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ABSTRACT
‘Recent ‘developments and: trends in the field of native

'language instruction among language minority groups in Britain and
the United States support theé grow1ng attitude that a multicultural
curriculum reflecting children's, cultural experiences is appropriate,
and the developpent of multili al materials and classroom ’ .
strategies has taken priority. In Britain this has taken the form of w
a national effort, called the Mother. Tongue Project, including T
research on the 11ngu1st1c diversity of local communities and support
for primary cyrriculum development. Instructional and supporting
materials were developed from this initiative. In the United States

_the initiatives have taken the form of a federal bilingual education
program, with controversy focusing oft both cost and progtram
direction. A variety of materials, and programs have been developed
within this national trend, with varying results. In Britain,
arguments are strong for support1ng children's b111ngua115m. In the
United States, school dls?rmcts confronted with growing immigrant
populations dre seeking almiddle ground between native and English -
language emphasis. What are clearly needed are furthex research _ '

< . curricular materials, and teacher educatién. (MSE) . ' '
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teaching in the schools of Britain and the United States.  British
#pproaches to bilingual education, curricular materials and teaching
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In a special, Fall 1983 education supplement of the New York Times (icr.w_ Maeroff talks

>

about a "rising immigration tide" which "strains the nation's schools", He goes on to point

[ !

out that America's classrooms are currentty confronted by the 'biggest influx of immigrant .

¥
g students since early in he century. So, as in previous periods of American history,

’

elementary and secondary schools are being turned into "melting 'pots" as they work to

absorb the many thousands-of new immigrants. (!.\;Iuer:()f{ﬁt..l\v{._h‘Y. Times, August 21, 1983,

)

Education Supplement, p.lds - e i

+
\

The si}uation in American schools in the 1980s parallels theyexperiences of British schools -

4n the 1960s. The sudden influx of non-Englisk speaking ehildren in Targe numbers taxes
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the rez,;_g)urces of the educational entegprise dedicated to the pr’omulgat.i‘en of the English . |

A 4

language as well as the culture, herltage]hlstory, tradltlon and customs e‘mbeddéd in that :

langUage And educators know that the task of helping fit these youngsters into the
. v . ’ ‘ ° v

society, falls primarily on the nation's schools. As Maeroff puts it "the-implications of

having to absdrb both immigrant and nativ‘e~ho_rn'students with limited English'[')roficiency

.

.
v ¥

are enormous - affecting curriculum, costs, -the availability of teaching jobs, and
educationapand social philosophy". (p. 37) A _stat,emen,t as applicable to British schools as
those in America. S oL | | /

) .

lradltlonally in, schools on both 51des of the. Atlantxc, Chlldren speaklng a language other

than English were seen as strugglmg against an 1mped1ment that needed to be eradlcat’ed |

4 -

 before they’ could successfully acqulre the Engllsh 1anguage and thus ta,ke advantage of

®
_the learning opportumtles available. But it has been mterestmg to note how in nore '

.

recent years a shift in thinking has\\een underway as more educators have f)ome to see _ |
-

the pupil's mother tongue not as a barrler to learning’ anllsh but’ as-a valuable foundation

- .

experience of uging language and understandlng of how language _works’. o0
w0 1 § " . . .

-
~

Toduy the arguments for a multicultural curficulum reflecting children's cultural
éxperiences are gaining ground in*the. United States and in Britain., But language and |

culture are inseparable as teachers have discovered through their efforts to incoRporate

*

aspecets of their pupils' home cultures into the day to day work of the classroom.

Gradually, then, they are recognizing that the multicultural curriculum should also be a
T - .
multilirlﬁua_l one, and the development of appygpriate classroom strategies is becoming a

L

major priority.



'
In respondii‘g to the needs of ethnic minority children schoels have realized that they are
_.1l . . . ’ ’ =
also becor’hing\ closely involved with the children's parents, families and communities. - If

Y

. there is any doubt about the views of minority parents toward: inother tongue maintenhance

> for their children, evidence of their commitment is to be found iif the community-run

¢ ]

mother tongue classes opetrat.ing_ outside normal school hours in many pdrts of the United

.

States and Britain. It is evident that many parents are deeply concerned with su‘staining
“ IS . . - R . -

t : _
’ the mother tongue in order to facilitate communication- with their children and to

N - ~ ‘

encodragé"ﬁarticipation and communication at family gatherings. Further, many ‘wish.
. . }t:‘\ — . ‘ : ) .
their child'reri“-ﬁ_to be able. to keep in contact with the homeland and with relatives and

P

friends who reside there.

» : .
. -

%s e

Parents of ethnic minority children_are often worried about the loss of _.__s._c_e_l[__g§}_t_§:_g_rrﬁ___§[j_qv - |

identification with .the traditions and culture 9f their ethni\é group: a situation which no -
. » .

doubt is exacerbated in both Britain dnd the United ‘States by the faet that few mjnority
- ) i . h )
" cultures and languages are publicly recognized and valued in the wider-society.

4 .
- ) . o
' ’ .
. - . .. . - . {

"l‘oﬁnderscore the importance of!'"‘t’ﬁ"(f',’:_'ni_ainténance of the mother tongue, Verity Khan

writes: . ' o

The fact! that many children of hon—lir1g!§$h mother tongues.... stop speaking (and at -
times‘refuse‘ to acknowledge the éxiste_née of) their mothér tongué is not solely an'd
simply an indication of dramatic langu&ge shift, It alsd indicates their appreciaEion of
the relative value accorded to the tWé’ langua.g'e's‘in tIJe'school and the wi(i(zr society as -
-a whole. In some cases .minori'ty children refuse to speak the mother tongue at home

’




éxcept when essentlal £or example, with a non- hnghstmpeaklng pa[ ent, 'lhxs snuatlon

and the actual dominance of hngllsh and loss of mother” tongue can cause the loss, of

»~

total commun,i.cation between pérents and children jn minority families levehbefore

. ~.the child starts school. 5.

Lo | . o . " (Khan, 1980, p.83-84)

Her statement reflects the deep concern of' educators ih' English \%)eaking. nations about

& 1

the non-English speakhing_c hildren in their schools. LR )

\ - .
T4

A Response to Mother Tongue Teaching in Britain

A}
.

-

In .Britain one of the mamfestat}ons of t’hls ‘concern has been 4 recognmon that the

[N >

education service needs to have access to accurate information on tbe scale of llngu1stlc

\

diversity, as well as some picture of the patterns of language use, among childreny Here,

. L

’

the LLondon area has been well‘-do’cumented,' generally through the piongering work of

. Rosen and Burgess (Rosen and Burgess 1980) and specifically in the Inner London

e
" Education through the Authorltv s own biennial Language Census, the 1983 version of.

which (I.L.E.A 1983) revealed 147 languages spoken by school-age children. In I,ocal
' \ ! D)

Educatign Authoritics (LE/\Q) elsewhere the I,mgmstlc_IVllnomtles Project™” has made an {

\
4

important contribution not simply in terms of . increasing the data available on the range
of languages used Wy ¢hildren but by providing carefully-evaluated survey instruments

v _
which can be used by Authprities themselves as part of their monitoring procedires.

-
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A further manifestation came in 19811when the Schools Council %, with support from the

Inner London and 'Harin%ey' Education Authorities, and funding from the European

& ” (

v~

Commission, felt the clima’te was right to launch a major national project which would

o offer asststancef, in “the form of resources and guidelines,, to Primary teachers - wnshlng to

3),

extend the mother tongue skllls of their primary age children here had been other

curriculum development projects in the field. Some looked at how schools could support
the bilingualism of Welsh-speaking children. Others, such as th§ Bradford Mother Tongue

and English Teaching Project(4) and the Bedfordshire/EC Mother Tong‘ue_._Project-(s)

focussed on ethni¢ minority pupild from specific. language groups living in .particular areas_

-
[y

of Britain. The Schools Council Project, however, was to be the first natigpal inithiat_iv,e.'

. . . . -
N . . - - . ]
~.
> ] .
)

From the outset i{ was clear that the Pro]ect could not focusrits efforts on any single :
category of teachers since there a‘re three broad groups who share rgsponstblligy for the

education of bilingual children. The first comprises those teachers who contribute their

‘time and expertise, often voluntarily, to the community mother tongue schools that meet

at evenings and weekends. The second is the steadily growing group employed by Local

'Y Education Authorities as mother tongue teaching specialists in mainstream p\r'im'ary

schools. 'ifli'e third, and nur'nericall’y- thc-largest, consists of all those primary tea'chers
.@’OSG work brings them into regular contact with pupils from different linguistic
. backgrounds and who therefore exert some influence on how children perceive their
bilingualism, and the status that is ascribed to their language within the school. u_’lhree
groups of teachers, often. from different professionzil backgrounds, facing varied teaching

situations and c¢lassroom priorit.ies, yet all having complementary roles in aid}ig,r children's

mother tongue development. ‘The Project set itselfl the task of collaborating ‘with afl

P 3

- (3 =
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three groups in order to devise resources and teaching strategies which would meet thejr

-
-

needs and circumstances. ' - ' | - \

, .

-

Bengali and Greek were taken as the focus languages for the Project's main material,

! « . - .
output. Chosen because -of the size of their populations in the London area where the

(6)

project is based'”’, these also ‘offered interesting linguis,tic'con-trasts and similarities

- ]

wh1ch enabled the experience of working with the 'to be more widely generalisable to |

other community languages Indeed a major alm was ‘to extend the process of materials
development in Bengali and Greek so as to prov1de a framework which would asstst
bilingual teachers generally in preparing their own materials for classroom use.

beptember 1981 to’ July 1982 was a development period during which the project team
worked closely with groups of Bengali and (Jreek—speaklng teachers in order to produce a

~

collection of oracy and literacy ma erials reflecting the el\arience of children grqowing up

* in an urban multicultural environfhent.

v

The following sehool year saw draft versions of the materials(7) undergoing classroom

/-rl
trigls in the London area, the bilingual teachers usmg themmn being, in the main, those who

)

.were prevnously involved in their development. Although primarily int‘ended for *
evaluating the ‘materials in use, this trial year had the additional aim of providing the
‘team with insight into other aspects‘ of liiother\torigue teaching such as, hom;. schools can
organize, hon/ _c"hildpen ure. likely to benefit, and what sort of in-service Support needs to

| ' “»
be available for-all numbers oﬁstaff( ) o =

&



AlthoUgh Bengali ‘and Greek have considerable statistical importance' in the L()ndon aree

.

'-where the pro]ect was based, at a national level they are ]ust two- among beveral major

vﬁ

'commumty languages and, by comparison thh others, in certain areas of Britain they are_
spoken by only a small proportion of the ethnlc mlnonty population. It became all the

more important, then, that bilingual teachers of other lang.ljages should be able to draw

v

upon the project's work and feel that its materials package has some applieations in their’

N

own spheres of interest.

Y

\

- This became known as the 'transferabilft'y? aspect of the project. It was approached in g

~

vamety of ways. One startlng pomt was ‘to incorporate an element of 1ntercultural

exchange into the Bengali and (Jreek strands t hus enabllng a young (Jreek—speaker, for
Iy "’ 4
12

instance, to read a story in Greek about a Bangladeshi child's flrst day at school in a new
country, or by giving a Bengali-speaking child a chance to learn about a Cypriot wedding

ceremony. A further step was for tﬁe project team to make some of thgir materials

>
'

available to bilingual teachers of other languages, Portuguese and Urdu for instﬁnce, who

Id

‘used them, in their own classes having carried out a'ny necessary ;ranslation. later,
. T . * . \

" details of how they uset and _ada‘pted the materials were collated by the.project team and,

togethen with the results of monitoring the original 'develeplnent process, forined the basis

for @ handbook of guidelineé on preparing resources for mother tongue teaching -at the

- primary level.

] v
Supperting the Teacher in the Multilingual Clgssroom R - ’ .
Y , . . \ - B t \
N Ve ' o _ .
 Classroom teachers in multicultural primary schools face uCM/uricty of situations.

Many work with children from a range of linguistic backgrounds. Others draw their pupils



' : i : . < R
. from comimunities where a particular language is in the majority. Some teach classes in

~

. whic'h/ethnic minority_¢hildren. are ina distinct minority.

£
<
¥ V.

Although this makes for. a heterogeneous group,- the project found that what "these"
teachers have in common is that'they are likely to have little, if any, competence in the
languages of their pupils and therefore need guidance on how to bring language diversity

’

on to the classroom agenda. Here, three publications were p_roduced by the pr_oject:

The first - Supporting Children's Bilinguaiism(g)'was the outcome of a seminar held by the

project in the Summer of 1982. It sets out some of the issues which schools a_'nd LEAs will

need to examine in order to pr"ovide'teackxars with'the Suppot'tive structure that is.
necessary if they are to be able to respond effectlvely to their pupxls' language;s Included
are sectnons orm - Why support chlldrens bnlmguallsm, The need for a sghool and LEA

| pollcy, In—serv1ce trammg, Resources; Links, with ethnlc minority communltles A final

section poses some discussion points and offers suggest;ons on how the document could be"
] - y

used locally as an aid to inservice tralnlng, or ih preparing school or LEA pollcles

0

—~
\ >

" The second - All Our Languagej(l-m - is the main handbook for teachers in linguistically
mixed c-las'srooms. It is e co.mpilation,of activities undertaken by ‘primary teachers in

eleven L EAs between January 1982 and January 1983. Throughout the book the empha‘;ls:

A [}

s on self—help with the intention being to demonstrate how teachers can create a

1

classroom ”atmqspl'\ere of linguistlc awareness and sharing,_calling upon the 1ange of

»

human and materml resources that are available to most multlcultural schools. 'The main

-scctions are - l’lndlng out about chlldrens lunguagcb, Languagc diversity across the

w
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curriculum; Working with parents; ' Using mother tongue stoties;  Léarning “childrea's
: . . " ’ . L a - |
languages; Looking at resources. : :

»
/ o ’ =
\
. N [
¢ .
)

- comprises 4 series of activity cards that

The th1 rd —*I‘he (‘hlldren S Language Prolect(“)

age the outcome of a ]omt venture lnvolvlng the Mother 'longue PrOJect and the Language

(1)

'lhey are desng’ned to encourage chxldren to
>

‘.mvestlgate thelr own patterns of language use as well as“the languages they: encounter all

lnformatlon Network Co- Ordmatlon

" " around them at school,.at home and in the communlty. ] ' ' ‘

- - 4here are four cards in the series, each with a specific theme - Languages at home;

Janguages at school; Languages in the neighbourhood; Languages near and far.

. Responses in the United' States to Mother Tongue Teaching
|

[ 4

[ . . &a

" The situation in the United States is not urllike.the one described in Britain in that t'here '

" have been a number of major currlculum development initiatives working ualong wmnlar

}

lines to the Mother 'l‘ongue Project. But in recent years probably the most strlklng and;\l _

visible response to linguistic diversity in schools has been the Lau vs Nichols decision of

the Supreme Court in “:1974 and its ramifications. This landmark decision, as X‘et
unpanalleled in Britain, stated that services and' treatiment in edu.cation are ‘not equ'pl
merely because all ‘stud_ents -are vided with the same facilities, hook_s, teachels a-nd '
curriculum. The Supreme, Court's pr nouncement points out that "students Who do not _'
understand English are effe'ctively _,fo ‘ecloscd from any meaningful education".~ As a

result of this decision every local school district with non-English speaking pupils is now

= -~ obliged to provide bilingual education. So by 1977 there were actually 425 funded

«

. A | =10 - T 2
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Vo blllngual projects in slxty—enght languages and dialects malnly supported by the Blhngual
I:,ducatlon Act. However, it is to be noted tha; 80 percent of th’ejoe prOJects were’ in e

! o

*  Spanish. (hpstem,-1977) ” o S
'Fhe Lau decision led% the dellneatlon of Lau Remedies whlch ontllned programme
| 3 content for Mlingual educatlon. The Lau Remedies were devised by the former Office. of, _'
hducatlon (now the Department of Lducatlon) to correct -past school practlces that were
seon as detrimental to non Lngllsh speaklng chlldren. Where bnllngual educatlon becomes
‘ strongly yntertwmed with multi-ethnic educatlon and the teaching of cultural pluralnsm is

’
in the éducatlonal practices of maintenance of the mother tongue and culture .of the

child-. Noel Epstein has labelled this the phllosophy of advocatnng "affirmative

A . A

and ethnic diversity in American schools, but wHo will pay for this pluralism, how will the ‘

ethnicity". He points out that the issue is not whether one favours promoting pluralism .

o\ . ‘ . ' V 4 ’
d money be distributed and what public status will be given to other languages and their
attendant cultures. He wnrites:\ o , N

> o
q
r

The issue is not the right or desirability of groups to maintain their languages and

cultures. The issue is the government's role. The gverriding question is’ whether the
. ~ federdl government is responsible for financing and promoting students' attachments

» ¥
to their ethnic languages and cultures.

og_ L

. (Epstein, 1977, p.20)

. l.. . . .
Co -1 - P
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The current status of bilingual/icultural education in the United Stdtes seems to be one |

of p‘oli’tical and financial confusion. Policies at the local school’dist_rict level for handlirig

influxes of non-English speaking children are ambivalent and indecisivé. For example, -

: . A
while one school official states that "students have to learn in their own _languége before

we can teach them in English", another school administrator says that "our greatest

LY
-

_concern is the lack of trained translators who can assist the teachers".

. '\'
~ L4
'
»

When the Department of Education taok up the tasks of setting forth the federal -

¢

‘regulafions in bilingual edueation, the éontroversy raged anew. Public hearings held

.across the-nation in the Fall of 1980 on the new [‘egulatlons for bilingual educatlon
~ g

brought eries of lncreased costs for local and state agencies and susta\ned obJectlons to
+

_\ the policies and the philosophy of Department of Education officials. Re\th&tion of the

I 4

- _controversies or a sense of direction for bilingual education seems yet a long way off in

the United\-Sfates. | ' __ . ' e

a

. . .
In 1981, American educators faced the effective demise of the ethnic . Heritage Studies

®

Act under the Reagan Administration's policies of shunting federal funds to the stgtes

. .through "block" grants. ‘Response by the states to the neecds of éthnicﬁlly diverse,

.

non-English- speakingehildren have been mixed and nuddled. For examnple, one state

]

legislature - Colorgdo - has drafted and passed an act called the English Language .

Proficiency Act (ELPA). e purpose of this act is to provide fpr the establishment of an

l"nglish languége‘proﬁcﬁiency programme in public schools where cHfldren have been
ldentlfled by the Lau categories as in need of Lngllsh languuge tralnlng and pro ficiency.

‘The Lnghsh Language Proficiency Act funds programmes in-schools |f the school district

2
- 12 -
3
.

13
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will survey itschildre_n and "ldentify through observation and recommendation ‘of parents,

teachers and other persons, students whose dominant language may not be English",
. : s AR

’ M w , - , | . . )
But all students who have the potential of being A, [i, or C classification under the Lau

categbri‘eé must have documented support before being certifiéd for funding.

»

.

The Asian and Minority Group P‘rojecﬁ o? California
» i N

: . .
. . - . -
< .
. . . A S

: -~
What approaches are being used in American schools to educate non-English speaking.

chila'ren? A publication by the Office of Bilingual, Bicultub&l Educ‘ation, California State

Department of Education, delineates four such approaches: -

Y

1) submersion classes;. ' .

e

2) grammar-based ESL; (English as &%econd language)

’

3)  communicative-based ESL; - i

4) sheltered English classes.

A brief description of these four approaches is as follows: ' | \; _

f ’
L

Subrmersion classes are situations in which teachers speak in a native-speaker to

‘ native-speaker register as if all the students in the class were native speakers of

tr

- 13-




Grammar-based ESL claSSes focus on phonology and syntax and emphasue learning

-

lan-g*uage rules through inductive (grammar*translatlon) or deductlve (audnolmgual

+  code) methods.

L4
)
.

Comipunicative-based ESL, by contrast, places ‘emphasis on language use and

functions. This type of instructiom focuses. on basic  communicatjve coinpetence,

-

]

rather than lé_a'rning grammar rules. ' @

. . . N

' : L3

1 -
‘Sheltered .English approaches deliver subject matter in the second language. ‘In these
| - N , 3 ' |
situations learners of English as a second language are usually grouped together,
special materials are 'provided, pupils are allowed to speak in their native language and

0

a native speaker-to-non-native speaker regﬁer is used by the teacher. *

| -
The research suggests that communicative—baséd ESL and sheltered English inAstruction
. effectively promote the acquisition of basic Interpersonal Communicative Ski'lts (BICS)°

in English. Grammar-based ESL and submersion classes have been found to be_less -

effective in promoting such skills. (Cummins, Krashen and Terrell in Handbook for '.

Teaching Vietnamese Speaking Students, p.35-36, 1983).

o -

The material quoted above was excerpted from the llandbook for Teaching Vietnamese

»

Children. ’I‘hls is one of the series of handbooks published in 1983 by the (,ullforma ‘otate
Department of Education to meet the needs of the rapldly mcreasmg rm%nty language
gopulation in the state. The handbooks focus on various language groups including:

Vietnamese, -Cantonese, Korean, Philipino, Mandarin, Japanese, Portuguese, Hocano y .
Pl | ' . . ' o
Punjabi, .Armenian, 'Laotian, Cambodian, and Samoan. bLach handbook 'addresses the”

¢ . ~ &
Q
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unique historical, socio~cultural and linguistic'characte'ristics of each language group.

The handbooks also provide educational resources such as.community organisa\tions and

4

classroom instructional materials. They are designed to assist bilingual/ESL 'teachers,

counsellors, school administrators and teacher tl‘alnlng lnstltutlons in es@llshmg

. 3
- ) LA E
eprogrammatlc currlcular and 1nstruct|onal pollcnes L : .
. ) ¢
. . . L )

v . . . ) .
’ ’ A ’ ! . ‘
4

‘The linguists who developed the theor%tlcal bases for the mlnorlty language mstructlon

prognammes set forth «in §choollng and LangUage Mlno_rlty Students. A 'Iheoretlcal"

Framework, advocate additive bllmguallsm and stress on malntenance of the mother

Writing in the Handbook for Teachlng Vletnamese Students, they state that opportumtnes

to develop cognitive and academlc language skllls in Vietnamese .are naturally not-

4

available to students in most communities in California, therefore par.ents and educator_s
P P . . . _

* must work together to design and implement such opgortunities.. Further, cognitive and -

/"‘

academic language skills not learned in 'Vi.etnarnese can easily be added in English by

" specially designed .nstruction- at school. "If students k}re to benefit from their
bilingualism, attention to Vletname’se language _development and‘ English language

acquisition is necessary." (p 42. Office of Blllng /Bicult, Educ., Calif. State Pept. of‘

Educ. Sacramento, CA.) Hence, we can recognize a snmlarlty in phllosophy, goals and
theoretical framework between the Mother Tongue Project in Britain and the programmes

for Asian language speakers in California just described.

"y
3.

" 3
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The Complexities of Mother Tongue 'I‘eacﬁing Under Conditions of Wide Diversity
’ . : - {

Yet despite the achievement of the Mother Tongue Project in Britain, and similar projects
. . . . - L] > '

in the United States, many observers would maintain that the circumstances on_both sides
7 \ . . . . 1 .

’

of the Atlantic of defining a umfle\policy for mother tongue teac‘hing"’ become more and

more prdblematlcal. What do educators propose? What do parents want? What will the

’Federal, State’r Local Authorities fund? \ S '

° . - e

N . 3 ’ ) . e ' \.
A study of Southeast Asnan refugeeqparents in the Pchmc Northqut sheds further light on_

the mother tongue teaching controversy. Mary Blakely of the. College of* Education,

' Uhi‘\}ersity. of Oregon, interviewed - Southeast 'A_sia"n refugee parents to obtain their
< _ . _ . 4

-~

“"_ perspectives on formal education”for. their children attending the local schools~ She

*

further augmented her interpretation of the survey data with two prior years of

v

"participant observation fieldwork in the setting. The main purpose of her project was to

help the school district learn more about how the refugee families adjusted to American

schools.” Emphasis in the study was placed on the parents' pe{rce_ption of the language

3

.. " . , . .
environment in the school, cross-cultural communication, parent involvement in schools -
and bilingualism. Refugee groups included Chinese, '\{ietnamese, Lao, Mien and Khmer
speakers. ' . .

v A\

‘ "
'N)regon school district had no recent experience with bilingual education prior to the .
) .

w

.refugee programme. After the arrival of the families from Southeast A%ia, the school |

district applied for and received’ Federal funds to implément a "transitional® bilingual"

programme in the schools for the children of these families. 'The objective was to

’

promote a "language shift" from mother tongde to the doininunt languages of the local

L]
»
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society. 'I‘he programme and the t\tﬁdent‘s were eValuated only on the basis of l!ﬁglnsh

language proflclency, not on achleveme{ht of native language literacy skills. (Blakely,

e

1983)

. '\“\' “ , :
After two years of the programme ’Blakel}‘_-\‘a§ked parents if they th(yght_ their children

- should learn. to’ rehd and writée their nativé‘-"--'l'ar{guages as well as English. The refugee -

-

~ parents across language groups generally gave ol\e answer for their older children and‘

another for theyounger prlmary school age chnldren.. Blakely reports that half the parents

noted that older children already were literate, sq there was no need for them to receive

t\.

" native 1anguage 1nstru(stlon at school. 'l‘he ma]ornty (6 L percent) said they wanted thenr

younger chlldren to learn to read and write the natwe l ‘nguage. ‘One. Chlnese-Vletnamese

mother stated M would like the school to open a Chln _se class. It would be good for all

/

chidren. The Amerwans, too". This mother noted thal'\ in our contemporary world thnese
. \\ -\

might be a "more widely used language than VnetnameS\e Chinese parents also mentloned

\
\" ]

the intellectual value of becoming literate'in two languzﬁges.

s !

-

4 B ,
However, a. Lao-speaking father was most adamant in his response in opposition to native

o,
. A ]

' -~
language teaching. Through an interpreter he stated:

LY

Write down that I want only English at school! 'This is not Laos. ‘There-is no.reason to

learn to read-lLao here. There are no Lao books in America. Here my hoys need’
English, They are learning English well at school and 1 am happy. To get a good job
they must know how to read and write En}ﬂsh. L &

- -

(Blakely, p.62)

,__17_'- . .



Blakely concluded that no p'arents‘su?veyed argued against English literacy fon their

" children, but some parents doubted the value of being literate in an additional language.

1

Like immigrant groups ‘before them in America they recogmzed the lmmedlate needs for '

'I:.ngllsh language proficiency. (Blakely, 1983)

4

r v N AN - : ‘! \ - o

+

These attitudes were further confirmed durlng an interview with the ESL Censuttant for .

. o

the Aurora Colorado Schools, who described his school district's programme for

Korean-speaking gew immigrant chxldren. ~He stressed that famlhes‘g'om Korea wanted
o , NP . AE . < ‘
an "Am'erican education" for thelr children. - Parents wafped their children to be immersed

' in the Amerlcan tradltlon and ‘speak only Amerlcan English. Yet he noted that ten or

4

_fifteen years later, when the famllles had been in the U.S. for a whlle, they spoke of .

)

feelings of regret for not _teachlng ‘their children ‘about Ltheir Korean hemtage and

language, as they and their children soon forgot the traditions and culture of the mother

country. g < s e %

-
.

-

imilar responses have been reported- by teachers and writers in Britain. The Mother
ongue PI‘O]ect for instance, encountered a number of primary teachers whose initiatives

in promotmg the mother tongue had been dlscouraged by ethnic mlnorlty parents who

L
v

were unconvinced of their educational v_alue. 'I'he projedt also came across bilingual '

parents who had consciously set out to raise their children as monoglot English speakers,

believing this to be the way tg\educational success, only later to discover that the
\

~ children had a confused sense of cultural identity and felt themselves to be lacking an

v
understanding of their community's heritage.

X
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Just how w.idespread,this. anibivalepce is among ethnic minority parents would be difficult

to ascervta'in, but it is interesting that Jenny Wilding, - /in her study of parental attitudes
\ ! (Wilding - 1981), felt it important to 'note that "ls(')me parents, despite principled

. ) . i
+ commitment to mother tongue teaching were anxious ‘for reassurance ' that their

children's English would not suffer as a resuilt. |

. ‘ \ . ' . . : ‘
. ‘ - © o % . .
Another argument that.confounds the issue of mother tongué teaching in both countries is
“ T : . .
the onc ‘of ethnic minority isolation, and hence discrimination and economic
N A Y A
dlsadvantage. In- Britain the anti-racist education journal Isgues has arned of ethnic

.mlnonty children becomlng "ghettotsed" through mother tongue teachlng programmes that |
¢ are isolated from the mainstream currlculum and restmcted to only a partlcular section of

pupils.” In the United States, writing in an issue of the Harvard Education Review on the

.

bilingual - education controversy, and particularly .how it affects Spanish ‘speakers,
Ortheguy ponnts out that to the extent that blllngual programmes help malntaln

, \
communication in Spanish among Hlspanlc chxldren, they may also curb the process of -
- assimilation by identifying Hlspamcs as a distinct group. "Conventional wisdom holds that
- as long as a group remains distinguished from the larger society, its members will remain
poor. 8ecause of their experience ‘with racism in this country, many Hispanics mve -_1ong»

"ago given up the hope of disappearing as a distinct group." (Ortheguy, 1982 p.312)

Whither Mother Tongue Teaching?

]

Where does this leave us in this'discussion ‘of developments in mother tongue teaching in
Britain and the’ United Stat‘f? Strong argumentsva're set forth by the Mother 'l‘ong'ue _
Project for supporting children's hilingualism., It points out that bilinguial_ism can benefit

’
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. ' K N . . o
all childgen by supporting- confidence in one's own language repertoire,- increasing.
. . * ’ R . “ .

.language awareness, and awareness of cultural diversity, combating racism and increasing '
coml.nunica_tion between.,d_ift_-'erent cﬁl_tural_ groups. ~Bili£1gualism-cgn- benefif bilingual
chidlren b’y'supp;)rti;_\é learnfng, aiding intellectual and cognitive development, supporting
self—esteemba.nd' confidence in one's own ethnicity, supporting th(,j rel:tionship with one's
family and ethnic cdmmunity and extending v_ocatior)ai and life options. (Houlton and

'wm?@r, 1983)

.

A

!

) (\) . . ' . . el . . )
Bilingualism can benefit teachers and the schools by increasing their knowledg_e}of and

_relationships with individual pupils, by recognizingypupils' families and communities’ as

e school resources, by increasing teachers“ awareness of linguistic and cultural diversity,
strengthening sch<ool/cori1munvity ties and by contributing to the multicultural ethos of the ’

school. Finally bilingualism, and the inclusion of mother tongue teaching can promote
P R

equality of educational opportunity, and develop the skills and talents that childref bring

to school. Bilingualism is a positive response to a multigthnic sociéty. (Houlton and

Willey)

»

In America in 1983, school districts across the country, confronted with growing

pulations of limited English-speaking Students are opting for a middle -

round, allowing students to retain literacy in their native language whi}e helping them to
‘ : 4

\ learn English. Some school administrators are recognizing the advantages of bilingualism

or- multilingualism for -aff¥students, native North Americans as well as new immigrants.

] _ But thedebﬁe continues: S _ : : . \

_xr "2““ SN
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The question of whether t# ehcourage studentsvto perpetuate fluency jn their native

' 'tongue has thrust the schoolF mto a larger deb?te over the future of the United States

as a monolingual society. Crltlcs charge that he dommance of English could be

-

weakened and riational corresiv\dness co-u_ld be threatened if educators do not handle -

> this issue -carefully. " - | & ‘
. % .

‘ N (Maeroff, 1983 p.67)

v . 7
L]

What is evident, however, is the'need for more research, cux{rlcular matenals and teacher

N - < - »

education. _

Notes _ _
e

1. *The Linguistic Minorities Project was baged at the .Londo‘n_ University Institute of

»
[

‘Education between 1980 and 1983. A report of its work is published by Tinga Tinga S
Ltd, a branch of Heinemann U.K.

2... The Schools Council was disbanded in March 1984 and replaced by the School
Curriculum Developiment Commlttee (SCDC) whlc/[a, is based at Newcombe llouse, 45.

Notting Hill (Jate, London Wll 3JB ' o »

Al

. / .
3. The Mother longue PrOJect came into belng in val%l and will run until August

1985. It can be contacted at: | o ) R

y .

_21..
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. e— ' — g — - RN R e l‘ ) . . . . . “
| . L

| 'l‘he Centre fqr Edmation ina Multn-bthmc Society (CEMES)
Robert Monteflore School
Underwood Road-
" Londori E1 5AD.

A

‘After Augugt 1985 mformatlon about the project can. be obtained. from the gCDC

4

(Informatlon Sectno&) at the address above (2) ' R 5

8

-

. % o ] . : " T’
The Mother Tongue and English Teaching Project was based at Bradford College

between 1979 and 198l. Information abeut it can be obtained from Bradford

College, Bradford, West Yorkshire.

A}

_The Bedfords.hire/E-EC_'Mother Tongue and Culture Project took pléce in the

" Bedfordshire LEA between 1976 and 1980. .

Bengali, is now by far the largest commumty language other than English in the

Inner London Educa-tion Authority. According to the 1983 Language Census it is

speakers. Greek is the. fifth largest "langua‘ge in the ILEA, spoken by over 3000

1

——-f

e

spoken by over 900_0 -éhildren in the Authority's schools, mainly in the Tower

Hamlets area of east London. There are 31 primary schools where more than 30% of

[

- children. But in the lLondon borough of Hﬁringey' it has significantly more s'pe.akers_ _

than any other language apart from 'English, being spokenfdy'Z‘S()O children, which is-

approximately 10% of the borough's school popula_tion.

L3

“ 22 -

the pupils on roll are Bengali-speaking and in six of these over 80% are Bengali(’



t

[l

-

7. Details of the project's Bengali and Greek materials are available from the Mother

Tongue Project at the address above (3).

2 . : ~

o . , , ) \
- 8. A full report of the Mother Tongue Project will be published by NFER/Nelson in’

1985/86 under the t.it'le: Community Languages in the Primary School.

I

9. Supporting Children's Bilingualism, by David Houlton and Richard Willey. Published

by Léqgma’h Resources Un_it, 33-35 ’I‘annerfng,_York.  "-;_;,,~,,_ .

. L
- . } )

+

10. Al Our Languages, by David Houlton. Published by Edward Arnold Ltd, London.

v'l l. The Children's Language Prg_'@ct, published by Philip.and '_l‘aéey Ltd, Andover,

Whire,_ | ]

v _
12. The Language Informgtion Network Co-ordination was set up to® disseminate the
findings and work of the Linguistic Minorities Pboject. _'It ran between May 1981 and
December 1984. Information about it can be obtained from the Information Unit,

London University Institute of Ed_ucation, Bedford Way, London WCI.
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