as the medium of instruction.

What is the state of researctbased knowledge abouthe effects of alternative program
models?

Questions about the effects of bilingual and multilingual education for young children are
complex.Usually, outcomedepend on a host of factors, includitige agehechild began
learningthe larguagés); thelanguagés) spoken in thehild'shome the status or prestige of the
language(s)andhow, when, and for what duratiéormal instructiorwas providednot to
mention critical issues about tpelitical environment anthe availablegesource for prograns.

Euro-western versus majority world contextsMuch of the research andetaanalyses of
evidence for and againalternative models of languageeducatiorhave focused on programs

in the United &tes(e.g., Krashen, 1996, 1999; Lee, 1996; Rossdla&er, 1996), where

English is theoverwhelmindy dominart language in education, trade, law, and government. The
United States has strongly assimilationist language and education policies, a comparatively rich
resource base, and relatively high levelgeaicher training. These contextual variables differ
from those encountered most education settings in the majority womdherethere may be

several ational and regional languagasdwhere manyninority languages and dialects may be
spoken locally ath used for tradeébut not as the medium of instructionsdhools.Resources for
school and teacher training may be scarce, and expectations for schooling may vary widely for
rural versus urban childreand for girls versus boy3hus, thegeneralizabiliy of findings from
American studiesmust be questioned
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Methodological issues.Many attempts at controlled empiricstiudies havenethodological
shortcomingsand inconstencies abounédcross studies. For examgplea review ofseven

major evaluationsf bilingual programsCziko (1992)noted thathis body ofresearcltannotbe

used to dravany conclusions about whetHalingual education is necessary or successful. Of
the seven studies Cziko reviews, only one includes research from outside aoftdte3iates.

He cites several issues with the evaluations of the bilingual research pro@pglask of

adequate randosampling proceduregesulting in questionable generalizations of findings; (b)
lack of control of confounding factors in assessnegtiment effects; (c) questionable reliability
and validity of achievement measurparticularly when used faninority language students; (d)
bias in the selection of studies for review; and (e) inappropriate use of statistical procedures in
analyzing ewluation findings and synthesizing the results of many studies (as iramaiais).
Outside the Uited Statesmuchresearch to date has involved: (a) experimental designs with
small sample sizes; (b) quasiperimental designs afforded, for example, nvadjacent regions

in the same country implement different types of programs for the-agetkechildren; or (c)
observations of changes in childrends capacit
implemented.

Outcome indicators. Evaluationsof languagein-educatiomrmodelshaveassessd different

dimensions of outcome€ommon outcome indicators haweluded various tests of vocabulary

and language proficiency; tests of literacy in the first and second language; primary and
secondarynatriculationrates pass/fail and marki& secondary school following bi/multilingual
primary school; various tests obgnitive developmenand sé-esteem/seltonfidence.

Qualitative methods are also common, including teacher and observer ratings and observations,
as well as more impressionistic measures.

What do scholars oncludeabout mother tonguebased bi/multilingual early education?

While more evidence from large, carefully designed research is needed, existing studies provide
a basis for developmentalyzhologists and linguists to draw soteatative conclusions of a
general nature, as follows:
(& c hi | drieimpodrsant for their overall language and cognitive development and
their academic achievement
(b) if children are growing up with one lgnage, educational provisions need to support
them in becomingdpighly proficientin that language before engaging in academic work
in L2; and
(c) becominghighly proficient(e.g., achieving CALP, as reviewed earlier) appears to take
six to eight years afchooling(i.e., at least until the end of primary year six).

Indeed, some educators argue that only those countries where the language of instruction is the
| e ar Il are likedy to achieve the goals of Education for All.

Benson (2002)a leading dolar in the field of bi/multilingual educationlaims thatworldwide,
c hi | drhasrbées estahlished the most efficient language fearlyliteracy and content
area instruction. Late transitiea education irL2 is more effective than eartyanstion.
Furthermorewhile the effectiveness a@karly exid p r oigmnotavetl supported by research,
children intheseprogramshave better outcomesan childrerin submersion programs
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This perspective is echoed by Dutcher (1994) draws severabnclusions about the
advantagesf mothertonguebased educatiomrawing on extensive involvement in the field
1 Success in school depends upon the child's mastery of cognitive/academic language,
which is very different from the social language used atdhom
1 The development of cognitive/academic language requires time (4 to 7 years of formal
instruction).
Individualsdevelopliteracy skillsmost easilyn a familiar language.
Individuals develop cognitive skills and master content materiat easilywhenthey
are taught in a familiar language.
1 Coaqgitive/academic language skills, once developed, and content-subject material, once
acquired, transfer readily from one language to another.
1 The best predictor of cognitive/academic language developmegtigthe level of
development of cognitive/academic language proficiendylin

T
T

These research findings are consistent witdse reported by Cummins (2000), anotheritegad
scholaron this topic, and witlanecdotal reports of the benefits of early mother tefigsed
instructionin Mali, Papua New Guinea, and Pereported by UNESCQ00&).

Does the language of instructiorn early educationcontributetoc hi | dr ends psychos
adjustment?

The comparative lack of academic success of minoritised and hadigehildrerstemsin part

from having to adjust to schaog in an unfamiliarlanguagecompounded by the need to accept

that their languagand cultureare notvaluedwithin formal educatiorrontexts Many linguists,
psychologists, and educat@gue hat respecting ear ner sé cul tur al and | i
in educational settings sucialin fostering their seltonfidence as persons and community
membersand inencouraging them to betve and competent learners.

Many studies show that mothenguebased instruction can improae ¢ h i ledtgesn s el f
(Appel, 1988; Cummins, 1989, 1990; Hernan@dmvez, 1984). As Rubio (2007) points out,
children perceive at an early age that languages are valued differently. When there is linguistic
and cultual discontinuity between home and school, minority language children masiyee

that language and culture aret value@ aperception that lowers theiel§-confidence and self
esteenand interferes with thelearning (Baker & Prys Jones, 1998; Covingtt989).In
contrastWright and Taylor (1995) found that Inuit students educatéd ifinuktitut) showed
increased selésteem and cultural pride compared to Inuit children educated oo®y(EBnglish

or French)Educators in Africa have described masiyilar benefits ofnother tongudased
bi/multilingual education r eporting that wuse of the | earner
smooth transition between home and schimskeringan emotional stabilitthattranslates to
cognitive stability.Such dildren learn better and faster, and retain knowledge longer (Kioko
Mutiga, Muthwii, Schroeder, Inyega, & Trudell, 2008).

It is often said thathe mother tonguesymbolizesa deep, abiding, even celile connection

betweerspeakes andtheir cultural identity (McCarty, 2008)Indigenous scholars in Canada
(Kirkness, 2002)the United $ates(Greymorning, 1997)and New Zealan(Harrison & Papa,
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2005)make frequenteference to connections between language, community, placemand

While most paents want their children to get a good educatianentsalso hge that their

children will maintain their love and respect for their heritage language and culture, and for their
home communityAs one pagnt in a mother tongdeased educatioprogram inthe North

Sol omons Province of Papua New Guinea said:
write, but I s more iIimportant to teach them t
Kemelfield, (1985).

What is the relationship betweerthe language of instruction in early educatiorand

c hi | dacaglem&eutcomes?

Therelatonhhi p bet ween the | anguage(s) wused for i

academic achievemeistcomplex Education outcomessuch asegularschoolatterdance,
achievement, and completiemredeterminedby multiple factorsshown in Figure 2.

Improving school success includes but goes beyond the language of instruction and supports for
language acquisition. Other factors, sucp@gerty, with its attendnt risk factors such as poor
nutrition, high stress, and high stigma/discriminatimuist alsde addressedhildren who

begin school in an unfamiliar language face the dual challenges of acquiring the new language
while learning the curriculum in thaew language. For some populatién®r example, low

status minorities, refugees, and the children of illiterate p@esttser risks and stresses further
exacerbate these challeng8sveral studiesote hat minority language children often live in
familiesof low sociceconomic statusyho have a higher risk of school failure on that basis
alone. FurtheBenson (2009) points out thagrder considerations catrosghese situations of
educational risk: in most traditional societies, girls and women tebd monolingualsince

they receive less exposure to the national langtlagegh schooling, salaried labour, or

migration, tharboys and meriongitudinal research with large samples aingerse, elevant
demographic characteristicsneeded tgield dfferentiated answers about the effects of

language policies and programs under varying circumstances.

The socieeconomic and socibnguistic status of minority languag@mmunitiescan affect the
outcomef bilingual education programBew studies havbeen able to control for all the

relevant variables, while also comparing academic achievement under different language
conditions.ThomasandCollier's (1997, 2002keminal study is an exception to this trend. These
invesigators studiedhe educational trajectories of minority language speakers from school entry
through eleventh grade in selecthericanschools, comparing the results of six different

levels of educational supportiri. In the summary presentation of ithindings, Thomas and

Collier report that, on averaggtudents with no mother tongue educational support gdish
between the 11th and 22nd percentile nationally, dependititedype of early education they
received Childrenwhoreceivedone to thregears of mother tongue instruction in the earliest
grades finiskd, on average, between the 24th and 33rd percentile relative to national norms.
Those with a full six years of mother tongue educational support finished, on average, at the 54th
percentilewhich is above national norms. Finally, those children placed in mixed classrooms
with native speakers of English in which instruction was provided bdtireiminority language

and Englishiwith both groups of children learning both languages) finisbe&dverage, at the

70th percentile, well above national norms.
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Is there any risk that children could lose their skills inL1 if they are required to learn a
different language as a mediunof instruction in preschool,upon entry to formal school, or
early in the primary years?

Several studieshow thathe mother tongue fsagile and easily lost in the early years of school.
If support formother tonguelevelopments phased out too soda.g., the child is encouraged to
learn one or more other languages as media of instruatimigren donot continue t@cquire
competeng in that language. Continued uselLdfinto adolescence is an essential determinant of
children'slong-termproficiency.

Doesbeing educated in a minority language thatis h e crhothér thidgee impede
development of skills in amajority language?

Learningthrougha mother tonguand developing literacy skills inl do notlimitac hi | d 6 s
capacity to developkills inasecond omajority languageResearctdemonstratethat
maintaining first language abilities and enhancing ttlenough the development of literacy and
academic language skiiis L1 actually leads to bett@cademic outcomes irl (Palmer,
Chackelbrd, Miller & Leclere, 2007), easier literacy learning (International Reading
Association, 2001), and bettentcomes irsecond languagealacation (see e.g., Lindholireary

& Borsato, 2006).

The additive relationship betweed and the majority languageas demonstrated @umminsg
seminal(1986)study,which supportedhis interdependencleypothesis: that is, when children are
supported in acquiringl to the point of developingcademigroficiencyin that languagehey
transfer his proficiency to thenajority language, given adequate motivatiotearn, and
exposurdo, L2. C u mmi findings are echoed in researchRighes & Genese@006) who
focused on ta interaction betweseiirst and second languagéeracy Theyfoundthat strong

first langua@ Kills, especiallyfirst languagditeracy skills, were associated with letgrm
successn second languagabilities for minority language childréh.

Evidence from Mali also demonstrates that extensive ukg iof bilingual programs in the

primary years results in better masteryl@f between 1994 and 200€hildren who began their

schooling inL1 scored 32% higher in tests of their proficiency in the national language (French)

at the end of primary school compared to children in Fremiy prograns (World Bank, 200).

In Zambia, a bilingual education program called the Primary Reading Programme serves
approximately 1.6 million primary school children each year. Between 1999 and 2002, these

chil drenbés reading and w60Rbstmprovementowerthee scoresrof En g |
children in Engliskonly programs, while their reading and writing scores in Zambian languages
improved by 485% (Department for International Development, 2005).

How early, how long, and how intense does instruction ibl need to be in order to
establish a foundation for academic achievement and learning an additional langua&®e

UNESCO (2006, p. 159) suggests that the transition to a language of instruction other than the

¢ h i Lldcstosld not be required of studentsdrefage 6 to 8 yearsOther report®n mother
tonguebased programs have concluded ttraldren who learn i1 for the first six to eight
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years of formal schoolingave betteecademic performance and selteem than those who
receive instruction excsiively in the official language or thoséo transition too early from the
home language to the official language

Several scholars, drawing on illustrative case examples, argogly that children should not
be required to transition fastructionin L2 until they have achieved academic fluency and are
fully literate inL1, typically aroundprimary year six For examplemanystudieshavefound

that children irmother tonguébased bilingual educatida.k.a. developmengnd tweway
bilingual progrars achieve greatguroficiency in the majority language than children in
transitional bilingual programs omajority-language onlysubmersion) programs (e.g.,
Lindholm 2001; LindholrLeary & Borsato, in press; Ramirez, Yuen, & Ramey, 1991; Thomas
& Collier, 2002). This effedts especially robust in programs tfantinued use dfl as the
primary language of instruction into secondary schdblese findings providevidence thatfor
minority language childrertontinued development afl in mother tongudased bilingual
programsscaffolds the development cdbmpetency, especially literacy, i2, as Cummins
(2000) hypothesized.

How early is too early to begin formal instruction in a language other tha.1?

Children typically need several yearfsinstruction in a new language to use itcognitively
challenging academiasks.Research demonstrates thequiringminority languagehildren to
transition too soon to education in a new language (e.g., a majority language) can be detrimental
to their leaning processes and their academic achievefeemt Porter1990; Rossell & Baker,

1996).

In short, researcbounterssrecommendations like those made@siger-Jaillet (2007) and others

t h at eshdull lerequality betweefh andL2. Rather, eseartr and theorysupportthe

gradual introduction af2, first through formal instruction ih2 as a subject of study, and
subsequentlythrough he use of.2 in a gradually increasing number of academic subjects in the
curriculum. However, this second stesld not be taken too soddnfortunately research

support foradditive forms of bilingual educatidras too often been misconstrued, unwittingly or

del i berately, as support for &éshort cutdé tran
academicurriculumin the rew language before they have developed academic proficiency in

their first languagé€Benson, 2002, 2009; Thomas & Collier, 2008)light of current research, i
isimportantto clarifystatements uc h as t hat by WibioB8&umedithatt : Al n
the besprograns enabledarnerdo cortinue to develop their ability to communicate and to

learn in both languages throughout primary schfdNESCO/Bangkok, 20G¥ p. 4).

When the medium of i nst r uuage whenmshouldongaohmorec hi | d o6 s
additional languages (e.g., the national language) be introduced?

As noted byCummins (200Q)spendingsome instructional timi a language other thdrl does

not deter childrends acade miageshaudlbe ietrodeicadkeant , bu
subject of studin the curriculum, rather than #s medium of instructiorior other curriculum
subjectsResearctsuggests that children benefit from at least some peridadsmél instruction

in a language, during whicheir attention is directed formalfeatures of the language itself
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(e.g., phonological awareness, vocabulary, syntexppposed to simpleing immersed in the
languagelLightoown 00§ and ot hers refer to thimtas the
from the damoauntd of exposure

One of the most striking uistratiors of the benefits of mother tongisased primary education
comes from education policy and outcomes during apartheid rule in colonial South Africa and
Namibia from 1955 to 1976As Heugh(2009)recounts, during this periothost Anglophone
countries in Southern Africa were replacing initial motiogiguebased education wighrograms
baseceitherin a single African language followed byransition to English, on Englishonly.
However, in South Africa and Namibitine political intention of educational policy was to

divide African peoples by ensuring that their children did not learn a common langhage

the whole primary school curriculum was translated from Afrikaans andsBngtoseven

South African and several Namibian languagesecondary school, children went orr¢oeive
intensive instruction im.2.

Quite unintentionally, @ucational policy in South Africa and Namibia during this period
produced greater educatarsuccess for African children with a variety of first languabes

did supposedly more progressiegucational polices elsewhere in stidharan Africa. This

policy effectively allowed children to develop both conversational and academic proficiency in
L1 beforethey wererequired to learh.2. Under this policy, Heugh reports that by 1976, the
secondary school leaving pass rate for African students rose to 8346¥eover, acording to
Heugh, (2002), thper capitacost for this mothetongue based edeationprogramwas a

fraction of that forother African countries at the time. After the political revolt in 1976, the
government radically shifted educatapolicy, reducing motheilonguebased education from
eight to four years of primaigchoo| followed byatransition to EnglishBy 1992, the school
leaving pass rate for African children dropped to 44% and English language proficiency declined
as well (Heugh, 2002%imilar benefits for mother tongusased instruction throughout primary
school havdeen reported faxigeria(Bamgbose, 2000) and Ethiogldeugh Benson, Bogale,

& Yohannes2007). These findings are consistent with theory, reseanchexperience on
mothertonguebased bi/multilinguatéducation around the glolf€homas & Collier, 20R) and

with case studies reported INESCO (2008).

In summary, where data are available, findings consistently show that children who have the
opportunity to receive their formal education_l for at least sixears have higher levels of
achievementitan those who must transition too soon to education in a mediurtatheie
metacognitive skills tanderstandnd use effectively in academic work (UNESCO, 2000;
Mothibeli, 2005).Yet, internationally the trend is towards earBxit from mother tonguddased
bi/multilingual educatioranda fast tracktransition to English or another dominant language.

In mother tongue-based bi/multilingual education, are there advantages to introducing2
early or later?

While experience shows thgbung childrercan learn more than one language in their early
years, an early start is no guarantee of eventual language fluency or permanent recall of the
languageThevast majority of research dmlingual educatiorhas focused on scheafjed
children.Within the cont&t of schoolbasededucationexistingresearcldoes not support the
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common belief tha&in early start will result in earlier proficiency in learning a language that is

not a natwurally occurri ng BHaryfotmalnstrudorhisenotashi | d o6 s
effective as a later period of intensive formal instruction (e.g., 400 peusshool year) when

students are in the later primary grades bhave already developgdoficiency inL1 (Collins,

Halter, Lightbown, & Spada, 1999; Lightbown &&da, 1991, 1994).

For exampleresearch in Spain found thalespite the samamountof instruction,bilingual
students who startdd learn English as a second langukager performed better than bilingual
students who starteshrlier, though youngelearners showed more positive attitudes towards
learning English (Cenoz, 2003; @arMayo & Garcia Lecumberri, 2003). Young students
eventually caught up when they were older and could draw upon their literacy skills and
metacognitive development as etige school learnerg-rom these and similar findings,
Lightbown (2008) concludes thahen itcomes to learning a foreiganguage, bothge and
intensity matterA later agé when children aréoth fluent and literate in their home
language() combinedwith more hours of exposure and formal instructgupport foreign
language acquisitiobettert han st afread ddg diadurispes ear |l i er .

With the increasing importance of English as a global language aekicle oforosperity in
trade,many parents warheirchildren to learn English from an early agowever there is

little evidenceof long-term advantage to aarly starin the foreign language classroom setting.
Studies of foreign language learning (for example, see BLrk®a5, for alargesale study of
earlyforeign larguage learning in Britaimjonsistently report this finding

Is there a linear relationship betweeramountof instruction in, or exposure to, the majority
language and the level of L2 proficiency attained?

While children ckarly need some exposure to a language to leasséarch does not suppart

0t tomteas kd hypot heogelason lpetweed flEmdaunt of gxposur®, and degree

of proficiencyin, L2, except in the very earliest stage of learnifgr exanple, LindholmLeary

and Borsato (2006) report on a study in the United States showing that by Primary year 4
minority language children in developmental bilingual programs nebeiwe a significant

portion of instruction i1 attainequal or higher prafiency in the majority languages

compared tahildren in 50/50 bilingual prograsnwhoreceive more of their instruction in the
majority languageHowever, when interpreting these findings, it is important to consider critical
factors such as quality afistruction, socioeconomic resources, and the amount of exposure to
the majority language in everyday life.

How do mother tongue based bi/multilingual programs affect academic outcomes?

Beyond language learning, evidence of superior subgstd (academ) learning outcomes of

mother tonguéased bilingual education is accumulating. In northwest Cameroon, a longitudinal
study of academic performance of children in koradium classes found that children in first

grade sored substantially higher on thette$ oral English and on a general test of achievement

than did children in the Englistnedium schooléWalter & Roth, 2008).In Mali, where a
OPedampomyiee gent ed bilingual education program
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language and mathemati@shievement were superior in bilingual schools compared to
morolingual schools (UNESCO, 2008

What kinds of pedagogies are effective in mother tongue based bi/multilingual programs
for young children?

As Beller (2008), Nicholas and Lightbown (20@8)d others have emphasized, more research is
needed to identify the most effective approaches to supporting second language acquisition and
delivering bilingual curriculum in early childhood prograrmsparticular, there is a dire need for
research on efctive mother tongue based bilingual programs offered to children-pripnary:

most reports to date describe early outcomes of innovations in primary schools and outcomes at
primary-schootleaving.

The success of mother tongbased bi/multilingual mgrams depends in part on the types of
pedagogy usediFor example, the literature on bi/multilingual pedagogy is preoccupied with the
relative amount of time that shouldbesgericusi ng chil drends attent.i
of languageHeugh (208) and others (Abadzi, 2006; Macdonald, 2002) present evidence in
favour of explicit teaching of reading and writing skillsLit, followed by explicit teaching of

reading and writing skills ih2, using the model of additive bilingualism. They argue thiat
approach provides students with the necessary scaffolding to develop strong reading and writing
in L1 and L2(Heugh, Diedericks, Prinsloo, Herbst & Winnaar, 200He overwhelming focus

of educational researchers has been on teaching over 7 yagesRégardless of evidence

weighing in favour of more or less emphasid.@rinstructional methods relying aeading and

writing overlistening and speakin@n emphasis on text is not suitable asa#énapproach for

bilingual education of young learndiesg., hose in preprimary and toddler programs).
Recommendations that can be gleaned from the few stotleesly childhood initiatives are
summarized below.

For some young childreih2 instruction in an early childhood program may be limited tofplay
activities involving a few words, songs, or gamek2ras a small part of the program, while for
others,L2 may bethe medium through which the program is delivered. In either sageral
studi es have s howlRadgdisdidn isypeenaoqgireccirninfdrntalrpegrams
settings and in daily routines than in formal instructional settidigfiolas and Lightbown

(2008) and others explain that young children (under about the age of 8 years) do not learn a
second language in the same way tider children and adults learn a second language. Also,
their second language learning will vary depending on how much they have developed literacy in
their first language (typically, not much before the age of 8 years). Nevertheless, young children
who have learned a first languageme into programs where they are exposed to a second or
additional languages with insights (although implicit) about the nature of language and the
relationships between language and social coriaxty childhood educatonseed to recognize

the implicit understandings and skills that young children already have about language in order
to build upon these strengths and maximize their potential for learning a second or additional
languages.
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Practitioners and investigatdnaverepr t ed on young chil drends wi

oplayé with I anguage, and to draw upon whatev

the communication demands of their interlocutarghtbown and Spada (1990) emphasize the

need br early childhood practitioners to provide appropriately more complex language input for
children, so that they discover the regularities of the linguistic features with which thehagan

and to avoid ovesimplified varieties of the language to suéfidNicholas and Lightbown (2008)
suggest the use of games such as tongue twisters to explore pronunciation, and poetry or song to
rehearse grammatical informatidn.a study of second language instructional strategies in
preschools, Tabors and Snow (198#ntified the importance of a consistent and predictable
organizational structure, anlguageich environment in which teachers encourage both

production and comprehension, and involvement of children in the program who already speak
L2, therebyensurmm t hat <chil dren have access to input
| anguage p arRollowinrg s Gevie(v phgerdakad differences in second language
learning Munoz (20007emphasized using language that is clearly contextuadimddnvolves

simple cognitive operations or action sequences.

Individual differences among infants and young children tend to be great and it is important for
early childhood practitioners to observe and informally assess each child and respond with
dewelopmentally appropriate cognitive and language stimulation tailored to each child. Research
shows that children go through several stages when acquiiagd that there ig/pically a

stage in which they do not communicate much verlzlll. The duréion of this stage seems to

be longer for younger than for older children. A chikhtred and individually responsive

approach affords each child the time he or she needs without pressuring children to respond
verbally. However, notverbal communicationh®uld be interpreted by the caregiver and
expressed in words. Childrents t eahdexprsgdhi ¢ c
by the caregiveusing expanded verbal expressidtesearch showsat bilingual codamixing -

initially across short udrances and subsequently within longer utteranisesidespread among
young children and generally should not be a cause for alarm or intervention (G&aeades

& Crago,2004).Children should be given linguistic as well as affective support to seatuse

both theirL1 and their LZully. Continuous, consistent, and rich exposure to both languages is
important for full bilingual development.ady childhood educators must convey a positive
attitude ablputandhr kdné oféesteem asta bilingual iedrnegrd s s el

How can teachers be recruited and trained to deliver mothetongue based bi/multilingual
programs suitable for young children (i.e., under 8 years of age)?

Recruitment of effective early childhood care and developmentifgraers who are fluent in

the mother tongue of children in a community is critical for program effectiveness and is perhaps
the greatest challenge for implementing mother tongue based bi/multilingual programs for young
children and their familie$ractitionersmust be foundvith appropriate knowledge and skill to
deliver a playbased program that is developmentally appropriatedor youngchildren, and

who are fully fluent inL1. This is not always possible, and flexible solutions must be encouraged
to meet the needs of children and families in each community. In some communities, it may be
possible to find community members who are f
can be given training in early childhood care and development ors@wvice basis (i.e., while
employed to deliver the program). In some communities, it may be possible to recruit
prospective practitioners and deliver a cotm@sed training program in early childhood care and
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development before they begin to work with yowhgdren and families (Ball & Pence, 2006).
Practitioner placement must also be considered. Practitioners who speak a particular local
language should be employed to work in locatihere that language is spoken by young
children and families. Where nmtned practitioners are available who speak the mother tongue
of children and families who can benefit from an early childhood program, practitioners should
be encouraged to enlist the assistance of community members who are trustworthy and who
speak andideally) can read the local language, to work alongside the practitioner and to read to
the children. In communities where prograuastainabilitydepend on in-kind contributions

from the communities, participation by local language speakers may bemasla significant
contribution. It is not uncommon to find community members, especially parents and
grandparents, playing substantial roles in early childhood programs both to assist with language
translation and to enhance the local cultural relevahsengs, games, stories and other
curriculum content for young children and families.

What are the implications of these findings for increasingly populasecond language
immersion programs?

Immersion programs began to gain attenfmlowing the succss of French immersion

programs foilCanadiarEnglishspeaking children in the 1960s (Lambert & Tucker, 1972). Since
then,thesuccess of immersion programas been widely document@@enese, 1987; Swain &
Lapkin, 2005).

It is essential to distinguidhe t ween | mmer si on programs wher e
minority language with low prestige and programs serving students whose mother tongue is a
majority language with obvious value in their personal lives, future education, and work
opportunitiesin the latter case, mother tongue development outside school is virtually assured.
This situation contrasts sharply with thatro&nyminority language childrenyhose local

language may be of lower priority than the majority language from a utilitaeadint.Thus,

findings about immersion programs in Canada and the United States may not be generalizable to

immersion programs for minority language children in the majority world. Immersion students
from minority language groups may ldse ability when they have a substantial part of their
education irL2, unless they are immersed outside of school in interactions lusjrand they
receive formal instruction ihl at school.

However, even for majority language children in immersion prograsasarh shows that,
compared to late immersion, early immersion doesiaoéssarilyesult inbettersecond
languageskills at the end of secondary schddéarners do not havepportunities to continue to
develop theisecond language skills throughout adokncgGenesee, 1987; Turnbullapkin,
Hart, & Swain, 1998). Also, to develop natillee production skills, immersion studemeqjuire
some period of formal instructian the language as a curriculum subject, in addition to being
taught inL2.
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Can children with atypical developmental conditions andlearning challengesacquire
multiple languages?

A goal of Education for All is to ensure quality education for all children, including those with
atypical conditions or developmerdNJESCO, 2008c).

Genesee(1976, 1987) founalow correlation between measures of intelligence and measures of
second language speaking and listening compreherdian is, egardless of intelligence,

children appear to be equally capable of learningnterstand anspeak asecond language

their primary school yearslowever,childrenin immersion programspgear tcacquire written

skills in L2 to an extent consistent with their measured intellectual abilitierd§&ee, Paradis &
Crago, 2004)

Researchers have found felfferences between bilingual children with specific language
impairment and their monolingual counterparts. Bilingual children with sgaeguage
impairment do not acquire language more slowly than monolingual children with speech
language impairmenRather, hey will show the same patterns of impairment in both languages
(Genesee, Paradis, Crago, 200dyestigators in the field of speetdnguage pathology (Kay
RainingBird, Cleave, Trudeau, Thordardottir, Sutton, & Thorpe, 20bsrdardottir Ellis
Weismer, & Smith 1997 Thordardottir, 200Rreportedwo studies suggesting that children with
Down Syndrome and other serious learning challengebecome successfully bilingual

While acknowledging tle shortage oémpirical evidence, éhesee, Par&] andCrago(2004)

specul ate that, AAlIl things considered, <c¢chil d
challenges are likely to experience more success with dual language learning if they are

preschool age and have more language exposure ostsidel than similar children whose

second | anguage | earning is dcenmrséddtdand on scho
othersargue that theschildren can become bilingual, given suitaddelogical conditions to

support their learning: motivation,cammunicative context, and lotgrm educational support.

Available research indicates thatseeame ecological conditions facilitate bi/multilingual

learningfor all children.

Special considerations regarding endangered Indigenous languages

Mother bnguebased education differs significantly from education in an Indigenous language
that i s spoken rarely if at al/l in childrenos
same hypotheses and trends that dominate research in motherltasgdesdeation arefound

in early studies of Indigenous language education programs.

Leading scholars on the worldds | anguages (Cr
that of the approximately 6,000 languages presently spoken in the world, perhapealfoioly

onetenth will be spoken by the end of the 21st century (Crystal, 2000nD1097; Krauss,

1992, 1998UNESCO, 20088) A series of colonial incursions across the gldiden@an, 2003)

has resulted in the loss or endangermenthwfdreds of Indigeous languages inteendthat

some linguisthavec har act eri zed as Ol i-Kaggasi20G0). As genoci de
McCarty (2008) has explainedhile Indigenous children seldom learn their heritage language,
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these languaggsar e n o n et h eflidensitg and heritagey and ie this sense can and

shoul d be consi der e dncreasirnglly, eother tomgoegilingusmleedutapon 2 0 1)
programdor Indigenous childrearebeing implemented gzart of a worldwide movement to

recover, develomnd sustain Indigenodanguages

In 2002 and 2003, UNESCO asked an international group of linguists to develop a framework

for determining the vitality of a language in order to assist in policy development, identification

of needs and appropriate safegliag measuresThis Ad Hoc Expert Group on Endangered
Languages el aborated a | andmark concept paper
(UNESCO, 2003h)which established the nine criteria shown in the diagram reproduced from

the UNESCO Atlasof he wor | d6és | anguages i n danger (200

Intergenerational
Absolute number language transmission
of speakers — -
¥ 2 *—

Community member’s attitudes
towards their own language

Proportion of speakers 2 N
within the total population Language )
Vitality ) Shifts in domains
Availability of materials . ’\ of language use
for language \ \‘
education and literacy ‘
. § ’ Governmental and

esponse to new R .
Respons k institutional language attitudes

domains and media ——— : v : 5%
; and policies, including official
Type and quality status and use
of documentation

Figure 3. Criteria for assessing language vitality.

No single factor is sufficient to assess the state ofacamimuy 6 s | anguage. Howe\
together, these nine factors can determine the viability of a language, its function in society and
the type of measures required for its maintenance or revitalization.

Some sholars have suggested thag best indicatorfdhe sustainability of a language is nio¢
number of current speakersitlthe frequency of intergenerational transmissibtine language
to the youngest membersacommunity (Barrena, Amorrortu, Ortega, Urgana, lzagiree, &
Idiazabal, 200,/2007; Noris, 20®). Over the past half century, Indigenous peoples have
workedto reclaim their languages and to promote language transmission to young children
through a variety of strategies (Hornberger, 1996, 20025;2dcCarty Watahomigie, &
Yamamotg 1999) including curriculum development (Kirkness, 200®acher training
(Jacobs, 1998; Johns & Mazurkewich, 2001; Suina, 2@d)the development oprint,
multimedig and onlineresourcesNlorrison & Peterson, 2003Vilson & Kamana, 20015.
Indigenous peple have explored a range of delivery models, including:
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f Immersion in early childhood programs (6Ahc
McKinley, 2003;Durie, 1997; King, 2001; McClutchie, 2007);

1 Indigenous language immersion throughout primary and secosdaoypl (Wilson &

Kamana, 2001; Harrison & Pap, 2005);

Bilingual schooling (Bseker, 2000; Desjarlais, 2001);

Adult-focused Indigenous language immersion (Hinton, Steele, & Vera, 2002;

Greymorning, R05; Maracle & Richards, 2002); and

1 Communitywide socihevents created as communicative contexts for use of the
Indigenous language (Hermes, 2007; Sims, 2005).

= =4

Distinctive challenges

While heritage mother tongue prograsisare many challenges witither mother tongue
educational programs, Indigenous langaiagucation initiatives face several distiissues
(UNESCO, 2008). Predominant challenges include:
(1) Lack of research on effective approaches todmggitnother tongue transmission
Research on bilingual education with other cultural grasip®t readilygeneralized to
the Indigenous language context. Most oftefmbltilingual programs involve twaor
morerelatively vibrant languages. Indigenous languages, however, are under severe
threat in many communities around the wo8gstematic investigation dhe
effectiveness olndigenoudanguage transmission approaclksesecessary to guide
program choicednnovative pedagogies and resources need to be created and tested to
ensure that programs are motivating and relevant for each new generation o ®arne
(2) Absence (or loss) of written versoof many Indigenous languagd4any Indigenous
language groups have develomedre working to refine existingriting systems
(Brand, Elliott, & Foster, 2002; Hinton, 200T)hese efforts also involve rderniing
Indigenous languages to incorporate contemporary expressions and concepts to capture
young peopl edbs at t entingtorthe majodity languager e st wi t |
(Anthony, Davis, & Powell, 2003; Mclvor, 26p°
(3) Dearth of speakers of endangered gretioudanguagesWhile many linguistic groups
canturn to a homeland for support in language transmission efforts, Indigenous people
have only themselves to count oniaguistic and culturatesources. However, in
many communities, there are few if amghly proficient speakers of the heritage
language, limiting opportunities to practice the language in normative communicative
contexs, to recruit effective teachers, atmldevelop a full range of agmgppropriate
resources.
(4) Practical challengeassociagd with teaching children withnixed languaggor
vernacularsLinguisticdominancdosters theconditions thapromote theevolution of
mixed languages, such as creoles and pidgins, as well as vernacular or localized
varigties of the colonial languaddnvestigators ofndigenous English dialecis
Australia (McConvell, 1994) and Canada (Ball & Bernhardt, 2007, 200&) ha
documented the challenges for teachers when children in their classrooms speak one or
more variety ofAboriginal Englishbwhich maybe perceivedy uninformed teacher
as deficient or delayed versmof O0st andar do6 EMoges& sh ( Goul d,
Wigglesworth, 2008 Creoles, pidgins, and vernaculars shoulgroperly embraced
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as legitimate mother tongues andluded in policies and pgrams addressing
language preservation and successful transitions to s@fiatdolm & Kaldor, 1991).

Research findings on lritage mother tonguebased programs

As the GMR (2008) reports, bilingual education has been found to improve schooling olgcome
of children from Indigenous communities in many countries (p. 120).

Research on the linguistamd academic outcomes of developmental, heritage mother tongue
based bilingual programs mustibéerpreted witlreference tahe knowledge that learners in
these programaerealreadyacquiringusingthe majority langagefrom birthin theirhomes and
communities.

An early study in a Canadian context assessed a Mohawk immersion prétpiamov,

Genesee% Lamberf 1987) Students in this program not onlyiged proficiency in Mhawk

butby Grade 4, after only one yearfofmal instruction irEnglish they performed comparably

to their norimmersionMohawk peers on standardized test€£English These findings are

consistent with those reported imewview of Indigenous language programs across thieed
StategMcCarty, 2003, in which children were reported to hadeveloped proficiency in both

their Indigenous languad®lavajo)and EnglisH. In brief, McCarty (2002onclude that

heritagemother tongudased schoolingan fulfill the dual roles of promotingnd supporting
studentsé proficiency in English and in worki

Usborne, Caouette, Qumaaluk, and Taylor (in preasgfound that skillggained inearly

instructian in theIndigenoudanguageare transferabl® skills in a mgority language. Thee
researcherbund thatthgg r e at er t he st undkétut dusiny th@rrearly yearsok ncy |
schooling, thegreater their proficiencin French or English and wktitut in subsequent years.

By contrast, in a longitudinal, experimentally controlled stMilyight, Taylor and Macarthur

(2000)found that Inuitstudents who were educated entirely in English or French did not develop
English or French skills that wergudvalent to the Inuktitut language skills acquired by students

in anlnuktitut-only language progrann short,students who were not educated in their
Indigenoudanguage were weak both in Inuktitut and thaority language, English or French.

These fimings are consistent with those reported for studerisiind k ma g i mmer si on p|
across Cape Breton, Nova Scosat udent s who were strong in the
strong in English (Smith, Peck, Usborne, & Taylor, 2008).

Hawaiianmedium instuction has yieldeequallyimpressive academresults.In the1960s and

197G, as part of a broadeeformof civilrights,a 6 Hawai i an r enml9&Msanced t
Hawaiian and English were designateebéficial languages ithe new state constiioh, which

also mandated the promotion of Hawailanguage, culture, and history (Warner, 20@ayents

and language activisestablishedd A h a P u [ ,6faanityaun jrresachoolshatenablel

children to interacentirely in Hawaiiarwith fluent speakeind6 much t he same way t
wereinthehomeiear | i er gener at i ons 6PafeMsofchildrenindghe Ka ma n a
Pu nandanguage nestsuccessfully lobbietbr Hawaiianmedium tracks in tschools

generating a need for ongoing recruitin@and development ofative-languageeachers and

materials Hawaiianbasededucation now serves approximately 2@80@dentsWilson and
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Kamanal report on t habordibaylSeha@ohireHila & fallhnzersiond ol p u
program extending from earthildhood through high schqah which use of Hawaiiahas

priority overuse ofEnglish (Wilson & Kamana , 200 Wilson, Kamana & Rawlins,2006).

N a I w sstudetits score as well as or betterstandardized English test&n their non

immersion peers, and tisehool has a 100% high school graduation and college attendance rate

Increasingly popular immersion programs or languagsts do not necessarily offer a model for

mother tonguéased programthat will meet the needs of all children and communifiéese

programs often involve children learning a heritage mother tongue that differs from the language
they have learned abme from birth. To date, there is insufficient evidence of the effectiveness

of these programs to rally largeale support. However, wadktablished programs such as the

060Aha Pulnana Leo offer a promising ipatharct i ce t
language communities where there is demand and enough fluent speakers to support program
delivery. There are a range of possible program modselgetwhich programsre most likely

to fit best and yield the best learning outcomses questionhatcries out for more research.

Particularities of mother tongue-based bi/multilingual
education in the early years

Science of early childhood developmen§cientific knowledge about the developing brain, the

human genome, and the impact of early d¢iolold experiences on later learning, behayiand

health have converged to create a powerful argument for investing in programs to provide
optimal conditions for childrends growth and
schooling (Shonkoff & PHips, 2000). These early years lay the foundation for a lifetime of

learning, physical and mental health, responsible citizenship, economic productivity, and
parenting the next generation. Optimal develo
culturally relevant skills, language, and behaviours that allow them to function effectively in

their current contexdandto adapt successfultp change.

The scope of early childhood care and development (ECCD) programisitiatives to support
health and devepment in the early years range from prenatal nutrition and education programs
focused on motherto communitywide programgor environmental safety and recreation for
families. Policy reforms targeting the conditions for optimal early childhood develupange
from birth registratiorand parental lege policiesto labelling ingredients on food formulas for
toddlers. Early childhood programs range froatneme visiting to formal kindergarten.
Mounting evidencesupports the potential cognitive benebfsoutof-home (i.e., centrbased)
early childhood programs for children three years of age andiblithesse programs acd high
guality and c on danguageandulkurefHéckmam200dg.drhoagh there is
some evidence to the contrattye preponderance of evidence shows thiailfes who are
impoverishedfacinghigh stress, ardr who lack access &afe,reliable,nurturing cae for
infants and young childresre most likely to beafit from such program&ranthan-McGregor,
Cheung, Qeto, Glewwe, Richte& Strupp, 2007; dlly, 2007;Magnuson, Ruhm & Waldfogetl,
2000.
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The research on early childhood developnoemsistently showthat the nurturing and teaching

style of the primary caregiveat home andh out-of-home programbave the strongest

influence orc h i | dnotatiah end learninglVhether homeor centrebasedgverykind of

early childhood program providegpportunities to increase awareness ofrtbed tdfacilitate

young chil drenods | tsugpotdagibes id eackang thermheldren theirn d

home language, vettherit is a minority, majority, national, vernacular, or mother tongue
heritagelanguageResearch points tiiteeimportant featuresf parentchild interactiorthat

promoteearly language dedopment(a) supporingt he chi |l ddés i nitiative a
communicative interactiorend respondg with genuine interest and acceptaBeller, Stanke,

Butz, Stahl, & Wessels, 1996azden, 1974; Snow, 1971 providing early and regular

exposue to booksandespecially reading to childrefWade & Moore, 2000)and(c) askng

targeted questior(svho, what, when, where,hom)b out a chi |l dés extperi enc
stimulae conversational and narrative competence (Snow & Kurland, 1B8@nts and early

childhood practitioners can be encouraged to use these guidelinestoa@mmeinteractions with

young childrenAn intervention to stimulateagly language development among yearold

children inGermandaycare centresuccessfully usd these guidelingBeller, Stahnke, Butz,

Stahl, & Wessels2006).

As noted, lhe literature on programs addressing bilingualism and multilingualism in children
focuses overwhelminglgn children in formal education. However, we do know that the

conditions t hat support childrends | anguage acqui s
markedly from those they encounter when they enter the formal, structured ecology of school.
Further, childrends cognitive daéetimétbegenmmoint i s

in formal schooling in particular, their capacity for metalinguistic analysis, which begins to
develop around the age of 6 or 7 (Ferreira & Morrison, 1994).

Languagefocused policies and programs in ECCD Language promotion polices aseldom

aimed atvery young children, even though young children are most open, in terms of their

attitudes, to learning different languagAs.eview of textbooks widelysed in Canadian and
Americanpostsecondaryraining forearly childhood educatofsund little or no mention of
supportinganguage diversity among children in heroe centrebased programs, even in texts

that featuredthe er m o0 dil dér 9 ¢ Wwdi v eBarly childhadd edutatorsbedve t | t | e
little or no training inhow tosupport children to continue to develapficiencyin L1 if it is not

the language spoken by the practitioner and/or the majority of children in the prddmans a

significant gap in the field.

Research on bi/multilingualism before school entryWWhile decades of research in

developmental psychology and linguisti@ve focusedn how children leartheir first

languagealmost naresearctighlightsthe conditions that support young children to leaore

than ondanguage in the early years. Althdugany children grow up in multilingual

households and communitiésy guidelines or models for early childhood programs support
childrendés bi/ mul t i INorth groeddawhere theerésouerdevelopmene v e n
for the fieldof early childhoodeducation is most abundaint addition, few guidelines exist,

through research, policies or structupgdgrams, whiclsupport primarycaregiverdo raise their

children to be Bingual or multilingual, oto continue to developl while participating irearly

childhood programdelivered inadifferent language.
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Several studies hava&iggestedhatpreschoolers who are learning more than one langsiags

delays in dinguagecquisition For examplea Canadiarstudy (Thordardottiy Ellis Weismer, &

Smith, 2003) comparethe Englishlanguage competencies of 11 monolingual presemaind

7 FrenchEnglish bilingual preschoetswho had equal exposure to both languagesndral

were closely matched on variables such as maternal education and age. Thal bilingu

preschoatrs scored significantly lower on all measures. Several recent studies have documented
the distributed nature diie early bilingual lexicon (e.g., Lin & Johnson, 200f&) whichmany
wordsarek nown i n only one or uagelThe gag beteaen nooholingdale ¢ hi
and bilingual preschoolers is thought to close by school .dAtiwwever methodologically sound
longitudinal research with large, demographically diverse samples of young children is needed to
determine the pace of bibual acquisitiorin preschoclged children

There is little reported researoh initiativesfor families of infants and caregivers in early

childhood programseyond the studies of immersion programs for Indigenous populations

reviewed earlierThe Indigenous language revitalizatiomvement has stimulated a fresh look

at how early childhood programs might assist, not only innteegenerational transmission of

chil drenés heritage mother tongues, brdt 1in su
developL1 while preparing for formal schooling in a majority languaf@s emerging focus

has raisethew questions about wth models work best to promogarlybilingual acquisition

andabout thegpeople, training, and resources thatrame suppoive of this proces the

preschool years

Infant development workers, home visitors, family daycare providers, and early childhood

educators neettlaining ongoing professional developmeand resource® encourage them to

support parentause ofL1 and bilingual/multilingual language acquisin in the homeln

Canada,lie TorontadDistrict SchoolBoarddistributeshe DVD and bookletYour Home

Language: Foundation for Successresourc@roduced inL3languagesThis materialprovides

minority language parents with information about dual language learning, the importance of their
home language, the nature of bilingualjsmd therole of bth mothers and fathers in working

as a team to facilitate t hei (ChankiHorlbatsehn és bi | i
2008)® The contributionof storytellingto facilitate mother tonguelevelopmenin the early

years has been underscored, following findings reported by several investjgatketkamp,

2008; Johnston, 2008abadayi, 2005)Parents in biligual or multilingual homes often find it

easier to manage tinalifferent languages by usirm@ntext specific communication systems,

i ncludi ng -oan & olnaen gpuaargeen® pr act i c e, using a part
or at particular timeer occasions. There is no research to support or contradict these language
management strategies in terms of the ease with which children learn, and research shows that
children will tend to mix the languages they are learaicigss contexts (Genesee, &S, &

Crago, 2004). However, if these are tools that families find useful, then there is no systematic
evidence arguing against them.

Early childhood services in Wales offer a promising model of heritage mother tongue promotion
In Wales, every child lsaccess either to Welshedium or bilingual schools, while English
medium schoolteachWelsh ad.2 from agefive to 16(Wyn Siencyn, 2007)The Mudiad

Ysgolion Meithrin- the Association of Welsmedium playgroupssww.mym.co.ulj have
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prioritized arly bilingualismandthe regeneration of Welsh cultural activitiagheir programs.
In addition to playgroups, the organization operatg@series, immersion settings, airdp-in
centres for infantgoddlers and caregiers.The organization hasdainedover 300 early
childhood practitioersin the Welsh medium tdeliverWelsh immersiormprograms

Early childhood practitioner training typically develops an understanding that younger children
do not reflect consciouslyn how they use language, including the definitions of words, how
meanings are conveyed or change with various word choice or combinations, or how the
languages they speak differ in terms of their structure or rules (Wehren, DeLisi & Arnold, 1981).
In contast, older children (over about 7 years of age) can reflect on language forms and rules in
order to differentiate between two languages they are learning (Diaz & Klinger, P9&dijce
guidelines for early childhooglractitionergecognize the distinate way that preschoaged

children learn new things, although these guidelines in regards to learning a second language are
very generalFor example, &ly childhood practitioners are encouraged &) promote

chil drends ef f or t arntheman tamguagenspokea in the eanty dhildhand | e
program; (b) avoid mistaking language differences with communication deficits; and (c) avoid
negative attitudes associated with their implicit hierarchy of language status (e.g., Dale, 1976;
Edwards, 198)L

Tabors and Snow (1994) reported several instructional stratbgiesreeffective inbilingual
preschool programcluding a consistent and predictable organizational structure; a language
rich environment that encouragesmprehension and prodian; and the involvement of

children in the classroom who already speak the target language. Reftecaggrelated
differences irsecond languageéarning, Munoz (208) recommended adequate practice
activitiesin L2 for both younger and older childreActivities foryoung childrerplace greater
emphasis on languagjeat isassociated witkloing thingsthat is grounded in the context, and

that involves simple cognitive operations or actions. Older childranbenefit fromstrategies

that separate lguage frommmediateactivitiesand that employ wre complex cognitive
operations.

Nicholas and Lightbown (2008) hawaésoidentified distinctive features adecond language
learning byyounger &ge2 to 7yrs.) compared t@lder children Theyemphasie that while

young chidrenplay with the forms and meaning of languattey often misterpret signals
aboutme ani ng and ot he ecausetlepdo acdyet have comrol nfshe featubes
of the new languagén these circumstancesaregivers ad teacherseed taecognize and budl
onthec hi | d&mowled@esf theirfirst language

Bilingual learning nitiativesfor preschoclaged children may especially benefiildrenwho are

already expaosd tomultiple languagem their homesHowever,programs that aim to teach

children a majority language to prepare them for school, withidilie same timgupporting the
continued development &fL, risk causingsubtractive bilingualisi® thelargest concern

associated with e ar | y s tsand tirdcula(see, gor example, research reported by

Lambert, 19741980 Wong Fillmore, 1994). As this literature reviewunderscorg c hi | dr en d s
first languageskills can be undermined or lost if they a supported through formal

instruction and/or praicte with highly proficient and literate speakers of the language. If

¢ h i math&rgongue isat maintained and developeser time he or she may somedag
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unable tause the language and, indestiyhaveno memory of ever having known(Pallier,
Dehaene, Poline, LeBihan, Argenti, papux, et al.2003).

Learningan additional languaget a young age does not guarantee sudndbe absence of
appropriatedidactic principles, adequate resources, and educational contihigtiar better to
provide intensel.2 instruction & a later ag¢han to risk the attenuation fafst language
developmerd especially when anconsiders what is at stakdany minoritised and Indigenous
children have difficulty making a successful transition to schadfall behindchildren of the
dominantlanguage andulture.Second languagestruction to preschoaged children must be
done welland maintained over tinte facilitate h e s e ¢ hacatlethic succéssffective
programs can bognitieedeelopmert, whilehairdamrig $1 andhelping them
to aquire a majority languag@atpromotes their social inclusion. Jfhowever, the resources for
an effective and lon¢erm commitmento earlysecond languageérning are unavailablthen it
is better © delaysecond languagestructionuntil thechildrenare 10 or 12 years of afjee.,
beyond early primary schooljhen thé first languageproficiency carprovidea strong
foundation for learnin@n additional language.

Lightbown (2008, p.8hassummarized the research on early childhood bilingualism as follows:

(1) Children are capable of acquiring two or more languages in @altihood.

(2) Languages dondét compete f or Afinteonntfauls esop a c e (
children.

(3) Given adequatmput andopportunities fointeraction, the developental path and the
outcomes of multiple languagequisitionare similar to thosebserved in the
acquisition of a single language.

(4) Somecognitive advantages are associated with the developmprdfafiency in more
than one language.

(5) Early learning is no guarantee of continued development or lifeitegtion of a
languagelanguages can be maintained or forgottiEapending on circumstances.

The length of time and eventual outcome&2fearning andL1 maintenance depend amany
factors particularlychildren'smotivation to fit in and to communicate with peers who speak
eitherlanguage. Indeed, a@esee, Paradis, and Crago (2Q&tnt out,given sufficient
exposuremost young childremegardless of their general intellectual ability, are successful in
acquiringL2 and additional languagesurrounded by sarmage peers who speak the

languagés).

Similarly, early childhood and primary schadaltiatives that arestrongly rooted inthelci | dr en 6 s
homes and communitieare more likely to be effectiv8he Kaugel First Language First
educatiorprogramin the Western Highlands Province of Papua New Guinea is a good example
(UNESCO, 2008). This program was created in response tdthegel g o pl es 6 concern
their children, who spoke only their Kaugel language, were doing poorly in the Eaglish

education system. They established a First LanguagepFagtamin which children learned to

read and write in their own language before thetered primary school. The program has been
maintained for more than 20 years under the sponsorship of the KaugEbiuoal Education
Association, coprisedof parents and local leaders. After children have become proficient in

reading and writing in Kiagel, they continue their education in the English school system.
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Training early childhood practitioners for mother tongue based bi/multilingual programs

Much has been written about training early childhood educators, especially for kindergarten and
eaty primary school, in majority world countries. The UNESCO (2§)@3lobal Monitoring

Report, O6Strong Foundations: Early Childhood
some major initiatives. Promising policies and programs of training typicalihasize a shift
from di daecteinct,r eddtée aacnhrderacademi cally focused ap

partici pateoaity,ed®¢ hihlod i stic and devel oppment al |
learning and learning through play.

Traininginitiatives often aim to increase the level of education of caregivers and teachers and the
amount of training specifically in EQ@T For example, in China, in 1989 the government
established an integrated professional training system with multiple forms aigl(lg., pre

and inservice training, degree and ndagree, shortand longterm), in which kindergarten

teachers must graduate from secondary schools and pass an examination that leads to a required
early childhood teaching certificate (Corter et 2006; China Ministry of Education, 2003;

Wong & Pang, 2002). Minimum education requirements, standardizeskpree training, and
regulation are strategies used in many countries to upgrade the quality of program provision as
well as to build the publiand political profile of ECO and boost levels of participation.

However, this can create a challenge in settings where it is difficult to recruit adults into
employment in ECCDwhere the baseline education level of most adults isdad especially

where there is priority on recruiting adults who are highly proficient in speaking and writing
(where there is a written system) the mother tongue of children who the ECCD programs are
intended to benefit.

At the same time, there isnderstandableoncernthat moher tongue based ECCD programs

shouldn ot prosti aedasdd pr ogr aualified eategivereangég d by und«
teachers. This is a dilemma that must be negotiatedch settingrecognizing that quality of

program provision does not alwsagiepend upon the level of pservice education and

specialized training in ECCDOradeoffs may be necessary at first while policies may maintain a

goal of highly educated and specially trained staffJohnston and Johnson (2002) report, the

best langage speakers are often not trained as ECCD practitioners and may need support in

bilingual instructionIn-service training is an approach tepractical, accessible to the

practitioner, grounded in relife examples and conditions, and potentiallyeefive in many

situations.

Despite positive trends in training and professional development of practitioners in ECCD,
engaging parents and other caregivers more ac
working with linguistically and culturallgiverse children are two areas that have been identified

as lagging behind (UNESCO, 2G0)7Using the mother tongue of children and families may be a

key to increasing parents demand for and involvement in EEQidence from Bolivia,

GuineaBissau, Mozarbique and the Niger shows that parents are more likely to communicate
with teachers and participate in their childr
2002).

41



Where there are no trained ECCD practitioners who are fluent in the mothee tengf

children in the progransoliciting assistance frofamily and community members who are

fluent in the mother tongue is a recommended approach. They can vobrrtiegraid to assist

in ECCD settings andlsohelpto supportmother tonguéanguaye and literacy development n

the home. For example, to address shortages of bilingual teachers in Western&gtrape (

Denmar k, the Netherlands, Sweden and the Unit
schools with new immigrant pupils arfteir parents to help strengthieh and build familiarity

with the official language (OECD, 2001). For example, speaking and listening activities,

especially bilingual storgelling and reading may be effective. For example, the ECCD

practitioner can readstory in one language, then in another. Monolingual teachers can engage
childrenés family membetls in reading or telli

An effective parent involvement approgmoduced positive results im&arly but still

illustrative demonstrationrpjectin the USA in which Spanish speaking mothers were recruited

as O ®&raemter s 6 wibitulturahleamingtfdarniai imagprogrdm fof32year olds.

Specific curriculum objectives were to enhance Spanish and English @trgadd oral évels,

to enhance these skills via a Mexican American format, tdliosltural pride, and develop

social skills. The program was evaluated throughame postests administereid the children,
observations of child participation during the languagg@ses, analysis of Spanimglish
occurrences in the classroom, and an assessme
curriculum guides. The results showed increases and improvements on all four dimensions. Of
particular note, mothers showettreased confidence in being able to provide effective
assistance to their chiTruilo, & Bafista, 1®74)] Anathgru a | l ear
effective approach that has been repoiddd recruit ¢der childrento read taheir younger

siblingsin L1 (Bloch & Edwards, 1999)Relying on family and community involvement is

never a reason, however, to lose sight of the critical need to recruit multilingual community

members into practitioner training programs and to train monolingual practitiarigrguistic

diversity.

Resource development

Books and learning materials in other languages orldngliage books (even homede ones)

are important to promote bilingualism and to raise the status of the languages spoken by children
and their familes.

Working with families

Effective education responds to the learning needs of individudrehibnd the goals and needs
of local families.Collaboration among all those involved in education is essential to achieving
education for all. Unfortunatelgarly childhood practitioners typically receive little training, and
often little incentive, toeach out to andollaborate with parents, community leaders, program
sponsors, or practitioners in other sectors. Parents, in particulatolodveuentlybeen
marginalized in the process of educationeifisolation is likely to be exacerbated in the case
for parents of minoritized and Indigenous children. While early childhood education training
programs typically include training on the importance oblawng families, the focus of most
current programs is on how to deliver developmentally appropriate;admiled programs.
Training for practitionerspecifically for workingn infant development programs tends to be
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more familycentred, but these reméew and far between as most countries devote little
funding to programs for childrdess tharB years of age. Thus, there remains a gap in
understanding effective approaches to involving families.

Yet, families ar e t heecarlydeeclopmerd. Patents &nd othertcaredsf ¢ h i
are childrenbés first teachers, and the home e
first language or languages. When children attend programs that are not primarily delivered in

their first languageit is in the home where children can continue to develop their proficiency in

their first language. Parents can provide the best insurance against the risk that children will lose
their first language when they learn subsequent languages. Parents, @rdritheity as a

whole, can provide support and resources for early childhood programs and primary school to
provide mothetongue instruction. It is imperative that the field of motteergue based

bi/multilingual education place as a top priority the tiragn delivery and study of effective
approaches to involving families in young chi

Many studies have illustrated vast differences across cultures in parental beliefs about how
children learn, theirgoalsor chi |l drends devel opment, and the
(e.g., Harkness & Supet996;Heath, 1993Miller, 1988;van Kleeck, 1994)It follows that

there is no one approach that will fit well in reaching out to and involving parentstiem

tongue based bi/multilingual early education programs in varying cultural contexts. A first

principle of outreach to parents to is show respect, listen, and communicate openly with parents
about the roles of | angu aandthdcrtical rbles that pacehts | d 6 s
play in supporting childrends | anguage develo
6science of earl Yiochotddoododelvee¢opimealty st i mi
acquisition and help to ppare them for schoddased learningAs reviewed earlier,gsearch has

shown that there are a few highly effective behaviours that parents can engage in to promote
language development in the home (Hart & Risley, 1995). Parents and other carers caa be urge

to speak frequently to children, wusing a full
encourage them to expand on their commentaries, ask children questions about their everyday
experiences (e.g..,soval | ed 6 Wavhat, where,twblnavhy3, and expose their children

to print, especially by reading to the child. Once a child is participating in a program outside the
home, parents should be encouraged to continue to use their home language with the child, in
order to ensure that theilchcontinues to develop their proficiency in L1 and to protect against
the potential for L1 attrition as the child begins to acquire second or third languages outside the
home.

Challenges and obstacles

Despite over 50 years of advocacy on the part oEBNO (e.g., UNESCO 1953), mother

tongue based bi/multilingual education is still unusual.

It is generally believed that this appich is too costly to implement, that it ypeats childre

from | earning other | anguagmissucces®motingat 1t i m
minority languages is also thought tetier social and political division (Robinson, 2005).

However, multilingual education can promote greater social tolerance among linguistic groups
(Benson, 2002)

43



The foregoing literature resv highlights specifichallengeoftenfaced inminority and
Indigenous laguagebased bi/multilingual education initiatives. Key challenges include:
1 Students, parents, and teadraayresist schooling im.1.
1 A multiplicity of languages in the communityay exacerbate trahallengeof providing
mother tongue schooling for all children.
1 People maylisagree about whiatne of gveral differentradelanguages should be
taught as the.Omajorityé | anguage
1 The minority language community may have low stathatze subject to discrimination
and prejudice, making acceptance of mother tongue instruction difficult to win and
creating reluctance among mother tongue leaioeuse and demonstrate proficiency in
the language.
1 Appropriately trained teachemsay be inshort supply, and there may be fepeakers of
the language who are proficient for academic instruatiba can be recruited to teach
1 Lack of incentives foteachers
1 Educational resources in the languaggy be lacking.
1 L1 may be an unwritten language
1 L1 may not be generally recognizasda legitimate language.
1 New terminology for modern academic discourssy need to be developed.

The difficulty of implementing mother tongue based bi/multilingual programs in the early years
is a circular one. As longs there is a lack of political will to create and implement a policy
allowing these programs, tiheiman resourceapacity, curriculunand learningesources, and
popular demand for these programs will be lacking. The key step of formulating a natiayal po
allowing mother tongue based bi/multilingual programs and the implementation process for that
policy will set in motion thegradualdevelopment of capacitgnd resourceas the languages are
used in family centred programs, early childhood developpragrams, prerimary, and

throughout primary schools.

Pressurerbm parents to have their children taught in international languages for perceived
economic gains is perhaps the greatest factor undermining the will of policy makers to push for
mother bngue based bi/multilingual educatidxs longas hi | d r éamgdages are nmots t
promoted in parent education and support programs dadrming curricula and materials for
young childrenmany parentsvill understandably persist with their perceptibat their home
languages are not suited to contemporary economic, technological and educational processes,
andthey will not give priority to their home language as phienary language in raising their
children to beeady for school and for life. Ahé same time, the cost of school failure among
minoritized and Indigenoushildren is immense. As reviewed earlier, high rates of failure are
attributable in large part to offering education in languages that children do not cipeak

using curriculum ontent and learning materials that children cannot relate to their everyday
experiencesAwareness raising campaigns can help parents to undetssiddamental

antithesis betweewvaluing education for their children and devaluing mother tongue based
education.

In many families and communities, young children grow up in multilingual environments. The
challenge for education systems is to adapt to the complexities of multilingual children, families
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and communities, and to provide quality education thatir e s ponsi ve to chil dr e

bal ancing individual needs with the familyds
economic and political demands. Although uniform solutions, such as a single language of
instruction,od e | i v er y -ardhingicormcelumow ea | | -indHe enaneee siggested

in RecommendatioB2 of a UNESC{2008]) concept paper on inclusive educatiomay be

the simpést approach in termd administration and management, engaging parents and children
in educationand ensuring that children learn skills and knowledge that are relevant for their
success in life, requires flexibility and adaptability in the provision of early childhood learning
programs.

Good practices and lessons learned

This reviewidentifiesseveral key parameters thadn affect supply, demand, and outcomes of
mother tongudased bi/multilingual educatianitiatives. Figure4 shows themultiple

stakeholders and resource elements that need to come together to support success of mother
tonguebased bi/multilingual educatioithe Pu_nan&aeo program in Hawaii (Wilson, Kamana,
& Rawlins, 2006) is a good exanamf an effective, sustainable, and evolving heritage mother
tongue based bilingual education program in the early years that resultethérortersecon of
many of these elements, includiggvernment policy, political will, language activism, parent
demand, community involvement, teacher training, resource development, and cultural pride
Themothertongue based bilingual programMali (Pedagogie ConvergentdNESCO, 20089)
and in Papua New GuinddNESCO, 2008B) also illustrate the intersection of thesany

factors.
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