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the United States are reviewed. The aim of the
research is to review the educational policy for
language minority children in the USA, in par-
ticular, the choice of whether to include native
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program. Six models for bilingual education,
need for bilingual education, benefits for bilingual
education are considered as well.
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Po3a/1s:0aembCcsi KOHYenyisi 6iaiHasismy ma icmo-
pisi doc/ioxeHb rnpogpam 0BOMOBHOI ocsimu 8
CrionyqeHux LLimamax. Memoto Aoc/ioxeHHs €
BUBYEHHS1 OCBIMHKOI Mo/IMUKU Wodo oimeli Mos-
HUX MeHWuH y CLLIA, 30Kkpema, BUGIp mozo, Yu
BK/IOYAMU B HaB4aHHs1 PiOHy MOBY SIK YacmuHy
0CB8IMHBOI Mpoepamu.  Po32/1SHymo  maxox
wicms Modesieli 0BOMOBHOI ocsimu, nompeby y

0BOMOBHOI 0C8IMi, nepesa2u dBOMOBHOI 0CBIMU.
KntouoBi cnoBa: 6iriiHesisv y CLLIA, dBOMOBHI
Hagya/ibHi po2pamu, HayioHa/IbHi MEHWUHU,
MOBHI MEHWUHU, emMHO/IiH28ICMUYHa Mosimuka,
pidHa mosa.

Paccmampusaemcsi  KOHUyenuusi  6usuHasu3ma
U ucmopusi uccnedosaHull npozpamMm  dsys-
3bIYHO20 0bpasosaHusi 8 CoeduHeHHbIX LLima-
max. Llesibto uccriedosaHust ig/isiemcst UsyyeHue
o6pasosamesibHolU  NOAUMUKU 8 OMHOWeHUU
demeli U3 s3bIKOBbIX MeHbWUHCMB B8 CLLA,
B yacmHocmu, 8bI60P MO0, BK/IOYaMb /iU B8
06yyeHue PooHoU Si3bIK Kak Yacmb 06pasosa-
me/ibHoU npozgpammbl.  PaccMompeHbl makxe
wecmb Modesiell 08ysA3bIYHO20 06pa30BaHUs,
rnompebHoCMb B 0ByA3bIYHOM 06pas0BaHuU,
npeumywecmsa 08ys13bI4HO20 06PA30BAHUSI.
KnioueBble cnoBa: 6usuHesu3M 8 CLUA,
08ysI3blYHbIE yYebHbIe MpospamMMbl, Hayuo-
Ha/lbHble MeHbLWUHCMBA, S3bIKOBbIE MEHb-
WuUHCMBa, 3MHO/TUH2BUCMUYECKas MO/IUMUKA,
POOHOU 5I3bIK.

Statement of the problem in general aspect.
Throughout the world today, there are many more
bilingual individuals than there are monolingual; and
there are many more children who are educated via
a second language than are educated exclusively
via their mother tongue. Thus, in most of the world,
bilingualism and innovative approaches to education
involving the utilization of more than one language
constitute the status quo — a way of life, a natural
experience. In these days of increasing global inter-
dependence, all American residents will benefit per-
sonally and socially if the largest possible number of
residents can speak, read, write, and understand at
least one language in addition to English [8, p. 8].

The analysis of recent research and publi-
cations. Over the last several years, a number of
comprehensive reviews have been conducted of
research and evaluation studies concerning bilingual
and immersion education (Baker K., de Kanter A.,
Crawford J., Cummins J., Diaz R., Fisher, Guthrie,
Swain, Lapkin P., Troike, Willig A., Cole M. and Grif-
fin G. discussed how new technologies can be used
to improve education, especially for minorities and
women in science and mathematics. The policy
debate over how best to educate students who enter
school with limited ability in English has focused on
the issue of native-language support in instruction
(August D., Garcia E., Baker K., de Kanter A.).

The aim of our research is to review one aspect
of educational policy for language minority children
in the USA, in particular, the choice of whether to
include native language instruction as part of the
educational program.

Main material presentation. In the United States,
bilingual education was not uncommon in the eight-

eenth and nineteenth centuries. Linguistic pluralism
and diversity were acknowledged and tolerated, if
not always encouraged. When defining bilingual
education in the USA, it is important to understand
that, unlike in much of the rest of the world, bilingual
education in the United States has primarily been a
program whose goal is to teach English rather than
to develop bilingualism/biliteracy. The vast majority of
USAbilingual programs are designed for students who
come to school speaking native or home languages
other than English and who are learning English as a
second or additional language. Amado Padilla pro-
claimed, “As we enter the twenty-first century, we
must develop new approaches to instruct language
minority students. To do this we must combine our
second language learning strategies with advances
being made in the cognitive sciences and in educa-
tional technologies” [8, p. 22]. Bilingual education is
a broad term that refers to the presence of two lan-
guages in instructional settings [2-5; 8; 11; 14]. The
term is, however, “a simple label for a complex phe-
nomenon” that depends upon many variables, includ-
ing the native language of the students, the language
of instruction, and the linguistic goal of the program,
to determine which type of bilingual education is
used. Students may be native speakers of the major-
ity language or a minority language [8, p. 9]. August
D., Garcia E., Hakuta K., Laosa S. remarked in their
investigations that the history of bilingual education in
the United States is frequently divided into two peri-
ods: pre-World War | and post-1960 [1; 5]. From the
1920s until the 1960s, little attention was given to the
language needs of non-English-speaking students.
Students were placed in regular classrooms, where
they “sank or swam”. It was not until the 1960s that
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the failure of English classrooms to educate non-Eng-
lish-speaking students began to receive national
attention. Bilingualism is a term that has been used to
describe an attribute of individual children as well as
social institutions. At both levels, the topic has been
dominated by controversy. On the individual level,
debate has centered on the possible costs and ben-
efits of bilingualism in young children. On the societal
level, fiery argument can be witnessed in the United
States about the wisdom of bilingual education and
the official support of languages other than English in
public institutions. Particularly in the latter case, emo-
tions run hot because of the symbolism contained in
language and its correlation with ethnic group mem-
bership [5, p. 373].

Need for Bilingual Education. Language-minor-
ity students in U.S. schools speak virtually all of the
world’s languages, including more than a hundred that
are indigenous to the United States. Language-mi-
nority students may be monolingual in their native
language, bilingual in their native language and Eng-
lish, or monolingual in English but from a home where
a language other than English is spoken. Those who
have not yet developed sufficient proficiency in Eng-
lish to learn content material in all-English-medium
classrooms are known as limited English proficient
(LEP) or English language learners (ELLs). Reliable
estimates place the number of LEP students in Amer-
ican schools at close to four million.

Benefits of Bilingualism and Theoretical Foun-
dations of Bilingual Education. Bilingual education
is grounded in common sense, experience, and
research. Common sense says that children will not
learn academic subject material if they can’'t under-
stand the language of instruction. Experience doc-
uments that students from minority-language back-
grounds historically have higher dropout rates and
lower achievement scores. Finally, there is a basis
for bilingual education that draws upon research in
language acquisition and education. Research done
by Jim Cummins, of the Ontario Institute for Studies
in Education at the University of Toronto, supports a
basic tenet of bilingual education: children’s first lan-
guage skills must become well developed to ensure
that their academic and linguistic performance in the
second language is maximized. Cummins’s develop-
mental interdependence theory suggests that growth
in a second language is dependent upon a well-de-
veloped first language, and his thresholds theory sug-
gests that a child must attain a certain level of profi-
ciency in both the native and second language in order
for the beneficial aspects of bilingualism to accrue.
Cummins also introduced the concept of the common
underlying proficiency. Padilla A. notes the importance
of bilingual education in terms of demographic projec-
tions for increasing linguistic diversity in the United
States into the foreseeable future. In this respect, he
identifies a startling revelation: that members of the
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current “majority” who decry their presumed “support”
of the poor are likely to be the primary “dependents”
of the increasing populations of immigrant “minorities”
as they get older relative to the younger and work-
ing immigrant groups [8, p. 11]. Marguerite Malakoff
and Kenji Hakuta, in “History of Language Minority
Education in the United States” (Chapter 2), provide
a comprehensive review of the public policy debates
and legislative actions concerning bilingual educa-
tion. Beginning with the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, Malakoff and Hakuta identify the changing
dynamics of American attitudes toward bilingual edu-
cation [8, p. 12]. Bilingualism is usually recognized
as the sign of an educated and cosmopolitan elite.
Yet, in the United States, we have a policy that seeks
to eliminate bilingualism among those who have the
best possibility of becoming fluent bilinguals, that is,
children who enjoy the privilege of a home language
other than English. Ideally, a public education system
should provide instructional support to make these
children competitive in English without contributing
to the loss of their home languages. As for Camp-
bell R., Lindholm K. these potentially “true bilinguals”,
then, should be viewed as a critical national resource
[3; 7]. Senator Paul Simon has argued that the
implicit policy of monolingualism in the United States
has isolated this country with respect to the world
marketplace; the consequence is that U.S. business
interests are losing their economic competitiveness
to countries that actively promote foreign language
instruction and bilingualism in the education of their
children [8, p. 22] Tucker G. states, “Our ultimate goal
should be a language-competent society. What this
means is a society in which all residents (citizens and
immigrants) of the United States have the opportunity
to develop the highest possible degree of proficiency
in understanding, speaking, reading, and writing in
English. At the same time, English-speaking individ-
uals should have an opportunity to develop an ability
to understand, speak, read, and write a second lan-
guage. This goal should be the force that drives the
mission for sound language instruction, and it should
be the rallying point for the political stance that must
be taken. The goal of a language-competent society
can be enhanced by research that is conceptualized
according to the dictates of a paradigm that seeks
organized facts that can build on each other to inform
us about the best way to carry out language instruc-
tion practices” [13]. In 1968, bilingual education pro-
grams in public schools were legitimized at the fed-
eral level by the Bilingual Education Act. The return of
bilingual education to public schools is closely tied to
the civil rights movement of the 1960s. On January 2,
1968, President Lyndon B. Johnson signed into law
the Bilingual Education Act, with the words, “Thou-
sands of children of Latin descent, young Indians,
and others will get a better start — a better chance
in school”. Federal policy in bilingual education since
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1960 has been made to ensure equal educational
opportunity for minority-language children of limited
English proficiency (LEP). They began because of
court decisions enforcing civil rights legislation such
as the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Equal Educational
Opportunities Act of [11, p. 81].

M. Malakoff and K. Hakuta researched History of
Language Minority Education in the United States.
They summed up, “The final legislation recognized
the “problems of those children who are education-
ally disadvantaged because of their inability to speak
English”. Section 702 of the law defined bilingual edu-
cation as a federal policy, which would be “to provide
financial assistance to local educational agencies to
carry out new and imaginative elementary and sec-
ondary school programs designed to meet these
special educational needs”. As the intention was to
encourage varied and innovative programs, rather
than mandate a strict policy, the law neither defined
nor prescribed types of programs needed. However,
it recognized that bilingual programs need not be
limited to only language arts and noted that possible
programs for grants included “programs to impart to
students a knowledge of the history and culture asso-
ciated with their languages” [8, p. 33].

August D. and Garcia E. distinguished six models for
bilingual education, which are best seen as prototypes
within which considerable variation and combination
can occur: (1) transitional bilingual education, (2) main-
tenance bilingual education, (3) submersion model, (4)
English as a second language, (5) U.S. immersion or
sheltered English, and (6) the immersion model [1, p. 61].

Transitional bilingual education. The transitional
bilingual education models are the most common in
U.S. public schools. These programs are intended
to provide both English language instruction and
grade-appropriate subject content prior to main-
streaming into a regular English-speaking class.

Maintenance bilingual education. The program
targeted students from two distinct groups, and the
goal was for all students to achieve proficiency in both
lanvages. Instruction is provided in both languages.

Submersion and ESL models. The submersion
model is, in fact, the absence of any special program:
It is the “sink or swim” method. The ESL model pro-
vides special English instructional activities on a pull-
out basis, and the remainder of school day is similar
to a submersion model.

Canadian immersion. The Canadian immer-
sion programs were first developed to produce
French-English bilinguals among the English-speak-
ing community in and around Montreal. This model
has been extended to three-way immersion, adding
a third ethnic group language to French and English.
It is important to note that this model, while success-
ful, was largely implemented with majority language,
middle-class children who faced no pressure to aban-
don their native language.

U.S. immersion or sheltered English. U.S. immer-
sion, or sheltered English, is a variant on the Cana-
dian model with a major difference: It is designed to
develop proficiency in English only [1, p. 62].

Of these six types of programs, the majorities are
designed to help students make the transition from
one language to another; that is, they take mono-
linguals and produce monolinguals. Characteris-
tics of Good Bilingual Education Programs include
the following characteristics: high expectations for
students and clear programmatic goals; instruction
through the native language for subject matter; an
English-language development component; mul-
ticultural instruction that recognizes and incorpo-
rates students’ home cultures; administrative and
instructional staff, and community support for the
program; appropriately trained personnel; adequate
resources and linguistically, culturally, and develop-
mentally appropriate materials; frequent and appro-
priate monitoring of student performance; parental
and family involvement.

As for Roeming R., one significant element to bilin-
gualism in the United States begins with providing bet-
ter welfare of specific groups of people who cannot,
because of language barriers, contribute fully in our
social organization. Another reason for bilingualism in
the U.S. is the interest of professional second lan-
guage groups, who find it essential to continue their
support for language study development [9, p. 73]. In
addition to the significant elements to increase bilin-
gualism, native speakers might find it meaningful to
continue their mother tongue, traditions, and cultures.
Lambert N., Tucker G. consider that one important
reason for this is that there have been findings that
concluded “a foreign language facilitates mastering
the higher forms of the native language” [13, p. 122].
Bilingualism could better prepare the U.S. citizens for
an ever-expanding global society.

Catherine E. Snow, in “Rationales for Native
Language Instruction: Evidence from Research”
(Chapter 4), presents a more focused review of
the pros and cons of using language minority chil-
dren’s native language in initial education and lit-
eracy training. According to Snow, four arguments
are articulated against the use of native language
instruction: (a) The history argument points to the
success of certain European immigrant groups in
the absence of federally sponsored bilingual edu-
cation; (b) the “ghettoi-Lation” of linguistic minor-
ity children results in segregation, stigma, and
the maintenance of intergroup differences; (c) the
amount of “time-on-task” is reduced by bilingual
education; and (d) the inevitable attrition of native
languages makes for a “hopeless cause” in bilin-
gual education [12, p. 60].

Daniel Ramirez Lamus states that although bilin-
gual education has never enjoyed widespread sup-
port in the USA, several models can be distinguished
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for language minority students: transitional bilingual
education, dual language (or two-way immersion)
programs, and speech community models. In this lit-
erature review, these models are examined to deter-
mine which is the most effective [6, p. 80].

Conclusion. The true, additive bilingualism can
be a valuable part of the educational enrichment of
linguistic minority students. Bilingualism (and lan-
guage use in general) is a social phenomenon. Work
in the area of bilingualism must establish continuities
between the phenomenon as it occurs in minority and
majority populations.
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